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Preface to the handbook series

Wolfram Bublitz, Andreas H. Jucker and Klaus P. Schneider

The series Handbooks of Pragmatics, which comprises fourteen self-contained
volumes, provides a comprehensive overview of the entire field of pragmatics.
It is meant to reflect the substantial and wide-ranging significance of pragmatics
as a genuinely multi- and transdisciplinary field for nearly all areas of language
description, and also to account for its remarkable and continuously rising popu-
larity in linguistics and adjoining disciplines.

All fourteen handbooks share the same wide understanding of pragmatics as
the scientific study of all aspects of linguistic behaviour. Its purview includes
patterns of linguistic actions, language functions, types of inferences, principles
of communication, frames of knowledge, attitude and belief, as well as organi-
sational principles of text and discourse. Pragmatics deals with meaning-in-con-
text, which for analytical purposes can be viewed from different perspectives
(that of the speaker, the recipient, the analyst, etc.). It bridges the gap between
the system side of language and the use side, and relates both of them at the
same time. Unlike syntax, semantics, sociolinguistics and other linguistic dis-
ciplines, pragmatics is defined by its point of view more than by its objects of
investigation. The former precedes (actually creates) the latter. Researchers in
pragmatics work in all areas of linguistics (and beyond), but from a distinctive
perspective that makes their work pragmatic and leads to new findings and to
reinterpretations of old findings. The focal point of pragmatics (from the Greek
pragma ‘act’) is linguistic action (and inter-action): it is the hub around which
all accounts in these handbooks revolve. Despite its roots in philosophy, classi-
cal rhetorical tradition and stylistics, pragmatics is a relatively recent discipline
within linguistics. C.S. Peirce and C. Morris introduced pragmatics into semiot-
ics early in the twentieth century. But it was not until the late 1960 s and early
1970 s that linguists took note of the term and began referring to performance
phenomena and, subsequently, to ideas developed and advanced by Wittgenstein,
Ryle, Austin and other ordinary language philosophers. Since the ensuing prag-
matic turn, pragmatics has developed more rapidly and diversely than any other
linguistic discipline.

The series is characterised by two general objectives. Firstly, it sets out to
reflect the field by presenting in-depth articles covering the central and multifar-
ious theories and methodological approaches as well as core concepts and topics
characteristic of pragmatics as the analysis of language use in social contexts. All
articles are written specifically for this handbook series. They are both state of
the art reviews and critical evaluations of their topic in the light of recent devel-

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110693713-201
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vi  Preface to the handbook series

opments. Secondly, while we accept its extraordinary complexity and diversity
(which we consider a decided asset), we suggest a definite structure, which gives
coherence to the entire field of pragmatics and provides orientation to the user of
these handbooks. The series specifically pursues the following aims:

— it operates with a wide conception of pragmatics, dealing with approaches that
are traditional and contemporary, linguistic and philosophical, social and cul-
tural, text- and context-based, as well as diachronic and synchronic;

— it views pragmatics from both theoretical and applied perspectives;

— it reflects the state of the art in a comprehensive and coherent way, providing a
systematic overview of past, present and possible future developments;

— it describes theoretical paradigms, methodological accounts and a large num-
ber and variety of topical areas comprehensively yet concisely;

— itis organised in a principled fashion reflecting our understanding of the struc-
ture of the field, with entries appearing in conceptually related groups;

— it serves as a comprehensive, reliable, authoritative guide to the central issues
in pragmatics;

— it is internationally oriented, meeting the needs of the international pragmatic
community;

— it is interdisciplinary, including pragmatically relevant entries from adjacent
fields such as philosophy, anthropology and sociology, neuroscience and psy-
chology, semantics, grammar, discourse and media analysis as well as literary
studies;

— it provides reliable orientational overviews useful both to students and more
advanced scholars and teachers.

The fourteen volumes are arranged according to the following principles. The first
three volumes are dedicated to the foundations of pragmatics with a focus on micro
and macro units: Foundations must be at the beginning (volume 1), followed by
the core concepts in pragmatics, speech actions (micro level in volume 2) and
discourse (macro level in volume 3). The following six volumes provide cognitive
(volume 4), societal (volume 5) and interactional (volume 6) perspectives and dis-
cuss variability from a cultural and contrastive (volume 7), a diachronic (volume
8) and a medial (volume 9) viewpoint. The remaining five volumes address meth-
odological (volume 10), sociomedial (volume 11), fictional (volume 12), devel-
opmental and clinical (volume 13) aspects of pragmatics, and discuss the spatial
dimension of pragmatics (volume 14):

1. Foundations of pragmatics
Wolfram Bublitz and Neal Norrick
2. Pragmatics of speech actions
Marina Sbisa and Ken Turner
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3. Pragmatics of discourse

Klaus P. Schneider and Anne Barron

4. Cognitive pragmatics

Hans-Jorg Schmid

5. Pragmatics of society

Gisle Andersen and Karin Aijmer

6. Interpersonal pragmatics

Miriam Locher and Sage Graham

7. Pragmatics across languages and cultures
Anna Trosborg

8. Historical pragmatics

Andreas H. Jucker and Irma Taavitsainen

9. Pragmatics of computer-mediated communication
Susan Herring, Dieter Stein and Tuija Virtanen
10. Methods in pragmatics

Andreas H. Jucker, Klaus P. Schneider and Wolfram Bublitz
11. Pragmatics of social media

Christian R. Hoffmann and Wolfram Bublitz
12. Pragmatics of fiction

Miriam A. Locher and Andreas H. Jucker

13. Developmental and clinical pragmatics
Klaus P. Schneider and Elly Ifantidou

14. Pragmatics of Space

Andreas H. Jucker and Heiko Hausendorf
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Preface

Space has always been of central relevance for pragmatics. The early textbooks
already devoted substantial chapters to the ways in which language is used to
refer to spatial aspects of the speech situation, and more recent ones continue
to give this aspect of language use its well-deserved attention. Other aspects of
language use and space, however, have often been ignored or backgrounded,
or they have been treated in more specialized publications without reaching
the mainstream developments of pragmatic theorizing. This handbook sets out
to develop a broader perspective and bring together the many different ways in
which language use and space are intertwined. The contributions to this volume
provide extensive overviews of the individual research fields, and each of them
adds an illustrative case study showcasing one particular aspect of the inter-
connection between language use and space. The volume is structured into four
parts. The first part is devoted to the different ways in which language is used to
describe space and spatiality in different contexts. The second contains contri-
butions that explore the spatial organization of social interaction in face-to-face
communication and beyond. The third looks at the communicative resources of
constructed spaces, and the final part looks at pragmatic variability across geo-
graphical spaces and culture(s). As will become obvious in the contributions of
this volume, there are multifarious connections between these four parts, and
a clear separation is not always possible. However, all contributions share a
common understanding that space needs to be seen as a fundamentally dynamic
notion which we describe as “doing space” (see our introduction to the volume).
Space is not so much a pre-existing container within which language is used,
but it is an achievement that is discursively created by and through the use of
language.

The idea of this volume originated within the framework of the University
Research Priority Program (URPP) “Language and Space” at the University of
Zurich. This program, generously funded by the university, and, in particular, its
Focused Research Group “Interactional Spaces” provided the stimulating aca-
demic environment in which the cooperation among researchers interested in lan-
guage and space across many different departments of the University of Zurich
could grow and flourish. It is the academic home of several of the contributors of
this volume, including the two editors. We are very grateful for the manifold sup-
port that we have received from the URPP.

We would like to thank all our contributors for their diligence and cooperation,
and for their patience with our numerous requests. We have benefitted enormously
from our dialogues with them, from their insights and erudition. We would like to
thank Klaus P. Schneider, one of the series editors, for his kind support, and in par-
ticular Barbara Karlson for her unfailing enthusiasm and encouragement for this
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project. We also thank Anja Leu for helping us with some of the editorial details of
this volume and Michael Obrist for a lot of help with the index.

Zurich, September 2022
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1.  Doing space: The pragmatics of language and
space

Heiko Hausendorf and Andreas H. Jucker

Abstract: Language use and space are connected in intricate and multiple ways,
and therefore pragmatics must account for the numerous dimensions of the spatial
parameters of communicative interactions. At the same time, space needs to be
seen not as a pre-existing, physical entity, but as something that is being done in the
process of using language. This introductory chapter discusses these basic aspects,
which permeate all the contributions of this volume, and it introduces three inter-
faces of language and space: space within language, language use within space,
and language(s) in space. The pragmatics of space cannot be reduced to one of
these perspectives, but they serve as useful heuristics to structure the contributions
of this volume. The chapter also discusses a range of different conceptualizations
of space that are relevant for pragmatics, and it proposes some perspectives for
future research in the pragmatics of space.

Keywords: pragmatics, space, doing space, place, social situation, copresence,
spatial indexicality

1. Introduction

Why do we need a handbook dedicated to the “Pragmatics of Space”? The contri-
butions of this volume will themselves provide rich evidence for this need. In this
introduction, we will answer the question from two different angles. As we will
argue, pragmatics must intrinsically account for space since spatial parameters
essentially belong to language use. Accordingly, there is a direct connection from
pragmatics to space. Conversely, there is some reason to assume that linguistic
accounts of space in themselves need pragmatics. For it is pragmatics that can best
bring in the perspective that space is something to be done by the participants (see
Jucker et al. 2018), i. e. not a physically given entity but something emerging in
and from discourse. Taken this way, there is also a direct connection from space to
pragmatics. But before turning to this twofold reasoning in favor of a genuine prag-
matic vision of space and language, we will begin by illustrating the general con-
nection between language and space that has been a challenge for linguistics right
from the beginning and somehow beyond the traditional fragmentation into syn-
tax, semantics and pragmatics. When we explore some of the important interfaces
between space and language, we enter a field of research that has been massively

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110693713-001
In: Andreas H. Jucker and Heiko Hausendorf (eds.). (2022). Pragmatics of Space, 1-20. Berlin/Boston:
De Gruyter Mouton.
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2 Heiko Hausendorf and Andreas H. Jucker

discussed across several disciplines. This becomes obvious in the contributions of
this volume whose authors systematically provide reviews of the literature of their
specific fields. In this introduction, we will, therefore, pick out some references
only selectively in order to indicate the richness and diversity of the literature
without any extensive coverage of the different fields. First and foremost, our goal
is to comment on the structure of this volume with its four sections and to sketch
out the many ways in which the contributions approach the issue of space from the
perspective of linguistics and pragmatics. First, we will argue that the pragmatics
of space cuts across different interfaces between space and language (Section 2).
In Section 3, we will consider the perspective from pragmatics to space, or, to put
it differently, we consider the question of why and in what sense pragmatics needs
space. In Section 4, we will turn the tables and look at the perspective from space to
pragmatics, or, why does space need pragmatics? The last section provides a brief
conclusion and some thoughts on potentials for future research directions. In all
sections, we will, of course, regularly refer to the individual contributions of this
volume but for actual summaries, readers are referred to the abstracts that precede
the individual contributions.

2. Interfaces between space and language

The relationship between space(s) and language(s) establishes a fundamental con-
cern for linguistics which has been accounted for again and again. Natural lan-
guages are closely and intricately intertwined with spatial parameters both on a
micro level and on a macro level (called, for instance, the “double spatial indexical-
ity of language” by Auer et al. 2013: 10). On a micro level, spatiality belongs to the
speech situation in an extensive way. Particular types of discourse require particular
spaces. But it already starts with the physical distance between the participants. In
spoken interactions that do not rely on the help of technological devices, speakers
have to be within earshot of each other, that is to say they have to share a common
physical space. And actual spaces may have a very considerable impact on whether
and how the interaction is possible. On a building site with loud machinery, in a
disco with ear-piercing music or somewhere close to a runway with airplanes taking
off and landing, spoken interaction may be close to impossible. Other surroundings
are not only conducive to interactions, but they are actually purpose-built to enable
certain types of interactions. This is true for most if not all types of institutional
communication: Lecture theaters, assembly halls, playhouses and churches are all
specifically constructed to provide the necessary affordances for specific commu-
nicative events. They generally assign specific places to speakers and listeners and
make sure that listeners can hear and see the speakers even across distances that in
other environments would be too large for easy spoken interactions. For this space
between speaker and listener, Edward T. Hall, one of the pioneers of early interac-
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tion studies, coined the term of “proxemics” (1969), which he studied across differ-
ent cultures and communities. According to the title of his book, there is a “hidden
dimension” of communication that becomes obvious via the participants’ spatial
configuration within certain formations among which the so-called “face-to-face
interaction” is the most prominent and “canonical” constellation (see Haddington
and Oittinen, and D’ Antoni et al. this volume). This basic anthropological config-
uration has left its traces in the linguistic resources that help us to orient ourselves
within interactional spaces, most obvious in the case of deictic expressions (or local
or positional adverbs) that relate to the speaker’s position (such as “here”), specify
embodied differences of spatial orientation (like “in front” vs. “behind” or “right”
vs. “left”) or indicate directional aspects of movements (with the speaker’s posi-
tion as source or target: “to” vs. “from”) (see Levinson 2003; as well as Auer and
Stukenbrock, and Gerwien and von Stutterheim this volume).

On a macro level, natural languages are generally tied to specific spaces or
localities. People who live in the same geographic area share a common linguis-
tic code that allows them to interact. In our everyday understanding of different
languages, such as French, Japanese, Igbo or Swahili, they are first and foremost
bound to geographically defined spaces. Wikipedia entries on specific languages
typically start with an indication on the localities where they are spoken. This is
true both for languages that are restricted to a well-defined and perhaps very small
area and for languages that are spoken in many different places across the entire
world, such as English or Arabic. Language, that means languages, as H. Weinrich
once put it in the title of one of his monographs (Weinrich 2003), and rightly so,
one might add: Language, that means spaces. Accordingly, different parts of the
world are defined by referring to “their” language: entire continents as in the case
of “Latin America” or regions within a country as in the case of “German speak-
ing”, “French speaking” or “Italian speaking Switzerland”. As a result, linguistic
forms (across different levels of description from phonology to syntax, from lexis
and semantics to pragmatics) can be mapped onto geographically defined spaces
and can accordingly constitute linguistic areas (at different scales) which can be
flagged within “linguistic atlases” (see Schneider and Félix-Brasdefer this vol-
ume). It goes without saying, however, that a fixed and stable, even nation-state
vision of language and space (one territory, one language) as evoked perhaps by
the tradition of cartographic representations is entirely inadequate. The relation
between language and space has to be considered as a dynamic and ever-changing
one including phenomena such as multilingualism, migration and diasporas. But
nevertheless, language change, in itself, is situated in space, and physical proxim-
ity of speakers with different first languages inevitably leads to language contact
and contact-induced change. The very process of speaking as the production of
sounds allows listeners to infer the speakers’ home and origin from aspects of pro-
nunciation. In this way, relevant aspects of identity and belonging are indicated in
a most effective and often inevitable way. We habitually “place” others on the basis
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of the language they use, a process that is ubiquitous, for instance, in multi-lingual
Switzerland.

Due to the spread of languages all over the world, there are different ways to
account for the phenomenon of “space” and its manifold meanings within different
languages. It is not only and not foremost a matter of translating the same concept(s)
but rather a matter of conceptualizing different ways of thinking, visualizing, imag-
ining, figuring, perceiving, treating, in short, of doing space by means of natural
language(s). As soon as we move on to talk about issues of space in whatever
dimension, for instance, when we start to talk about contested spatial issues (rang-
ing from landscaping to urbanism, from housing to architecture, from border poli-
tics to ideologies of (trans)national territories), we come across a highly implicative
system of spatial vocabulary, semantics and semiotics with smooth transitions to
languages for special purposes. Space accordingly becomes a matter of explicit
reflection and negotiation and becomes pervasive as a part of social discourse(s)
(see Danos this volume). Without ignoring the difference between language and
space, one could therefore argue that space in some sense means language, too.

It should be clear from these sketchy remarks that the relationship between lan-
guage and space is multifaceted and complex, but three main interfaces come to the
fore to which the four sections of this volume can directly be related (see Figure 1):!

Language and

space

Space within Language use Language(s) in
language within space space

Spatial Communicative
organization of resources of

Describing Pragmatics

space through across space
P & face-to-face constructed P

language Fuma and culture
communication spaces

Figure 1. Language and space interfaces in relation to the four sections of this volume

! Figure 1 is a modified and essentially adapted version of the presentation in Hausendorf
(2013: 281).
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The first interface deals with space within language, that is to say with the linguis-
tic resources that specific languages have at their disposal to refer to and to talk
about space and spatiality. In the present volume, this interface will be covered by
the various practices of describing space through language, including spatial ref-
erences in spoken interaction or in written texts, the description of motion events
as well as the creation of imaginative spaces in storytelling.

The second interface deals with the micro level of language use within space.
In the present volume, this interface includes, on the one hand, the spatial organ-
ization of face-to-face communication including not only spatial arrangements of
small groups and some other forms of direct interaction beyond physical copres-
ence but also the spatial dimension of sign language and gestures. On the other
hand, this interface also includes the communicative resources that are provided
by constructed spaces and the ways in which these facilitate and shape communi-
cation. Take, for instance, the discourse-specific communicative affordances of a
lecture theater or an assembly hall in contrast to the much more general and less
specific affordances of a private living room or a public square.

The third interface, finally, deals with the macro level of language, or rather
languages, in space, that is to say with the fact that languages are generally geo-
graphically located and therefore situated in specific spaces. In the present volume,
this interface is devoted to pragmatics across space and cultures, i. e. the ways in
which language use differs across language varieties, languages and cultures.

As should have become clear from this brief outline, there is no reason to
restrict the pragmatics of space to one of the three interfaces. As this volume
impressively demonstrates the pragmatics of space overlaps all these interfaces.
The pragmatics of space is not a homogeneous field of linguistic research, and
neither can it be easily segregated into subfields. In many ways, the contribu-
tions of this volume cut across the different aspects of space in language, lan-
guage use within space, and language(s) in space. The few references to some of
our contributions sporadically interspersed above already illustrate the variety of
thematic aspects in this regard. We have therefore not excluded certain types of
spaces and neither did we restrict ourselves to selected types of spaces by means
of extant definitions. Instead, we argue that the pragmatic perspective is needed
from both sides: on the one hand from pragmatics itself and on the other from
specific views on space. It has sometimes been noticed critically that under the
heading of language and space very different linguistic approaches treat rather
different aspects of language and space without looking for overall concepts,
overlaps and similarities (for instance, Auer et al. 2013). Thus, we distinguish
between the interfaces outlined in Figure 1 above as a matter of convenience and
in order to structure the contributions of this volume, but the contributions them-
selves will show very clearly that these boundaries are artificial and need to be
bridged in any attempt to get to a deeper understanding of the relationship between
language and space. In the remainder of this introduction, we will argue that a
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deeper understanding of pragmatics requires reflection on space (Section 3) and
that, vice versa, a deeper understanding of space requires inputs from pragmatics
(Section 4).

3. From pragmatics to space: Why does pragmatics need space?

Pragmatics as the study of language use cannot easily be detached from space (or
from time, of course, but here we want to focus on the spatial aspects). The per-
haps most fundamental interface that we have introduced above (see Figure 1) is
basically and essentially a pragmatic one, namely that of language use in space. It
results from the pragmatic assumption that language use necessarily occurs spati-
otemporally, roughly speaking, in space (and time). The somehow basic argument
that language can only exist in space (and time) only holds when we think of lan-
guage in terms of language use instead of language as an abstract system beyond
or behind its use. To some extent, language in terms of de Saussurian “langue”
can indeed be studied without accounting for space and spatial parameters. It is
not by chance, that in its most abstract style of thinking (within Generative Gram-
mar, for instance) such an approach is no longer interested in languages (as spa-
tially defined entities) but in linguistic universals that can be abstracted away from
space. A usage based pragmatic approach cannot abstract away from space since
the variation of linguistic forms across situations of language use is omnipresent.
It cannot be disregarded within pragmatics but has to be accounted for as one of
the key factors of language use and variation.

When speaking appears, it does so in a spatially defined social situation as we
have already emphasized above. This is a strong pragmatic constraint that has been
called a “linguistic space-apriori” (Schmidt und Herrgen 2011: 58, “sprachliches
Raum-Apriori”). It is within the social situation of language use that the spatiality
of speaking and listening comes to the fore in myriads of everyday encounters any-
time and anywhere. In these encounters, large scale linguistic areas (dealt with as
“language(s) in space” in Figure 1) overlap with small scale interactional spaces of
situational anchoring including the participants’ mutual co-orientation, co-ordina-
tion and co-operation. So, what is concerned at a macro level is the spatial situated-
ness of individual languages and language varieties. Among the approaches dealing
with this aspect, dialectology may be the most prominent and oldest linguistic sub-
discipline, nowadays often understood as the traditional precursor of modern areal
linguistics and area typology. Language use in space then refers to the long-term
effects of spatially fixed language use, for instance, in terms of linguistic variation
(cf. Auer and Schmidt 2010; Muysken 2008 with a renewed interest in concepts of
space) and in terms of pragmatic variation (see Schneider and Félix-Brasdefer this
volume). This also holds for contact linguistics as far as it is concerned with phe-
nomena of contact induced areal formation and areal spread of linguistic features.
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As far as space is concerned, we then think of two-dimensional spatial entities that
the observed variation of linguistic forms and pragmatic patterns can be mapped
onto. It is geography that has provided linguistics with such spatial entities and the
necessary spatial expertise in mapping. It may appear that this interface between
language and space relies more strongly on a pre-existing concept of space, i.e.
geographical space. However, we would like to argue, and the relevant papers in
this volume will further substantiate our claim, that these geographical spaces are
also discursively negotiated by people who share a common language or language
variety, not only in terms of a shared lexicon and shared language structures, but
also in terms of shared usage patterns of language and shared conventions of com-
municative behavior. Following this line of thinking, dialectology can in fact be
“pragmaticized” in some sense (see Nilsson et al. this volume).

Although language use can obviously not be restricted to speaking and listen-
ing, to spoken discourse and orality the speech situation can rightly be consid-
ered the “natural home” (Goffman 1964) of language. As such, the spatiotemporal
face-to-face configuration with its communicative requirements for co-orienta-
tion, co-ordination and co-operation (see Hausendorf and Schmitt, and Meyer and
Jucker this volume) can be considered the social ecology within which natural
language has evolved phylogenetically (and still evolves in the ontogenesis of
language acquisition). Pragmatics therefore has a fundamental interest in under-
standing the kind of constraints and conditions that are connected with this natural
home of speech. Since Goffman’s pioneering studies in the sociology of interaction
(Goffman 1961), we have been used to combine the social situation with “face-to-
face interaction” and, in doing so, have been prompted to conceive of the speech
situation in terms of a basically spatial configuration that appears to be an anthro-
pological constant of language use. Taking this insight as a starting point, a lot of
linguistic research has been done to further explore the spatial fundamentals of
speaking and listening as they come to the fore in the case of (multimodal) deixis
which is therefore a genuine subject of pragmatics (rather than semantics). Deixis
relates to the spatial positioning of speaker and listener in discourse, and it allows
for the participants’ mutual co-orientation, co-ordination and co-operation (see
Auer and Stukenbrock this volume).

Space in language (another interface in Figure 1 above and sometimes termed as
“spatial language”, e. g. by Hayward und Tarr 1995) can, therefore, be considered a
long-term sediment of the participants’ orientation in interactional space(s). It is a
genuine topic of pragmatics, too: Innumerable processes of situational anchoring,
positioning and configuration have found their fixed and solidified forms in terms
of spatial grammaticalization and lexicalization pathways. Different “grammars
of space” illustrated by cross-linguistic research (cf. Levinson and Wilkins 2006)
provide evidence of this kind of space within language. Cross-linguistic research
on space in language has often (albeit not exclusively) adopted a cognitive science
point of view directed at the cognitive basis of spatiality in language (“spatial
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cognition”; cf., for instance, Levinson 2003; see also Gerwien and von Stutterheim
this volume). There can be no doubt that natural language is a powerful resource
for situational anchoring, but it is also true that it is not the only one. There is the
human body as a mobile and intelligent sensor in space and there is a large variety
of architectural affordances that both have to be accounted for as highly effective
resources for situational anchoring. This is another reason why pragmatics has to
be intrinsically interested in space.

In addition to basic requirements of situational anchoring, there are a lot of
speech acts and verbal activity types that are directly space-related and that might
have emerged from concrete configurations in space (maybe starting from early
rituals and forms of exchange around stone circles: see Hochuli and Streeck this
volume). As a well-established subject of pragmatics, there are particular genres
that request spatial lexis and semantics and that could perhaps be characterized as
spatial genres. “Describing space through language” (see Figure 1 above) notice-
ably comes to the fore in the case of genres such as living space descriptions,
route directions or spatial descriptions of touristic places in travel guidebooks (see
Schubert this volume). Even narratives can be shown to depend on spatiality with
respect both to spatial aspects of the actual situation of storytelling and “replaying”
(Goffman 1981) and to spatial aspects of the narrated scenario (see Heller this vol-
ume). Discourse acquisition therefore comprises developmental aspects of doing
talk about space (see Filipi this volume).

There is still another genuine pragmatic aspect of doing talk about space(s) —
and place(s). It has to do with the social relevance of space as a manifestation of
social structures of modern society, and, thus, with social space (cf. also the way
in which social classes are conceptualized in spatial terms as lower, middle and
upper classes). When space becomes a contested issue and is explicitly talked
about (as is typically the case when there are conflicting views on spatial issues) it
becomes obvious that there are semantics of space that belong to special discourse
structures. Space then proves to emerge through discourse as a social construct,
typically in terms of place(s) that bear a social meaning for those who are in what-
ever way concerned and who relate their own idea of belonging and identity to
special places (for instance, as “locals” or “visitors”: Streeck 2013; and Hochuli
and Streeck this volume). It is within this genuine pragmatic perspective that the
linguistic reflection on the relation between language and space can benefit from
what has been introduced as a “spatial” and “topographic turn” in social sciences
and recent sociologies of space (cf., for instance, Schroer 2007). Within pragmat-
ics, different strands of discourse analysis have contributed to link concepts of
space to political and regulatory discourses that essentially involve space. Take,
for instance, discourses on landscaping and town planning and how they shape our
view of urban and rural environments, of built and furnished space. “Describing
space through language” accordingly includes spaces which become a topic of
negotiation and deliberation (see Danos this volume).
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As acknowledged before, language use cannot be limited to the speech situ-
ation, and pragmatics, therefore, cannot be limited to speaking and listening in
physical copresence. Language use obviously includes writing and reading as well,
and for a long time now, people have used language beyond situations of physical
copresence. Does that mean that space is fading away in such extended forms of
language use? Obviously not, as one could take from many contexts and situa-
tions of language use beyond copresence. Take, for instance, the case of reading in
spatial environments (inscriptions, signs, billboards, graffiti, and so on) in which
the place of reading is a crucial resource for meaning (cf. “Discourse in place”:
Scollon und Scollon 2003; see also Kesselheim and Hottiger, and Yumul-Florendo
and Muth this volume). The pragmatics of such texts have to include pragmat-
ics of space and place. The same holds for the verbal description of spaces and
places within (fictional and non-fictional) texts: Free from requirements of actual
situational anchoring, writers and readers can develop new strategies of grasping
complex spaces through linearization strategies (cf. Schubert this volume). Last
but not least, there is language use in virtual environments. The achievement of
interactional spaces among “telecopresent” participants (Zhao 2003) has accord-
ingly become an issue of pragmatics across different settings and scenarios of
virtual realities (see Meyer and Jucker this volume).

From what was sketched out as pragmatic aspects of space and spatiality, it
becomes quite clear that space is a nearly ubiquitous phenomenon within pragmat-
ics. So, one might wonder that the present handbook is the first one to give space
the kind of attention that it deserves (in terms of a “pragmatics of space”). The
contributions collected within this volume attest to the richness of findings and
observations in this field and they show a lot of overlapping interests. At the same
time, the contributions show a large variety of theoretical backgrounds (from cog-
nitive to social, variational to interactional approaches), methodological traditions
and empirical data (from text and video analysis of authentic data to questioning
and participant observation and the evaluation of experimental data).

4. From space to pragmatics: Why does space need pragmatics?

There is not only a direct connection from pragmatics to space, but different con-
ceptualizations of space also lead directly to pragmatics. What all the interfaces
between language and space have in common in the way that they are treated in this
handbook is that space is understood as socially constructed. In the relevant sense,
space is not a pre-existing entity with which people interact, but it is discursively
created in interactions. In an earlier paper (Jucker et al. 2018), we used the term
“doing space” to describe the way in which interactional partners make use of the
spatial affordances around them and at the same time create and maintain spatial
configurations in their interactions. This basic understanding of space as achieve-
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ment is here extended to all three interfaces outlined in Figure 1, and therefore
the analytical approaches presented here are necessarily pragmatic ones, where
pragmatics — in accordance with all the other volumes in this series of handbooks
of pragmatics — is understood in its broad sense of the study of the use of language
in its social and cultural context. The focus lies squarely on the use of language in
the discursive construction of space for all these interfaces. In order to illustrate
this point of view, we will briefly outline the different conceptualizations of space
that come into sight from a pragmatic perspective. Alongside these different con-
ceptualizations, different disciplines come into play. As we will argue, it is prag-
matics that allows to bring together and to consolidate these different meanings by
extending and advancing the motto of doing space.

Without claiming to account for different relevant meanings of space exhaus-
tively and exclusively one might like to differentiate space and spatiality from the
point of view of participants of social interaction. Space then can be described as
differently “done” spaces. The following list of “spaces” (adapted and modified
from a similar list in Hausendorf 2013: 280-281) is meant to illustrate this basi-
cally pragmatic point of view and to show the complexity and the systematics of
research covered in the present volume, even if we cannot go into the details of
the different spaces and their corresponding fields of research. In all these fields
and within all these related disciplines, space is conceptualized in more than one
way, and at this point, we merely want to provide some crosslinks between differ-
ent contributions and to draw attention to some pragmatic issues of space that cut
across the different sections of our volume.

Perceived and pointed space

Space is relevant as what is directly accessible to the participants’ sensory percep-
tion, i. e. what is visible, audible, can be touched or sensed in whatever way and
can be pointed to by the participants. This is what we call “perceived and pointed
space”: it is something “just here”, “over there”, etc. In terms of multimodal point-
ing, for instance verbally or/and gesturally, perceived aspects of space become rel-
evant for what is going on in interaction. It goes without saying that this is the per-
haps most prominent link between space and pragmatics. As such, it looks back to a
rich tradition of reasoning, particularly with respect to linguistic theories of “deixis”
(portrayed and discussed by Auer and Stukenbrock this volume and in some sense
omnipresent across most of the other contributions) and related issues that in one
way or another are concerned with the relationship between spatial perception, spa-
tial cognition and spatial language. Among these issues, the contributions of the
present volume deal with the description of motion events (Gerwien and von Stut-
terheim this volume), the relevance of gestures for pragmatics (Fricke this volume),
the conceptualization of space in sign language (Wilcox, Martinez and Morales this
volume), and the description of spatiality in written texts (Schubert this volume).
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Used and embodied space

Space is also relevant as what is available to the participants’ body movements, i. e.
what is within reach, “stand-on-able”, “walk-on-able” (Gibson 1977), go-through-
able, pass-by-able or in whatever way answered in a corporeal way. For this, we
talk about “used and embodied space”: a line of seats, a passage, a pedestrian area,
a virtual environment for moving avatars, and so on. In contrast to perceived and
pointed space, used and embodied space has long been neglected within linguistics
but has been accounted for in early research on “nonverbal communication” (as,
for instance, by Ruesch und Kees 1956). Due to the spread of video-based data on
the one hand and virtual environments for screen-based social interaction on the
other, research on interactional space, i. €. on relevant situational aspects of move-
ment and social action has appreciably increased over the last fifteen years or so.
Mirroring these recent trends in research in conversation analysis and computer
mediated communication studies, the contributions of the present volume deal with
the role of space in openings (D’ Antoni et al. this volume), interactional spaces in
stationary, mobile, video-mediated and virtual encounters (Haddington and Oitti-
nen this volume) and spatial configurations of communication beyond copresence
in virtual environments (Meyer and Jucker this volume).

Built and furnished space

The concept of “built and furnished space” is closely connected with used and
embodied space. Here, space is relevant as what has already been prepared and
arranged for the participants’ social interaction. Built and furnished space comes
distinctly to the fore in case of socially organized (institutionalized) and highly
specialized use (cf. for instance LeBaron and Streeck’s analysis of an police
interrogation room: LeBaron und Streeck 1997). It is not by chance that modern
societies’ functionally differentiated organizations have become manifest in pur-
pose-built spaces in terms of buildings with their particular interiors. Buildings like
the hospital, the court, the university, the museum, the parliament or the factory
provide social interaction with spatial and social positions according to the charac-
teristics of institutionalized communication, i. e. healthcare (hospital), judiciaries
(court), science (university), learning (school), art (museum), politics (parliament)
or economy (factory). This is what Hausendorf and Schmitt (this volume) propose
to be analyzed as architecture for interaction (cf. also Jucker et al. 2018). Apart
from its prominence in institutionalized communication, built and furnished space
is ubiquitous in everyday life. It holds as well for private interiors, namely for
ways of living space arrangements and furnishings which create spaces for private
sociability and conviviality by defining configurations of copresence. The adjust-
ment of distance and closeness between the participants is a relevant dimension
of such configurations — and is well-known as the spatially sensitive aspect of im/
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politeness in interaction (Brown and Hiibscher this volume). A prominent con-
figuration and furnishing of copresence in dwelling and housing is the so-called
“lounge” (“Sitzecke” in German). Emerging in history as an essential part of the
civic (“bourgeois”) living room furniture, it pre-structures the way in which family
members and visitors get together as an interactive ensemble (Schmitt 2013) and
the way in which living room culture presents itself inwards and outwards (cf.
Linke 2012 from a pragmatic point of view). Hochuli and Streeck (this volume)
deal with spatial arrangement in dwelling and housing that go far back in early
human history to primal configurations of copresence (for instance, configurations
of exclusion and inclusion by means of stone circles and campfires) and also go to
the characteristics of modern public places.

Formed space

The concept of “formed space” relates to mountains, valleys, deserts, plains, lakes,
rivers, caves, and so on. It is space in the sense of what has naturally emerged dur-
ing the last ice age or thereabouts and what participants treat as their natural land-
scape (in contrast to linguistic landscapes, see below). It contrasts with built and
furnished space, which is concerned with material artifacts constructed by humans
and treated as meaningful and semiotically loaded manifestations of intentional
agency. It provides the larger context for used and embodied space with its natural
“affordances” (Gibson 1977) for people to move and to dwell, to walk and to stay.
Primal configurations of copresence as dealt with by Hochuli and Streeck (this
volume, see above) might have emerged through taking advantage of such natural
affordances. Albeit not accounted for in the present volume in one of its contri-
butions, the linguistic categorization of landscape (Burenhult und Levinson 2008)
could well be a subject of pragmatics (maybe as a part of named space, see below).

Ideological and imagined space

When we go further in thinking of the relationship between space and social
belonging and identity and orient from a micro (local) to a macro (global) level,
we come across space in terms of what is established and known by participants
as a social group’s place and territory. For this we suggest the term “ideological
and imagined space”. It relates to membership in terms of a nation, a state, a prin-
cipality, a region or a town that, for instance, allows to talk about social groups’
territories. Turning to the discursive production of space and place in spoken and
written discourse, Danos (this volume) deals with the formation of ideological and
imagined spatial distinctions between the urban center and the rural periphery.
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Named and labelled space

For what is topographically defined and what participants can address as distinct
spaces and/or places, we use the term “named and labelled space”, which has
evolved in natural languages into a complex and manifold system of toponyms
at micro and macro levels of view (with names, for instance, for towns, spots, a
continent, a street, a place or a region). It differs from the ideological and imagined
space, which simultaneously triggers and depends on activities of naming in the
sense that with the help of names, perceived and pointed space (see above) starts to
become a known and solidified entity that participants can refer to without depend-
ing on a shared situation of perceiving and pointing. Onomastics, as a well-estab-
lished subdiscipline in linguistics, is devoted to exactly this type of space — albeit
not always and not primarily with a pragmatic perspective. Taking an interaction-
ist’s point of view on toponyms, Debois and De Stefani (this volume) sum up the
onomastic tradition in linguistics, elaborate on the relevance of onomastics for
pragmatics (and vice versa) and go on studying the uses of place names in naturally
occurring talk.

Mapped and measured space

Natural language is not the only resource by means of which space is semiotically
expressed. There is “mapped and measured space” as what is geographically out-
lined by means of cartography and what is available for participants in terms of
mental as well as geographical maps at different levels of concretion and abstract-
ness. Mapped and measured space typically defines borders between territories,
countries, regions and areas, from small spots up to parts of the earth. It has occa-
sionally been spelled out that mapped and measured space significantly contributes
to our view on spaces as two-dimensional areas with clear-cut boundaries, i. e.
to the ideological imagination of spaces belonging to us or them (Streeck 1995:
430 f.). Linguistics (dialectology in particular) has often made use of geographi-
cally measured space in order to record and to map the spread of linguistic fea-
tures and has often adopted a correspondingly static and given conceptualization
of space (Auer 2004). In the present volume, mapped and measured space plays an
important role within the pragmatics across space and cultures without being rei-
fied as the one and only and self-evident given factor of pragmatic variation (Nils-
son et al., and Schneider and Félix-Brasdefer this volume). Purschke and Schmalz
(this volume) adopt the point of view of perceptual dialectology showing that the
(lay) participants’ understanding of dialect areas does not automatically coincide
with what has been mapped and measured by expert dialectologists.
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Spoken and heard space

Apart from the partly problematic implications of mapped and measured space,
there can be no doubt that space is in fact something that becomes audible in every-
day interaction episodes. The participants’ ways of speaking different languages,
varieties and/or dialects (language use in terms of diatopic variation) allow for
linguistic definitions of space(s) and place(s). This is what we would like to call
“spoken and heard space”. It may range from linguistic areas over dialect regions
to urban quarters. It is important to emphasize that it does not depend on linguis-
tic expertise of area typologists, dialectologists or urban language specialists. In
contrast, spoken and heard space emerges from the participants’ routine grounds
of connecting language(s) with space(s), for instance, in terms of the speakers’
origin, affiliation, belonging and/or home. Connecting language(s) with space(s)
based on what is heard or spoken as a dialect, an accent, or a foreign language is
a largely automated and unconscious process typically unnoticed and unexpressed
by the participants (as in the case of already mentioned perceptual or lay dialec-
tology, cf. Purschke and Schmalz this volume). Spoken and heard space is maybe
the most impressive proof of the close relationship between language and space
and as such has been one of the oldest concerns of linguistics (as was already
mentioned). Albeit not explicitly and systematically accounted for, it emerges in a
number of contributions to this volume (cf., for instance, Nilsson et al.; Schneider
and Félix-Brasdefer; Debois and De Stefani).

Written and read space

The linguistic definition of space and place cannot be restricted to spoken (and
heard) discourse. There is “language in the material word” (Scollon and Scollon
2003), i. e. written and read discourse in terms of signboards and signposts, graf-
fiti on walls, postings and bulletins and inscriptions of all kinds. In such cases
of fixed texts, space becomes legible and readable, i. e. what we call “written
and read space”. In contrast to spoken and heard space, written and read space
has long been neglected in pragmatics. It has only recently been noticed and
studied that there are linguistic landscapes pervasive all over our urban and rural
everyday environment. Linguistic landscapes are ubiquitous, but they come to
the fore when there is multilingualism in signs, for instance, in place name signs,
due to a supposed readership of multi-lingual, multi-ethnic and/or multi-national
inhabitants. The field of linguistic landscape studies is still a recent one, but it has
developed rapidly in the last fifteen years. By now, it goes far beyond the focus
on multilingualism and includes the emergence of texts in different environments
and on different objects. Yumul-Florendo and Muth (this volume) sketch out the
state of the art and present an empirical study dealing with fixed texts on the Phil-
ippine jeepney, a most popular means of public transport and, at the same time,
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a telling case of written discourse in the material world and of a “postcolonial
assemblage”.

Apart from linguistic landscapes, at least in the narrower sense, written and read
space also holds for the way in which spatial surroundings of texts can become
relevant for their understanding and how spatial aspects of the environment, vice
versa, are defined and contextualized by spatially and locally fixed texts. Such
cases illustrate that the actual situation of reading can become a relevant resource
for readers to grasp what is meant and that it contributes to load a concrete space
with a certain meaning. Take, for instance, a text that reads as follows: “A sustain-
able solution to protect our water resources”. Dissolved away from its situational
anchoring, readers could only guess as to the topic-comment structure of this obvi-
ously elliptical message. Read in its natural home as a nameplate fixed at eye level
above a urinal in a men’s room, it becomes obvious and is immediately inferred by
users that what is treated as the given topic must have to do with the urinal (that
proves to be and is “understood” as a waterless toilet). This is an important part of
“language in the material world”, too. And it has also long been neglected as a rel-
evant aspect of the pragmatics of written texts. In the present volume, Kesselheim
and Hottiger deal with the relationship between texts and space and give empirical
evidence from texts and spaces in a science center where reading is closely con-
nected with physical actions.

Needless to say, this list of spaces is not exhaustive. It does not include, for
instance, the metaphorical concept of “pragmatic space” that Jucker and Taavit-
sainen (2000) developed in order to differentiate and compare neighboring speech
acts. But it illustrates the range of different meanings of space. Presented in this
way, space is obviously an interdisciplinary topic relevant to many disciplines
and approaches: geology (formed space) and geography (mapped and measured
space), cognitive, social and ecological psychology (perceived space), ethology
and conversation analysis (embodied and used space), political sciences and soci-
ology (ideological and imagined space), architecture (built and furnished space),
and, last but not least, linguistics in the narrower sense (named, spoken and writ-
ten space). According to the interdisciplinary variety of meanings, space has been
dealt with rather differently in linguistics (in the broader sense) as far as theory
and methodology are concerned. There is no reason to restrict the pragmatics of
space to one of these approaches and to exclude other approaches or to restrict
ourselves to selected meanings of spaces by means of arbitrary definitions (stat-
ing, for instance, that there are “physical” spaces as opposed to “interactional”
ones). Otherwise, we would miss some interesting connections between the differ-
ent pragmatic approaches that we have collected in this volume. And, finally, we
would skip over the many ways in which all of these spaces are done by the partic-
ipants: Taken from the point of view of pragmatics that we have drawn on in our
account, all the different meanings of space can be related to space as something
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that has to be “done” by the participants where “doing space” refers to cognition
and perception as well as movement and (inter)action, to discourse and ideologies
as well as natural and linguistic landscapes, to architectures for interaction as well
as geographical areas, to sign language and gestures as well as to verbal deicticals,
motion verbs and narratives, to physical (“natural”) as well as virtual (“synthetic”)
3D-environments. In this broad sense, doing space appears to be an adequate label
to comprehensively bring together different contributions to the description of
space through language, to the spatial organization of face-to-face interaction, to
communicative resources of constructive spaces and to pragmatics across space
and cultures under the common heading of “pragmatics of space.”

5. Future perspectives

From what was sketched out as the pragmatics of space so far it should be clear
that we are talking about a broad field of research with different approaches from
different strands of linguistic traditions. It is accordingly impossible to list all the
promising future perspectives of research in this field, but the conclusions to each
contribution in this volume provide an outlook to what their authors see as the
most challenging research questions and topics within each particular field. We
will, therefore, restrict ourselves to an aspect of social change that directly relates
to the pragmatics of space since it concerns the concept of “doing space” that
we have made use of in this introduction. As already mentioned, space has long
lived a shadowy existence in pragmatics compared to, for instance, time and the
derived concept of sequentiality. This has changed only recently, and it is reason-
able to assume that the new interest in space and spatiality has to do with a social
change in configurations of copresence and, accordingly, in the configuration of
what was introduced as the “social situation” in the 1960s. The social situation
defined through the participants’ mutual copresence (Goffman 1964) has long been
taken for granted as something “natural”, something “bio-physical” and some-
thing “local”. As such the social situation could be and has been treated as a given
instead of something to be done. But for some decades now, we have learned that
there are social situations that are no longer natural but virtual (in the sense that
they are accomplished, brought about, constructed, in short: achieved), no longer
bio-physical alone but more and more technological (in that they are transferred,
transmitted or in whatever way mediated) and no longer local but global (in that
they have long ago left behind bodily restrictions of proximity). It is easy to see
that alongside this kind of complex change, the role at least of perceived and
pointed, used and embodied and built and furnished space has come to the fore: as
something that could no longer be taken for granted as the given environment and
“natural home of speech” (Goffman 1964) but as something that has to be taken
care of, established and anchored, accounted for and elaborated, discussed and
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negotiated, in short: as something that has to be “done”. Computer gamers on a
live streaming platform like Twitch provide a particularly striking example (Meyer
and Jucker this volume). They negotiate and, hence, “do” their relevant spaces and
places in a multilayered and entirely virtual environment. They connect themselves
to a seemingly random bundle of virtual networks. And they globally share a vir-
tual space with their co-gamers, bystanders and spectators all over the entire world.

This kind of advanced computer gaming is only the tip of the iceberg. Accord-
ing to some sociological theories, we have been facing a far-reaching process of
“spatial transformation of contemporary society” for quite some time. It is assumed
to have started as early as the 1970s and to include dynamics of “mediatization,
polycontextualization and translocalization” (Knoblauch und Léw 2017). It has
been referred to as a general “re-figuration of space” at the macro and micro lev-
els of modern societies. In a seminal paper that has recently been updated and
expanded, Knorr-Cetina (2009; see also Knorr-Cetina and Woermann 2021) has
explicitly introduced the notion of the “synthetic situation” in order to emphasize
that something relevant is going on as far as our usual settings of copresence are
concerned. Explicitly addressing the Goffman tradition of micro sociology and
the Garfinkel line of ethnomethodological research, Knorr-Cetina draws a dis-
tinction between (1) the local and the global, (2) the natural and the synthetic and
(3) human and non-human actors. Empirical evidence is provided from studies
not only of online computer gaming but from scientists working at the CERN in
Geneva and bankers and dealers at exchange markets. Her suggestion is that we
should shift our attention from the focus of those locally and physically copre-
sent to those who are part of an expanded, translocal setting which is enabled
by information processing and digital communication network technologies: “The
extended content and capacity of synthetic situations are the result of what can be
projected onto a screen and staged through a screen” (Knorr-Cetina and Woermann
2021: 406, our translation).

The recent COVID-19 pandemic has brought with it an unprecedented and
extensive shift from communicative interactions in physical copresence to virtual
copresence mediated via videoconferencing tools, such as Skype, Webex, Zoom
or MS Teams. Interactional spaces have been transformed into virtual, mediated
and screen-based spaces. Perceived and pointed, used and embodied and built
and furnished spaces have changed dramatically through such tools. In addition,
communication via virtual telecopresence (Zhao 2003; Meyer and Jucker this vol-
ume) is becoming more and more part of our daily lives. We communicate with
an automated teller machine (ATM) in order to perform financial transactions; we
communicate with a chat bot on the internet; or we communicate in the physical
world with robots that mediate our communication to another person who is elec-
tronically present but physically distant. It is easy to speculate that such spatially
complex and multilayered forms of communication will continue to develop. If
pragmatics wants to keep up with the many different ways in which participants
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are doing space in an increasingly virtual, mediated and global way, it must include
space as a much more central element in its future theorizing.
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2.  Deictic reference in space

Peter Auer and Anja Stukenbrock

Abstract: In this chapter, we present an approach to spatial deixis as co-partici-
pants’ embodied and situationally embedded practices of co-orientation and joint
attention to entities in their sensory reach. These practices combine gaze, point-
ing (by different means) and other bodily practices with verbal resources pro-
vided by the respective language systems. Such an approach to deictic reference
also provides the foundations for the analysis of the “lived space” and how it
is constructed in interaction. We claim that an appropriate starting point for the
investigation of deictic reference is Biihler’s theory of the deictic field (Zeigfeld),
which is a strictly ego-centric theory. We link Biihler’s approach to phenomeno-
logical work on deixis that foregrounds the primordial role of the body (Leid) as
the origo of all spatial indices. Against this background, we further discuss the
structuration of space through spatial demonstratives of proximity and distance
and show that a “sociocentric” approach to spatial deixis is not adequate, even
though the establishment of joint attention via deixis is a deeply interactional pro-
cess. Finally, we show how Biihler’s ego-centric theory accounts for more complex
forms of deixis in the imagination. We discuss examples for Biihler’s first and
second case of deixis in the imagination and conclude with a case of hybrid refer-
ential practices in electronic media, drawing on an example from a virtual reality
game.

Keywords: deixis, demonstratives, proximity/distance, egocentricity, phenome-
nology, lived space, deixis in the imagination

1. Introduction

Reference is a triadic relation between a referring participant, the addressee(s)
of this referring action, and an entity to which the referring participant directs
the attention of the other(s) so that joint attention is achieved. The entity may
be perceptually accessible (in the situation) or it may be displaced; it may be in
the world or in discourse. Spatial reference establishes joint attention to a space
or to an object on the basis of its location or movement in space. Three types of
frames for spatial reference can be distinguished: the deictic frame (“the book is
here”), intrinsic frames given by objects relative to which the spatial reference is
established (“the book is behind the computer”), and absolute frames provided by
spatial coordinates that remain constant across acts of spatial reference (‘“Freiburg

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110693713-002
In: Andreas H. Jucker and Heiko Hausendorf (eds.). (2022). Pragmatics of Space, 23—61. Berlin/Boston:
De Gruyter Mouton.
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is south of Frankfurt”) (see Levinson 2003 for a short summary; also see Auer et
al. 2013; Diessel 2012). The focus of this chapter is on the first case.

In deictic spatial reference, the frame of reference on the basis of which joint
attention is established is the origo (deictic center). In the default case, the origo
is the body of the referring speaker relative to which joint attention to sensually
accessible objects in the participants’ surroundings is established. The “home” of
deictic spatial reference is face-to-face interaction, although it can occur in other
media as well (see Section 5).

All languages have a number of linguistic resources dedicated to the task of
establishing deictic reference. In the case of spatial deixis, the most important
group are spatial demonstratives. Spatial demonstratives can belong to very differ-
ent form classes, such as adverbials (Engl. Aere), determiners (Engl. this & N) or
pronouns (this) (the latter two are often subsumed under the heading of “nominal
demonstratives”). Not all demonstratives are spatial. For instance, German has
a modal demonstrative for reference to manner and quality (so ‘like this’). Lan-
guages may also have other dedicated linguistics forms for deictic spatial reference
(such as motion verbs). Demonstratives can also be used non-situationally (for text
deixis) and non-deictically (anaphorically or as recognitionals).

In addition to spatial deixis, there are of course many other forms of deixis
(for instance, temporal deixis, deixis to the participant roles of the speaker and
addressee, etc.) which remain outside the scope of this paper.

We propose that the appropriate starting point for the investigation of deictic ref-
erence is Karl Biihler’s ([1934] 1990) theory of the deictic field (Zeigfeld), which is
a strictly ego-centric theory (Section 2.1). Biihler, in our opinion, cannot be under-
stood unless the phenomenological context of his work is taken into consideration.
Phenomenological work on space foregrounds the primordial role of the body (Leib)
as the origo of all spatial indices. Consequently, we proceed with a short outline
of one phenomenological theory of space and the body which can be found in the
work of Giinter Stern (Section 2.2). Biihler and the phenomenologists have neither
particularly focused on the interactional nor on the intercorporeal aspects of deixis,
although they prepared the ground for and anticipated those aspects in their work.
Therefore, Section 3 summarizes more recent empirical work and shows how body
and interaction contribute to deictic reference. Section 4 focuses on the linguistic
resources and gives an overview of semantic distinctions encoded in demonstrative
spatial systems, particularly the distinction between proximal and distal. The discus-
sion will confirm our view that the origo — by default — is not socio-centric in nature,
but grounded in the body as the inevitable instance of perception and sense-making
in the lived world, and therefore egocentric. Finally, Section 5 discusses instances in
which the embodied and situationally embedded nature of demonstrative reference
is reshaped in favor of hybrid, partly disembodied practices, such as deixis in the
imagination (Deixis am Phantasma) and hybrid referential practices in electronic
media, drawing on an example from a virtual reality game.
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2. Background
2.1. Biihler’s legacy: Egocentricity and embodiment

It is widely acknowledged today that it was the Austrian-German psychologist Karl
Biihler who laid the foundations of the theory of deixis. As the first English trans-
lation of Biihler’s Sprachtheorie (1934), in which this theory was presented, only
appeared in 1990,! his ideas were late to enter anglophone research. In an older
Anglo-American tradition, where the terms “deixis” and “indexicality” are mostly
used “co-extensively” (Levinson 2004: 97) to refer to the broader phenomenon of
(linguistic) context-dependency, the term “indexical ground” denotes the anchor to
which context-dependent expressions are bound.

Biihler restricts the term deixis to those linguistic items that encode participants’
subjective, body-centered orientation in the speech event. These items constitute a
specific “language field” (Sprachfeld), termed the “deictic field” (Zeigfeld). It is in
contrast to the “symbolic field” (Symbolfeld) of language and the (only marginally
relevant) “pictorial field” (Malfeld). While the symbolic field is constituted by
the content words of the language, the elements of the deictic field form a closed
class of context-dependent linguistic elements. It is organized with respect to the
three dimensions time, place and person, which constitute a coordinate system of
orientation and perception. Its zero-point is the origo. It is the I-now-here center of
the speaker’s subjective, body-anchored orientation. For instance, spatial demon-
stratives refer to/locate proximal or distal objects relative to the speaker’s here at
the moment of utterance. The personal pronouns / and you encode the role of par-
ticipants in the speech event. Temporal adverbs such as now, just now, soon refer
to points in time relative to the coding time of the utterance.?

The deictic field explains how pointing is performed “by human language”
([1934] 1990: 98). Verbal deictics are “signposts” in the deictic field ([1934] 1990:
108). Just as gestures originate from the speakers’ body and incarnate their position
in the triadic framework of joint attention, so do deictics originate from and reflect
the speaker’s egocentric, embodied viewpoint in the speech situation.

Because our sensual experience of the world is structured relative to the system
of coordinates established by the origo, we are “oriented”, i. e. we know where
we are in space and in time and we know who we are. While human beings are
primarily “visual animals” for Biihler ([1934] 1990: 144), for whom spatial and

! The most recent edition (2011) includes an overview of Biihler’s linguistic legacy and
an afterword.

2 In addition to the three classical dimensions, further categories have been proposed in
later research: discourse deixis (Fillmore 1997[1971]: 103—110; Levinson 2005; Lyons,
1977b), social deixis (Fillmore 1997 [1971]: 111-120), and modal deixis (Ehlich 1987;
Konig 2015; Stukenbrock 2014b, 2015).
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directional data are of vital importance, he acknowledges that spatial orientation
is also informed by the tactile and auditory senses, proprioception and kinesthetics
(Biihler [1934] 1990: 145). Proprioception and kinesthetics provide us with a “tac-
tile body image” (Korpertastbild) (Biihler [1934] 1990: 145). We sense our body in
its spatial orientation, and at the same time employ that body to point and refer. For
deixis to work, we need both vision and our tactile body image ([1934] 1990: 145).

Biihler observes that the origo is not static, but “wanders in the tactile body
image” ([1934] 1990: 146) in relation to the body coordinates. This idea of a fluid,
or movable origo is extended to the origo shifting away from the here-and-now
of perceptual space. The fluidity of both the origo and the tactile body image is
Biihler’s theoretical foundation to argue for a close phenomenological relationship
between egocentric reference to perceivable entities in the here-and-now and ref-
erence from a displaced origo to non-perceivable entities.

Biihler distinguishes three modes of deictic reference: (1) demonstratio ad
oculos et ad aures, 1. e., reference to perceptual entities in the participants’ sur-
roundings via the visual or auditory mode (see Section 3); (2) anaphora, i. e., ref-
erence to elements in the context of speech (including text deixis), and (3) Deixis
am Phantasma i. e., reference to absent phenomena available only in imagination
(Section 5).

In contrast to demonstratio ad oculos et ad aures where, in the default case, the
origo is grounded by the speaker’s body and the entity referred to is in the partic-
ipants’ perceptual reach, Deixis am Phantasma refers to entities that are not in the
perceptually shared space.

Biihler distinguishes three types of deixis in the imagination. In the first case,
speakers refer to absent entities as if they were present. Speaker and addressee
remain grounded in the actual phenomenal sphere, but include into this sphere,
and jointly imagine, objects of reference that are factually not there. The second
case is more radical: speakers — as well as addressees — displace themselves into
an imagined spatio-temporal frame, and refer to objects, participants, actions and
events as if they were present. In this case, the speakers establish a deictic point of
reference (origo) that is not grounded by their body. The imagined phenomena are
visualized and experienced from a place where speakers and addressees are situ-
ated in their imagination. In the third type of deixis in the imagination, the origo of
the speaker is not shifted, but the referent is too far away to be perceived.

2.2. The legacy of phenomenology

Biihler’s notion of the spatially oriented body is part of his particular approach to
psychology called Erlebnispsychologie (insufficiently translated as ‘psychology
of experience’; cf. Biithler 1927). As a countermovement to behaviorism and the
psychology of association, Erlebnispsychologie aimed to gain access to subjective
experiences of sensual input (i. e., to the phenomenological consciousness) through
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introspective methods. In this sense, it was closely related to contemporary and
earlier approaches such as Gestaltpsychologie (cf., for instance, Kéhler’s notion of
the phdnomenaler Sehraum, ‘phenomenal vision space’, [1929]1933) or Lebens-
philosophie, but also resonates with the approach to corporeality developed in phe-
nomenology, as it later became known internationally in its French version through
the work of Merleau-Ponty (cf. Meyer, Streeck and Jordan 2017).

As an example of the theorizing of space in early twentieth-century phenom-
enology, we present the work of Giinter Stern, which can be considered typical
for the kind of approach to space that developed under the influence of Edmund
Husserl’s late and Martin Heidegger’s early teachings and writings.* In his little
known monograph Uber das Haben (1928),* Stern sketches a philosophical theory
of indexicality which is essentially centered in the body (Leib) of the phenomeno-
logical subject.’

What Stern has in common with other philosophical and psychological currents
in pre-war Germany and Austria is the opposition against a Euclidean theory of
space and the conviction that the “lived space” is not defined by the objects within
it, but rather construed from body-centered spatial (or rather directional) “indices”
(Raumindices). These indices are established by the fact that I have a body and that
this body is the “zero point of reference” (Bezugsnullpunkt) of my spatial orienta-
tion, the “here”, which defines its own surrounding space (Umraum, Stern 1928:
132). The spatial indices such as outside/inside, right/left, above/below, before/
behind are grounded in this zero point of reference.

The zero reference point is my “here”, but this “here” has a special status. On
the one hand, I can use it to refer to a “there”. But when I say “here”, I do not
always mean the zero point of reference; I may also want to refer to something in
the “here-area” (Umraum). 1 can talk about “the book here” and mean an object
which is not in the space that contains the zero point of reference, but is only close

3 Another contemporary and much better-known example of this phenomenological
approach to space is included in Schiitz’ work on the Structures of the Lifeworld (see
Schiitz and Luckmann [1971] 1973: 36-45).

4 Particularly in chapters 7 (Uber die Raum-Indices) and 8 (Satz und Situation). Giinter
Stern was the son of William Stern. He completed his PhD in Freiburg with Husserl
(Stern 1924) on Die Rolle der Situationskategorie bei den “Logischen Sétzen” (‘The
role of the category of situation in the “Logical sentences”’). Parts of the thesis were
included as chapter 8 in Sein und Haben. Stern later became a well-known political
philosopher in post-war Germany under his new name Giinter Anders (anders = lit.
‘different’). With his name, he also changed his phenomenological orientation, which
included a wholesale rejection of Heidegger and his philosophy, to which Sein und
Haben is still very much indebted.

5 The similarities with Biihler are obvious, even though Biihler does not explicitly refer
to Stern’s book.
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to it. Even the body itself is sometimes a “field” in which I can point to something
(““it hurts here”, etc.; Stukenbrock 2008). From this (and other arguments) it fol-
lows that “here” is not identical with the extension of my body (1928: 139); rather,
“here” is everything that can be manipulated directly (“unmittelbarer Greifndhe™),
that can be taken without effort (“was ohne Umstédnde genommen werden kann”),
or that is close to/with me (“was bei mir ist”, Stern 1928: 139).

Stern argues that the meaning of the spatial indices should not be based on ana-
tomical explanations alone (such as: “front is, where my mouth or my eyes are”,
or “to where my limbs are oriented”, “behind is where my back is”, etc.); for him,
there is no point in separating these concrete from the more abstract meanings of
spatial indices. For instance, “front” is not only established by the anatomy of my
body, but linked to spatial forward movement, and even to abstract intentions (cf.
the German verb for ‘to intend to do something’: etwas vor-haben, lit. ‘have-in-
front’). In the same vein, “back” is what I literally turn away from, but it is also
what I have “left behind” in an abstract sense, and more generally the past (1928:
142). Spatial indices are the correlates of “possibilities of motion and systems of
needs” (1928: 143, Bewegungsmaoglichkeiten und Bediirfnissysteme). The primary
and most fundamental spatial index is the inside — outside motion (cf. the German
word duflern ‘to utter’ < auflen ‘outside’, engl. to utter < out) on which all other
indices (apart from left/right) depend (the target of an utterance is “front”). The
inside — outside motion (German /Ain, English Aence in its etymological meaning)
construes the “here” and (relative to it) the “there”.

As the examples show, Stern makes a distinction between what linguistics
would call deictics in the strict sense (“here” and “there”) and the deictic usage of
adverbials which depend on the intrinsic perspective of spatially oriented objects
(above/below, left/right, etc.). For him, the non-deictic usage of these terms is
derived from deictic usage. It objectivizes the subjectively experienced, body-ori-
ented space. Once an object is recognized by me as having an intrinsic orientation,
it has its own spatial zero reference point and its own “above”, “below”, “right”,
“left”, etc. Just like I experience what is in front of me because my body is ori-
ented, it can also be said that objects are oriented because they are perceived to
have a front (for instance, the keyboard of the piano orients this object in space and
defines what is in front of it, etc.; Stern 1928: 149). These secondary, object-cen-
tered indices differ from those of my body in that they are passive (Passionsindi-
ces), while the indices of my body are active (4ktionsindices); they are most prop-
erly conceived as movements, or movement potentials.

It is not hard to see that Stern’s zero point of reference equals Biihler’s origo,
and that his spatial indices correspond with Biihler’s deictic and gestural point-
ing. Of course, Stern develops a philosophical, not a linguistic theory of space.
But while Stern’s phenomenology of spatial indices disregards the co-partici-
pant, Biihler makes it clear that the act of deictic referring — and even more so,
the displacement of the origo into an imagined space — requires the participation
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of an addressee. Both Biihler’s interest in the gestural component and his insist-
ence on the joint achievement of spatial reference go beyond phenomenological
approaches.

2.3. Potential criticisms

We have focused on Biihler’s approach to deixis and on contemporary and prior
phenomenological approaches to “lived space” in some detail in order to counter
two types of criticism against Biihler’s approach (and similar theories of deixis in
the Anglo-American tradition, cf. Fillmore 1997 [1971]; Lyons 1975, 1977a, as
well as the long tradition of research following Biihler’s lead). One potential crit-
icism is that this approach is “egocentric” (in the sense of not taking into account
the co-participant), and the other is that, what linguists (and Biihler) call spatial
deictic terms, are not really spatial. Both criticisms are unjustified. (A third criti-
cism which concerns the distinction between proximal and distal demonstratives
will be discussed below, Section 4.)

Some researchers (perhaps most prominently Peeters and Ozyiirek 2016) mis-
understand Biihler’s foundation of deixis in the origo as “egocentric” in the sense
of “deeply individual” (Peeters and Ozyiirek 2016: 1), “addressee-blind” (Peeters
and Ozyiirek 2016: 3) and therefore at odds with “the deeply social and commu-
nicative” (Peeters and Ozyiirek 2016: 3) character of pointing and joint attention.
Here, the term “egocentric” is understood differently than in Biihler, i. e. as a lack
of taking the addressee’s perspective into consideration. This misconstruction
of “egocentric” as “solipsistic” is a gross misinterpretation of the entire theory.
According to Biihler, spatial deixis is grounded in the relation between the par-
ticipants in the speech situation. As Hanks (1990: 7) puts it: “When speakers say
‘Here it is’, he or she unavoidably conveys somethings like ‘Hey, you and I stand
in a certain relationship to each other and to this object and this place, right now’.”
But from the fact “that acts of reference are interactively accomplished”, it does
not follow, as Hanks claims (1992: 53), that “a sociocentric approach is certain to
be more productive than an egocentric one”. In the next section, we will show in a
detailed multimodal analysis of an example that establishing reference via spatial
deixis and relative to the origo of the speaker is based on the participants’ mutual
understanding that the addressees’ and the speaker’s perspectives are not the same,
but that they can adopt the other’s perspective (Clark 1996; Tomasello 2008).

The second criticism was already raised in 1992 by Fuchs and later also by
other authors. Fuchs criticizes “concretistic conceptualizations” of spatial deixis
and the distinction between deixis ad oculos et ad aures and “deictic projection”
(deixis in imagination, see below) (1992: 4). She correctly points out that the
interpretation of the spatial deictic here, even where it denotes a space in which
the speaker is located, depends to a large degree on situational and background
knowledge and is deeply inferential. Unless the “intended relevance” of an utter-
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ance such as “Chilly here, eh?” is considered (Fuchs 1992: 6), the extension of the
space denoted by “here” cannot be identified; it can be the river bank on which
the speaker and her addressee are walking, but just as well “winterly Northern
Europe” (1992: 7), which the addressee, due to coming from India, might contrast
with his home country. This flexibility of spatial deictics is well known (cf. Klein
1978) but does not contradict their dependency on the origo as given by the loca-
tion of the speaker.

In fact, the entity which the speaker intends to refer to with “here” need not
even be a geographical or physical space, but can be social, cultural or interac-
tional. Particularly “here”-deictics (in their origo-including use, see below) can
stand for the social event or activity going on at the moment of its production. As
Sacks ([1967] 1989: 519]) pointed out, deictic practices have the specific interac-
tional and social advantage of establishing reference without “formulating” a par-
ticular social activity or event. His example is from a group therapy session with
adolescent participants, who talk about an absent member of the group (capital
letters on deictics in the original):

(1) (from Sacks [1967] 1989: 1, 519])
Louise: Oh, he could be HERE just to spend his father’s money.
Roger: Maybe that’s it.
Ken: I don’t think his father’s paying for THIS is he Al?
Al: No, not THIS PLACE.

The spatial deictics here, this and this place can be understood to refer to the place
in which the therapy group is meeting, but more plausibly, they refer to the social
situation of a group therapy — without describing and naming the situation as such.
As Sacks argues, the speakers are “invoking the sheer fact of the setting without the
specification of the setting”, i. e., they refer to an “unformulated setting” ([1967]
1989: 520).° All formulations of the setting would be socially consequential and
categorize the participants in ways they may want to avoid at this stage in the
interaction, and to which they may not want to commit themselves. Talking about
the “here”-space without saying what it is, avoids such a commitment. Hence, the
interpretation of the deictics depends to a large degree on non-visible, non-spatial,
but social, interaction-historic knowledge, and the “space” they invoke is social-in-
teractional much more than physical. But this does not mean that they are not spa-
tial. Rather, SPACE stands for SOCIAL ACTIVITY or SOCIAL SITUATION, just

¢ This specific advantage of deixis is particularly obvious in linguistic cultures with a
naming taboo that extends to place names (see Blythe et al. 2016 for the way in which
directions are given in Murrinhpatha, where even invisible places need to be indicated
by pointing in combination with deictics).
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like SPACE, in other cases, can stand for TIME. The interpretation of the originally
spatial meaning of the demonstratives needs (perhaps conventionalized) inferences
which lead the recipients from the strictly spatial interpretation to one in which this
space is understood as standing for a social activity one of the features of which it
is to take place in this event. Yet it remains necessary for the addressee to know the
speaker’s location in order to understand the deictic reference. Or, in Sidnell and
Enfield’s (2017: 218) words: the elements of the originally spatial deictic system
can be “enriched” “through their mapping onto the local socioculturally constituted
worlds of their users”.

3. Spatial deixis as a multimodal, interactive practice

Biihler’s theory laid the grounds for multimodal studies on deixis as an embodied
phenomenon. In this section, we sketch some of this research and proceed to show
how deictic reference is accomplished in face-to-face interaction — the primordial
site for deixis where the use of deictics is intricately connected to visible acts of
demonstration (prototypically pointing) for establishing joint attention (Diessel
2006; Diessel and Coventry 2020).

Humans are “visual animals” (Biihler [1934] 1990: 144); visible cues are there-
fore of primary importance in social interaction. Requesting the gaze of the speaker
is the core function of spatial deictics (Biihler 1990: 110; Stukenbrock 2020). In
the absence of speech, participants may also point with their eyes by fixing them
“on something in the field of vision” (Biihler [1934] 1990: 112). In sum, “[o]ptical
contact and optical noticing are among the presuppositions of all communication
with gestures” ([1934] 1990: 112). According to Biihler, phonoreception is analo-
gous to visual perception; he therefore integrates acoustic cues, or guides, along-
side optical cues, or postures (Bithler [1934] 1990: 113 f.), into his theory. The term
for the first and primordial mode of pointing, demonstratio ad oculos et ad aures,
captures this claim.

To guide addressees’ (visual) perception, speakers use embodied resources
such as gestures (pointing, touching, tapping, reaching, etc.), body posture, direc-
tional movement as well as gaze pointing. Gesture studies have systematically
described different forms and functions of pointing and related gestures (Fricke
2007; Kendon 2004; Kendon and Versante 2003; Kita 2003; McNeill 1992, 2000;
Miiller 1998) and analyzed intercultural variations including the use of differ-
ent body parts such as lips (Enfield 2001; Sherzer 1973), nose (Cooperrider and
Nuifiez 2012), as well as head and/or eye gaze (Kendon 1967; Streeck 1988, 1993,
2002; Stukenbrock 2015). As an example, Figure 2.1 in Ex. (2) shows a cook (C)
who is holding cooking utensils in her hand and therefore uses eye gaze (fig. 2.1b)
to point to a visible object that she deictically refers to with a demonstrative (DIE
‘these’).
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(2) “DIE”/“these” (PK02)
fig 2.1 a)

u?l‘{ ’4.\

C: (-) °hh DIE kannst du auch [hier mit in den topf geben,
these you can also here add to the pot
A: [da REINwerfen?

throw in there

Conversation analytic studies on a wide range of languages and settings have pro-
vided detailed descriptions of deictic reference as an embodied, situated accom-
plishment that requires coordination of the use of multiple resources (De Ste-
fani 2010, 2018; Eriksson 2009; Goodwin 2000, 2003; Hausendorf 1995, 2003;
Hindmarsh and Heath 2000; Mondada 2012; Streeck 1988, 1993, 2002; Stuken-
brock 2008, 2009, 2015, 2018a, 2018b, 2020). It has been shown that deictics
and pointing gestures form multimodal packages (Mondada 2014; Stukenbrock
2009, 2015) that are recipient-designed (Hindmarsh and Heath 2000), assembled
for, and coupled with the local environment in which they occur (Goodwin 2003,
2007).

While conversation analytic work has revealed the embodied complexity of
deixis (Hausendorf 2003; Hindmarsh and Heath 2000; Goodwin 2003; Eriksson
2009; Streeck 1993, 2002; Stukenbrock 2009, 2015), an integrated account of
demonstrative reference to visible entities in shared space must also include a sys-
tematic study of how participants’ gaze behavior enters the picture (Stukenbrock,
2020).

The following extract (3) is an instance of the demonstratio ad oculos et ad
aures. We analyze this case of demonstrative reference by elaborating (some of)
the components of the model of deictic reference explained in detail in Stuken-
brock (2015, 2020).

The data were recorded with an external camera and mobile eye tracking glasses
worn by the participants while they visited the Swiss museum of games. The fig-
ures in the transcript were extracted from the split screen video in which Thorsten’s
perspective is displayed on the left and Carola’s on the right. The participants’
visual attention, more precisely, their foveal vision, is marked by a cursor in their
respective video. The bottom picture shows the recording of the external camera.
The participants are good friends. We join them as they move from one show room
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to the next. They are in an open state of talk. We first present the transcript’” and
subsequently proceed witl. “ue analysis of this extract (sections 3.1. to 3.3 below).

(3) “HIER”/“here” (SMO1_00:13:10)¢
fig. 3.1

01 (3.3) (0.2) (1.0) (0.5) (0.2)
C-mv |goes to next room|lhalts--—--——--------—- >>
C-gz |to scr |..... |[to T—-—-->
T-gz |[to C|-away—-———=——=="===——-— |[to C—|
T-mv | -moves towards next room--->

02 C-vb GUCK ma;

look PTLC
C-gz -to T-—-—-——- >

T-mv -twds room->
03 C-vb =HIER muss ich Immer |LAChen;
here I always have to laugh
C-gz to T| |to sign|
T-mv -twrds room------——-——————————-— >

The following abbreviations are used: vb = verbal, gz = gaze, mv = movement, ge =
gesture.

8 The participants provided written informed consent to participate in this study and to
use the data included in this article for publication.
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04

05
06
07

08
09

10
11

12
13

14
15
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C-vb

T-vb

C-vb

C-vb
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(0.4) (0.7)
|[point to scr. |
-twds room--------

<<pp>he h°;>

(1.09)

wieSO?

why

(0.12)

<<:-)>das is hans MULler;>

that’s Hans Miller

(0.08)

ja_ [KLAR;

yes right
[der ein SPIEL erklart;
who is explaining a game

(1.38)

<<p>he h°® he h°;

(6.5)
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3.1. (Re-)Establishing focused interaction and summoning the addressee’s
attention

Carola enters a new show room first while Thorsten is lagging behind in the previ-
ous room (line 1). She stops and turns to Thorsten, who also looks at her (mutual
gaze at the end of line 1, see figure 3.1) and goes to the doorframe. Subsequent to
this moment of mutual gaze, Carola summons Thorsten’s attention with a percep-
tual directive (Goodwin and Goodwin 2012) in line 2 (GUCK ma ‘look PTCL").
Latched to it, she announces an object which “always makes her laugh” (line 3)
but which Thorsten cannot yet see. The utterance makes an aligning response con-
ditionally relevant; it invites Thorsten to identify the object which Carola finds
funny and, in the preferred case, to find it funny as well. The utterance contains
the proximal demonstrative Aier ‘here’, which refers to a location, or phenomenon,
close to the speaker’s origo.

We make two observations: First, the addressee is not yet in the spatial position
to perceive the object to which the speaker wants to draw his attention, nor to iden-
tify the referent of the speaker’s utterance. Although he can see Carola, he cannot yet
see what is in the room. The deictic adverb projects rather than establishes a domain
of scrutiny (Goodwin 2003; Stukenbrock 2015, 2020). Together with the perceptual
directive, the proximal deictic makes it sequentially necessary for the addressee to
move closer to the speaker in order to identify the object in question in her proxim-
ity. Second, this use confirms an egocentric view of the deictic origo. Spatial refer-
ence is formulated from the speaker’s embodied location in perceptual space, and it
is the addressee’s understanding of the egocentric grounding of the speaker’s deictic
choice and his visual perception of her body that tell him to move towards her.

3.2 Finding the target in the domain of scrutiny

In the literature, it is assumed that deictics and gestures are delivered more or
less simultaneously, with gesture strokes slightly preceding their verbal correlates.
In the present case, however, this is not the case. Rather, the speaker times the
pointing gesture with respect to the perceptual availability of the addressee: she
observes his walking through the door and delays the gesture until he turns round
the corner and is able to see the target of the pointing (Fig. 3.1). The target is a
video screen with a person explaining a game. While Carola points at it, she also
gazes at it, and then shifts her gaze back to Thorsten (Fig. 3.2) to monitor his
visual attention (“perceived perception”, cf. Hausendorf 2003; Stukenbrock 2015,
2020). By seeing that Thorsten is looking at the intended object, she can infer that
joint attention is established. Note that her sustained gaze at Thorsten also has a
response-mobilizing function in this extract (Stivers and Rossano 2010); it invites
alignment with the stance formulated in the utterance in line 3 and audibly dis-
played by laughter and a smile voice.
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3.3. Establishing the referent

Thorsten does not respond for almost five seconds, even though Carola’s gaze
displays her insistence on a response. The lack of response foreshadows “trouble”.
“Trouble” may arise from problems of finding the target, identifying the referent
of the pointing or understanding the meaning of the referential action. Participants
orient to this difference by initiating task-specific repair.

In the present case, addressee Thorsten initiates repair with a why-interroga-
tive (1. 7), which locates the problem on the level of understanding the referential
action. He is not able to identify a referent which could, to him, justify Carola’s
claim that there is something funny. Carola deals with this referential problem by
naming the person displayed on the screen (1. 9), and then continues by categoriz-
ing his action (I. 12). While Thorsten confirms person reference and, moreover,
claims independent recognition (. 11), he does not align with Carola’s stance even
after she reiterates her laughter (1. 14). Apart from a smile on his face, he does not
take a strong affective stance towards the discovery of a shared acquaintance on
the museum screen.

4. Proximity, distance and other cues for locating a referent

So far, we have discussed the interactional foundations of spatial demonstratives in
general, without considering the different resources offered by languages. But even
if we restrict our attention to the most basic (non-composed, i. e. monomorphemic)
spatial deictic elements and the least complex spatial deictic systems, such as in
present-day English, it is obvious that two distinctions need to be made. Spatial
deictics, on the one hand, must be distinguished according to the ontological cate-
gories of the referents (entity, place, direction/motion) and, on the other hand, the
semantic features they additionally encode. Among the latter, the most important one
is the distal/proximal distinction. According to such a simple classification, English
has two demonstratives referring to entities distant from (that/those) or proximal
to the origo (this/these), and two demonstratives referring to places distant (there)
from or proximal to the origo (kere). Demonstratives referring to direction/motion
have disappeared in this language or are no longer used with an exophoric spatial
meaning (hence/hither, thence/thither). German uses the demonstrative Aer for a
motion toward the origo and 4in for a motion away from the origo. In their spatial
use, they almost never occur as adverbials, but as verbal particles (hin+gehen lit. ‘to
go hence’, ‘to go there’), in combination with spatial prepositions (e. g. hin+unter
lit. “hence-under’, ‘down’), or in combination with the deictic place adverbs da,
hier, dort (e. g. da+hin, lit. ‘there-hence’, ‘there’) (see Konig forthc., for details). In
the latter case, the deictic place adverb indicates the goal or source of the motion,
while the directional element (4in, her) loses its deictic status.
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The proximal/distal distinction in particular has been the object of a vivid dis-
cussion in linguistics over the last decades. Before going into details, a fundamen-
tal difference between proximal and distal demonstratives needs to be spelled out.
It is prefigured in Fillmore’s distinction between the deictic and symbolic use of
demonstratives (Fillmore [1971] 1997: 62), a terminology we consider somewhat
unfortunate, however, as both usages are origo-dependent and therefore “deictic”.
The difference is better described as origo-excluding and origo-including (or auto-
deictic vs. heterodeictic®). The important insight is that only proximal demonstra-
tives are ambiguous between these two interpretations.

The ambiguity becomes clear in the following two sets of examples (all taken
from spontaneous German interactional data, but presented here with an abridged
contextual description and without a detailed sequential and multimodal analysis
for reasons of space):

(4) (a) (the speaker summons another person (Bianca) in the same room who is
hoovering it)
Bianca? Wenn du HIER fertig bist, saugst du dann mal im SPRECHzim-
mer? (BB16 753)
‘Bianca? When you are finished here, can you hoover the consultation
room?’

(b) (The addressee, whose family comes from former Yugoslavia, has just men-
tioned his affiliation with Germany, which made him apply for a German
passport; one of the reasons was, according to him, that his father was
buried in Germany. His friend asks:)
is der hler beGRAben? (BB26 703)

‘so he is buried here?’

(c) (the speaker and a group of friends are making a toast for a newly arrived
person)
und HIER kuckt man sich in die AUgen wenn man Ansto3t. (BB47 1348)
‘and here people look into each other’s eyes when they toast’

(5) (a) (the speaker holds a package with a facial mask in her hands and looks at it)
und DIEse hier (-) die fand ich am BESten
(BB0)
‘and this one here I liked most’
(b) (the speaker approaches a trunk lying on the table and touches it; the
addressee is in the same room; both have agreed to leave their signatures
on this piece of luggage) (BB82, 590)

% See the discussion in Klein (1978), Sennholz (1985) as well as Fricke (2007: 274-277
and passim).
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hast du hler schon unterSCHRIEben?
‘have you already signed here?’
(c) (speaker takes a sheet of paper and holds it to his forehead. On the paper, a
text is printed, which he is supposed to learn by heart) (BB86)
geht Elnfach nisch hier REIN.
‘absolutely nothing finds its way in here’

In the first set of examples (4), the speakers refer to a space which includes the
origo, i. e. their own spatial position. These spaces can be of very different sizes. In
(a), it is the room in which the two participants find themselves, it is the whole of
Germany in (b), and maybe the geographical location (perhaps the city of Cologne)
in which the interaction takes place in (c), but perhaps also the groups of friends in
which the toast is being made. The space can be purely physical and well-delimited
(as in (a)), abstract but well-defined (the nation space in (b)) or vaguely defined
and delimited as in (c). It is the advantage of the deictic instead of a descriptive
reference that a certain amount of vagueness is acceptable, as the referent is not
“formulated”.

Importantly, none of the deictics needs to be accompanied by a gesture. To
understand the meaning of Zier in this set of examples, the recipient has to be able
to identify their origo, i. e., the body of the speaker. But the referent of the Aier is
not a location which is identified by relating it to the origo via gesture (origo-ex-
cluding); rather, it includes the origo (origo-including) — and it is impossible to
point to the origo of one’s utterance. Instead of a gesture, the bodily correlate of
the deictic term is the voice of the speaker which indicates the origo (ad aures).
Note also that in most cases of this origo-including use, the spatial deictic does not
establish joint attention to the entity referred to, but the availability of this entity is
presupposed, as the origos of the participants in an interaction are usually known
to the co-participants. The exceptional cases in which the origo is established by
the utterance itself are utterances of the type / am HERE, in a situation in which
co-participants cannot see each other, in which the spatial deictic is rhematic
(cf. the stress). This origo-presupposing (thematic) usage of the “here”-deictic
resembles the way in which the first-person personal pronoun is used to refer to
the speaker. In this case, too, there is usually no need to establish joint attention,
as the speaker and hence the origo of the utterance is known and therefore pre-
supposed. And again, personal reference to the speaker is achieved, not visually,
but as a demonstratio ad aures. The exception here is the rhematic usage of the
first-person singular pronoun in utterances of the type This is ME, for instance
uttered on the telephone when coparticipants are not able to see each other. (Eng-
lish uses a different form of the pronoun for this function, which indicates its
rhematic status.)

As the distal demonstratives are always origo-excluding, the distinction
between hier ‘here’ in the first set of examples and da/dort ‘there’ is properly
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speaking not one of distance (proximal vs. distal), but one between origo-including
and origo-excluding uses of the deictic adverb.

In the second set of examples in (5), hier is used to locate a referent relative to
the speaker’s origo (proximal) and it depends on an index (a gesture) providing the
direction in which the referent must be searched. In this case, it contrasts with da
and dort, the two distal demonstratives of German: hier locates the referent in the
proximity of the speaker — very often, as in all three cases in (5), in their manipu-
lative reach (Stern’s “Greifndhe”, Schiitz’ “Wirkzone”, cf. Schiitz and Luckmann
[1971] 1973, Vol. I: ch. I1.B, 2, 3). The space referred to (or the space in which the
object referred to is located) does not include the origo but is external to it.

The typological study of spatial deictic systems to which we now turn is some-
what hampered by the fact that interactionally oriented studies based on a sufficient
amount of spontaneous data from face-to-face interaction are still rare.!® Hence,
the grammar-book descriptions, often based on questionnaires or direct work with
speakers of the language, do not always do justice to the actual developments
and patterns. Even well-investigated languages such as German are not easy to
categorize typologically. First of all, German is not consistent in its spatial deictic
make-up across grammatical categories. In the adverbial system, it has a three-way
distinction (hier — da — dort), while the deictic pronouns and determiners seem to
be restricted to two elements, i. e. dér (N) and dieser (N) with inflectional variants.
A third pronoun/determiner exists (jener (N)) but is used exclusively in the written
language today and only textually as a distal demonstrative. A second difficulty
arises from the fact that the system is not stable, but undergoing change, as are
many deictic systems. Among the three adverbials, dort is rather rare, while hier
and da are highly frequent, but have developed non-deictic uses (for instance, hier
can be used as a discourse particle). Among the nominal deictics, diese/r is rarely
used as a spatial demonstrative in interactional language, but highly frequent in its
recognitional function (Auer 1981). Dér is very frequent, but often part of bimor-
phemic (compound) spatial demonstratives, following the pattern dér da/hier/dort
or der N da/hier/dort ‘the one here/there’:

10 See Bohnemeyer (2012) for a discussion of methodological issues in the investigation
of demonstratives.
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Table 1:  Demonstratives in present-day spoken German

PROXIMAL MEDIAL/ DISTAL
NEUTRAL
Adverbial demonstratives hier da dort
Pronominal demonstratives dér hier (dieser) die da das dort
Demonstrative determiners der N hier die N da das N dort
(dieser N)

Finally, the pragmatics and semantics of the three deictics are far from fully under-

stood. While it is relatively undisputed that (origo-excluding) hier is proximal

and dort distal, the status of da is much less obvious (see Ehrich 1992: Ch. 2 for a

discussion). As it is often used in opposition to Aier, it might be classified as a mid-

dle-distance demonstrative. But it is also used in contexts where spatial distance

from the origo appears to be irrelevant for locating the referent. This might justify
classifying da as a distance-neutral, origo-excluding demonstrative.

Even though typological quantifications are not unproblematic, a number of
typological studies on deictic spatial systems exist (such as Diessel 2005 with an
impressive sample of 234 languages from the World Atlas of Language Structures
(WALS); Diessel 1999; Dixon 2003; Himmelmann 1996; Anderson and Keenan
1985) and show a number of patterns which are very likely to hold, the above-men-
tioned restrictions notwithstanding. These are the following:

— In all languages, deictic systems are enriched by a semantic component which
introduces some notion of distance from the origo.

— Most languages only distinguish between proximal and distal; what appears
to be a proximal demonstrative may in some cases be better described as the
“unmarked” demonstrative, which only receives the “here”’-meaning when a
contrast needs to be set up with the distal demonstrative (see Enfield 2003 for
a detailed analysis along these lines for Lao nii* vs. nan?).

— If'there is a third demonstrative, it is most often (a) used for indicating a middle
distance or (b) it enables the speaker to distinguish proximity to the speaker
from proximity to the addressee. Systems with addressee-proximate demon-
stratives are sometimes considered to establish a second origo in the addressee.
It must be added here, however, that allegedly addressee-proximate spatial
demonstratives are often postulated without available empirical evidence on
their pragmatic function. Once their use is investigated in interaction, the ways
in which they are used often turn out to be considerably more complex and less
clearly related to an addressee origo than previously thought (cf. Jungbluth
2005 for a critical study on the Spanish este — ele — aquel distinction, and
Ozyiirek 1998 for a critique of the Turkish bu — su — o distinction, both of which
are often believed to be of this type).
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— The third demonstrative can also be neutral with respect to distance. Rarely, the
third demonstrative is also distal and introduces a further distinction between
distal and very distal (or distal-visible and distal-invisible).

— More complex systems are rare but exist. They may introduce further differ-
entiations of the distance dimension or combine various degrees of distance
from the speaker and the addressee, or they may bring topographic cues such as
height/elevation or directionality into play (cf. Aikhenvald 2014). In European
languages, these topographic distinctions are often expressed by compound
demonstratives; cf. German da unten ‘there below’, hier driiben ‘here across’,
dort hinten ‘there behind’, etc.

— Deictics may also encode non-spatial features such as visibility, familiarity,
animacy, humanness, number, etc. (see Diessel 1999; Dixon 2003).

The proximity distinction as well as other spatial parameters encoded in the spa-
tial deictic system should be understood as additional cues given to the addressee
which can help to identify the target of the pointing and hence the referent. They
enable the speaker to structure the space. From a phenomenological perspective, it
therefore makes no sense to measure the objective distances between the speaker
and the object referred to and to expect some kind of correlation with the use of the
proximal or distal form. Depending on the spatial oppositions that are relevant, the
distal element can be (objectively) quite far away from the speaker when a proxi-
mal deictic is used, and vice versa (cf. Enfield 2003: 88—89). More interesting than
such an inappropriate transformation of the lived space into a Euclidean space are
attempts to link the proximal space around the speaker with the world in “manip-
ulative reach/operational zone” (Wirkzone), i. e. in the space in which objects can
be manipulated, and the distal space, to the world in “actual reach” (aktuelle Reich-
weite, see Schiitz and Luckmann [1971] 1973, Vol. 1, ch. I1.B, 1: 36); this world
that can only be manipulated by dislocating oneself. Kemmerer (1999) discusses
neurological evidence for a distinction between these two phenomenological layers
of the lifeworld but dismisses its relevance for the deictic systems of languages on
the basis of the fact that distal demonstratives are often used for referents outside
the sphere of manipulation. The issue has recently been taken up again and there
is some experimental research that supports a correlation between distal/proximal
deictics on the one hand, and a “peri-personal” and “extra-personal” space on the
other (see Coventry et al. 2008; see the discussion in Diessel and Coventry 2020:
7-8)

Spatial deictics are not only the basis of grammaticalization processes of numer-
ous kinds (for instance, the emergence of definite determiners out of demonstrative
determiners), they also tend to develop additional, non-spatial functions in almost
all languages. The two processes are related of course, the extension to non-spa-
tial functions laying the ground for possible grammaticalizations — in the case of
the determiner via the feature of accessibility. Among the well-attested additional
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functions of spatial deictics are their use for temporal deictic reference (cf. the Ger-
man middle distance/unspecified spatial adverbial da, which in addition expresses
temporal deictic reference), or for back- and sometimes forward-references within
a text (anaphora, text deixis) or in a discourse world. Many other extensions are
possible. For instance, Aikenvald (2015) shows how the addressee-proximal spa-
tial demonstrative wa- in Manambu is used to refer in a pejorative way to per-
sons or things associated with the addressee or to attract the addressee’s attention.
Kiintay and Ozyiirek (2006) argue that Turkish su (otherwise the hearer-proximal
or medial-distance demonstrative) can encode the recipient’s non-attention to the
entity referred to, and according to Lyons (1977b: 677), proximal deictics in Eng-
lish can display the speaker’s involvement, or that he is “identifying himself with
the attitude or viewpoint of the addressee”, i. e. they can be used “empathetically”.
Oh (2010) shows how the Korean deictic distal forms can be extended to refer to
incumbents of a different membership category in interaction. Hanks (2005) in
his work on Yucatec Maya even replaces the proximal/distal distinction by one
between “immediate” vs. “non-immediate access to the referent”. He argues that
the spatial meaning is only derived from this general meaning by inference. How-
ever, it is difficult to see how such a radically de-spatialized approach would be
able to account for the interactional coupling of deictics with the pointing gestures
described above.

5. Beyond embodiment

In this section, we examine instances in which the embodied, situationally embed-
ded and “environmentally coupled” (Goodwin 2007) nature of spatial deictic ref-
erence is reshaped in favor of spatial layerings (Stukenbrock 2014a) of physically
present and absent phenomena in deixis in the imagination (Section 5.1. and Sec-
tion 5.2), and in response to the challenges of co-orienting in virtual reality (Sec-
tion 5.3.).
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5.1. Bringing imagined entities into shared space

In Biihler’s first type of deixis in the imagination, participants refer to and locate
absent entities in shared perceptual space. Our example closely resembles Biihler’s
own example of situating a “piece of furniture somewhere in an empty perceived
space” (Biihler [1934] 1990: 151). In extract (6), Carola and Thorsten are planning
a social event at the premises of the Swiss museum of games. In the extract, they
are inspecting an empty hall for the event together with the museum administra-
tor (Marléne). In the split screen video, Thorsten’s perspective is seen on the left
and Carola’s on the right. The deictic reference occurs in line 2—4. Fig. 6.1 shows
Carola and Thorsten standing in the middle of the hall while Marléne (on whom
Thorsten’s gaze is focused) is standing closer to the door. (The person standing in
the entrance is not part of the subsequent interaction.)

(6) “empty hall” (SMO1)"!
fig. 6.1/1eft: T-gaze at M/right: C-gaze at new domain

o o

01 C-vb [voilLA; °hh (.)
right

C=gZ it | -new domain--->

C-ge Laia. >

1" The participants provided written informed consent to participate in this study and to
use the data included in this article for publication.
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fig. 6.2 left; T-gaze to new domain/right: C-gaze and pointing to new domain

° o

02 C-vb und HIER,
and here

C-gz —-domain-—|
C-ge .o | -PG->

fig. 6.3/left: T-gaze to new domain/right: C-gaze to primary addressee M, addressee-
monitoring

o
o

03 C-vb HIER konnen sie dAnn:- (.)
here could you then
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C-gz  ...... | =-M----- [ eeeeeet >
C-ge  —-———————- l'vsrsrs..|-OHPA-->
04 C-vb die' [die ] SPIELtische auf[bauen;]
the the gaming tables set um
05 M-vb [(abV') ] [ABso]lut;
ab absolutely
C-gz ..., |-—-M--——-— - >
C-ge -freezes OHPA--———————————————————————— >

06 M-vb =un wie sIe [SEhen-]
and as you can see

07 C-vb [oKAY; ]
okay
C-gz —-M--——————————— - >
08 M-vb =da koénnen wir auch die tUren ZUmachen?

there we can also close the doors

Carola and Thorsten are in a side-by-side configuration facing the museum admin-
istrator. While Carola closes the previous topic with a final closing device (line 1:
voila ‘right’), she shifts gaze from her co-participants to a distant location in space
(fig. 6.1/right: black cursor). Together with her body torque (fig. 6.1/bottom), her
gaze shift projects the relevance of a new space.

She continues gazing at this space as she delivers the proximal deictic adverbial
hier ‘here’ (line 2) and points to the gazed-at location with her outstretched arm,
thus establishing a domain of scrutiny for her co-participants to attend to. Thorsten
follows the pointing and shifts gaze to the domain of scrutiny (fig. 6.2/left), and
so does Marléne. While repeating the deictic Aier (line 3), Carola shifts gaze to
Marléne (fig. 6.3/right). Together with the VOS pronoun Sie ‘youPL’ (line 3), her
gaze selects Marléne as the addressee of the emergent request (lines 3—4) ‘here you
could then set up the gambling tables’.'? This gaze at the addressee enables her to
check the addressee’s visual attention and assess whether reference has been estab-
lished successfully (Stukenbrock 2015, 2020). Marléne grants Carola’s request
(1. 5: ABsolut ‘absolutely’), which documents successful reference.

In both instances (1. 2, 3), the adverbial &ier bears the focal accent: it is used in
an origo-excluding way (gesturally), i. e. it needs a pointing to guide the address-
ee’s attention to the domain of scrutiny. All three components, demonstrative, ges-
ture and gaze, are constitutive in establishing joint attention (Clark 1996; Stuken-
brock 2020).

12 Concurrently, Carola transforms her pointing gesture into an open hand, palm up shape
(OHPU) (Kendon 2004). A discussion of different gesture shapes and their function for
deictic referencing is beyond the scope of this paper (see, however, Stukenbrock 2015:
97-230).
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This example nicely shows that the features proximal and distal are not objec-
tive, measurable values in physical space, but constitute relative differences with
respect to the deictic center; they are contingent on the local context and socially
constructed in interaction. Note that, while the speaker’s outstretched gesture
and cocked head embody spatial/physical distance and difficult accessibility, the
choice of the demonstrative (hier instead of da or dort) indexes proximity. This
seems paradoxical. Consider, however, that this is an instance of deixis in the imag-
ination. The origo is the here-and-now of the referring speaker, but the entity to
which the speaker points is not perceptually accessible for the participants. Only in
imagination are the gambling tables brought into their perceived space and jointly
imagined to take the specific place indicated by the pointing gesture. It is this
imagined placement of an absent object into the here-and-now of the participants’
present order of perception that is accomplished by Aier ‘here’. The spatial demon-
strative invites its joint imagining.

The first type of deixis in the imagination is very similar to demonstratio ad
oculos et ad aures, the sole difference being that in the latter case, the target within
the domain of scrutiny is visible whereas it is not in the former (Stukenbrock
2014a). In the first type of deixis in the imagination, only the domain of scrutiny is
visible (Stukenbrock 2015). It is interactionally constructed with the same verbal
and embodied means that are used in pointing to visible entities.

5.2. Bringing speaker and addressee into an imagined space

The second type of deixis in the imagination, which requires a shift of the origo,
is perhaps the most important. Note that for Biihler, deictic displacements are
not purely mental or cognitive operations. On the contrary, displacements main-
tain and, moreover, construe an embodied relation to absent, imagined phenom-
ena because they connect the speakers’ (and addressees’) tactile body image(s)
(Korpertastbild) with the imagined scene. This enables interlocutors to effortlessly
use spatial deictics and directional items such as “here”, “there”, “towards” etc. on
the imagined scene, just as they are used in the primary situation of sensory per-
ception. In Biihler’s words, the speaker “takes it [his tactile body image] along in
the second type (displacement); he retains his present tactile body image together
with his optical orientation within actual perception from the very beginning in
the first type and integrates what he imagines into it” (Biihler [1934] 1990: 154).

The following extract illustrates the second type of deixis in the imagination.
The participants, a TV moderator (M) and his guests, an actor (A) and his wife
(W), were telling a story about the wife wanting to buy an expensive chainsaw.
The transcript starts with the actor’s final comment in the course of which a deictic
displacement to an imagined space occurs (lines 6—12).
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(7) “chainsaw”

01 A: [ (ich) man] kOnnt_ja dann auch SAgen;
(I) one could just as well say
02 fiir zwEihundertneunundfinfzig EUro- °h
for two hundred and fifty-nine euros
03 kEin SONderange[bot- ]
no special offer
04 M: (hm hm, ]
hm hm
fig. 7.1

05 A: kann man sich ja auch mal eine (.) LEIhen;
one can just as well borrow one

06 es gibt da HINten;
there is back there

EBSCChost - printed on 2/9/2023 7:44 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use

47



EBSCChost -

48  Peter Auer and Anja Stukenbrock

07 1 !GANZ! am Ende;
all the way back
08 TUCkischer wEise verSTECKT,
maliciously hidden
09 °h im hAlbdunkel des uohm m [MARKtes, ]
in the semi-darkness of the ehm store
10 W: [BAUmarktes, ]

DIY store
11 A: dessen nAme mir gerade nicht EINfallt,
whose name I can’t recall just now
12 einen wUnderbaren geRAteverleih;
a wonderful equipment rental

The speaker (A) jokingly comments on his wife’s craft ambitions by proposing the
rental of a chainsaw in order to save money (lines 1-5). Subsequently, he shifts
frame from generic talk about what “one” (man) could do to the concrete imagina-
tion of an equipment rental located at a specific place in the DIY store.

The transition from the here-and-now to the imagined space is projected by
gaze. The speaker shifts gaze from his interlocutors (fig. 7.1) to a distant location
in front of him (fig. 7.2), keeps this gaze orientation (fig. 7.3—7.4) while referring
and pointing to the imagined equipment rental, and only looks back at his wife at
the end of line 7 (fig. 7.5). He refers to the location of the equipment rental with the
compound deictic adverb da HINten ‘back there’ (literally: ‘there back’) (line 6)
and concurrently points with outstretched arms to a distant location (fig. 7.3-7.4).
He thus constructs an imagined domain of scrutiny with the equipment rental as
the imagined target. The pointing gesture is repeated several times (only the first
repetition is shown in the transcript: fig. 7.5).

The speaker’s origo is not grounded in the here-and-now of shared perceptual
space. Instead, he displaces himself (i. e., his origo) to the imagined space of the
DIY store and elaborates this space by verbal and embodied means. The use of a
distal spatial adverb is underlined by the spatial trajectory of the pointing gestures,
which, apart from indexing distance, iconically evoke the long rows of shelves in
the superstore.
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Note that, while the speaker gazes and points to the deictically constructed
location in imagined space just as he would in demonstratio ad oculos (Example 3)
or in the first type of deixis in the imagination (Example 6), his wife does not shift
gaze to the — imagined — domain of scrutiny: there is nothing to be seen there.
Instead, she is oriented at him during his entire turn (fig. 7.1-7.5). Not only is the
domain of scrutiny “empty”, because the target is not present, as in the first type of
deixis in the imagination. Moreover, and in contrast to the first type, the domain of
scrutiny itself is not present: it is not grounded in shared perceptual space either.
Both domain of scrutiny and target need to be imagined.

5.3. Deixis in Virtual Reality

To conclude, we briefly illustrate how participants who interact through virtual
bodies (avatars) in immersive Virtual Reality (VR) deictically refer to entities in
virtual space and manage problems of not sharing embodied perceptual space (cf.
also Jucker at al. 2018; Meyer and Jucker, this volume).

Graphic, three-dimensional virtual environments (VEs) are systems that offer
remote participants platforms to engage in technically mediated interaction with
others through the virtual body of an avatar. Depending on the system, participants
can talk via an audio connection, move around in virtual space with their avatar,
teleport from one place to another, engage with the virtual environment, handle
objects, etc. In non-immersive virtual worlds (VWs), participants interact through
a computer by using a mouse or joystick to operate their avatar. They thus remain
at a distance from the virtual environment. Immersive virtual realities (VRs), in
contrast, use technical devices attached to the participants’ physical bodies that
capture their motion online in real space and translate them to the avatar. In the VR,
participants are invited to have an embodied, immersive experience by assuming
an egocentric perspective that is grounded on the virtual body of their avatar, and
by receiving real-time visual feedback for movements.

While technologies are constantly being developed to further enhance “the sense
of ‘presence’” (Hindmarsh et al. 2006: 797), virtual spaces may render multimodal
practices difficult to deliver and to understand (Keating 2015; Luff et al. 2003; Hind-
marsh et al. 2006). The absence of direct access to co-participants’ bodies and the
limited possibilities of interaction among the avatars pose problems for the use of
spatial demonstratives. In real life, the deictic frame of reference is egocentric and
grounded in the speaker’s physical body; it presupposes participants’ acknowledge-
ment of the reciprocity and interchangeability of perspectives. For demonstrative ref-
erence to work, recipients need to perceive speakers’ embodied location, movements
and activities, just as speakers need to perceive their recipients. We can expect that
lack of mutual perception invites a preference for non-deictic means of reference.

Psycholinguistic experiments (Garcia et al. 2017) have shown that spatial
demonstratives are avoided when eye gaze is not available. Similar results were
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found for the use of demonstratives when gesture was not available (Bangerter
2004). This confirms the expectation that participants prefer demonstratives when
gaze and gesture are available, while they avoid deictics when this is not the case.
What does this mean for naturally occurring interaction between participants in VR?

Although gaze and gesture are not available or limited, the VR experience
nonetheless aims to simulate embodied experience. Do participants who are highly
“immersed” in their VR activities spontaneously fall back on taken-for-granted
practices of everyday life? Given that in collaborative VR gaming participants
are often under time pressure, we may assume that they prefer, or automatically
use, deeply entrenched embodied practices with demonstratives to refer to sudden
phenomena in the VR space even though they are not functional.

The following example of a noticing delivered in collaborative VR gaming
illustrates such a case. The data come from the corpus of Liliana Lovallo.'3 Lovallo
recorded naturally occurring gaming interactions at different VR videogame arcades
in Germany. Participants had access to the VR through head-mounted displays,
while sensors tracked the movement of their head and hands. They could hear each
other from their respective gaming stations. Their first-person VR perspectives
were recorded with screen capture software. Participants’ bodily behavior in real
space was filmed with two external cameras. The videos were synchronized and
exported as split screen videos.

In our example, Jacob and Adrian are playing the game “Cowbots and Aliens”.'*
The aim is to shoot down the blue-colored aliens that suddenly appear in the shared
VR space. In the split screen video, Adrian’s VR perspective is displayed on the
right and Jacob’s on the left; the bottom shows the participants as recorded by two
external cameras.

The participants’ avatars (henceforth Adrian-Av and Jacob-Av) are at a railway
station. They are in face-to-back orientation, with Adrian-Av taking the lead: figure
8.1/top/left displays Adrian-Av as seen from the perspective of Jacob-Av, while
figure 8.1/top/right shows that Adrian-Av is orienting towards the door and about
to move outside (their trajectories are recognizable in fig. 8.1/top/left as white
contrail; in fig. 8.1/top/right as green bars on the floor). The spatial demonstrative
da driiben lit. ‘there across’ occurs at line 6.

(8) AK-JK_05:31-05:57: “ah da DRUben ist einer”

01 (7.23)
02 A: °hhh (.) ja aber es gibt ne KARte,
yeah but there is a map

13 We thank Liliana Lovallo for allowing us to show the data. Participants gave their writ-
ten informed consent to participate in the data recording.
4 © Wizard Games Inc.
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03

04

05 A:

fig. 8.2

06
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=wo du ah irgendwie in (.) in so _ner knEIpe quasi
where you can ehm somehow in a kind of bar kind of
noch Oben und UNten,

still up and down

(1.0)
a:::hm: (-) auch lang KANNST,
ehm also move along

ah da DRUben ist einer-
oh over there is one
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fig. 8.3

07 auf der Anderen seite von den ZUgen;
on the other side of the trains

08 (2.65)

fig. 8.4

09 A: jetzt ist er Im waggOn DRIN;
now he is in the coach inside

10 (1.03)

11 ha der schIEBt uns doch gar net AB;
huh he does not even shoot at us

12 (0.83)

13 (gut) .
(good)
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In the course of his utterance, Adrian leaves the building by teleporting his avatar
outside; Jacob follows him. Adrian is talking about a map in the game when he
discovers an alien. He utters a noticing (Schegloff 2007; Goodwin and Goodwin
2012) which interrupts his talk about the map (line 6: ah da DRUben ist einer ‘ah
there is one over there’). The noticing contains a compound spatial deictic com-
posed of two adverbs da (‘there’) and driiben (‘hither’/‘yonder’/‘across’); these
locate the target at a distance and index an obstruction that needs to be overcome.

The external camera shows that Adrian, the speaker, performs a pointing ges-
ture with his right arm (fig. 8.2/bottom/right). This resembles demonstratio ad
oculos et ad aures in co-present interaction. In contrast, addressee gaze monitor-
ing does not occur. Note that the gesture is hardly visible to the addressee: Jacob
can only perceive, via his avatar, the embodied orientation of Adrian-Av towards
the platform (fig. 8.2/top/left), and a slight raise of a weapon held by Adrian-Av.
Likewise, participants have no access to each other’s gaze direction. In sum, in the
VR, the embodied resources preferred in co-present demostratio ad oculos do not
deliver reliable directional cues towards the target. This resonates with previous
research (Hindmarsh et al. 2006).

Adrian expands the deictic reference with a non-deictic spatial description
of the alien’s location (I. 7: auf der Anderen seite von den ZUgen ‘on the other
side of the trains’). The obstruction implied in the directional deictic “driiben” is
now denominated by a noun phrase (“trains”). Adrian teleports his avatar closer
to the target. This movement is visible in Jacob’s perspective (fig. 8.3/top/left),
who follows Adrian-Av. Although the participants’ avatars are now in a side-by-
side configuration, their avatars’ fields of vision, being smaller than the human
field of vision, do not allow for mutual perception through peripheral vision. Only
when they start shooting can they see the fire streaks of the other’s avatar (fig. 8.4/
top/left and right). When Adrian sees, through the first-person perspective of his
avatar, the shots of Jacob-Av, he can infer that Jacob has identified the target and
referent. The referential action was successful and joint attention on the alien has
been achieved.

Previous research on VEs underlines that pointing and looking, instead of being
resources to establish reference and joint attention, often become the topic of talk
(Hindmarsh et al. 2006) or lead to extended sequences (Luff et al. 2003) to resolve
problems of co-orientation, location, and reference. In contrast, our extract shows
that instead of engaging in extended sequences, participants have found solutions
to practical problems of spatial deictic reference in the VR. While spontaneously
noticing and locating objects with taken-for-granted deictic means, participants
increment their utterances by non-deictic means. These establish reference inde-
pendent of the participants’ virtual, avatar-mediated origo in the VR.

In contrast to demonstratio ad oculos et ad aures (Biihler [1934] 1990), spatial
location through directional hearing of participants’ voices is impossible in VR,
the transmission and visibility of participants’ gestures is problematic, and gaze as
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an interactional resource is not available. Participants orient to this by expanding
spatial deictic utterances with non-deictic spatial or directional descriptions which
enable, or facilitate, the location of objects in the VR space. Online incremental
practices of complementing multimodal deictic resources by non-deictic means
reflect participants’ sensitivity to the problem of limited visibility and the chal-
lenges of spatial deictic reference in VR. Propositions to change this (see list in Luff
et al. 2003: 79) by refining existing technologies based on empirical VE research,
testify, once more, to the ultimately egocentric, embodied nature of deixis.

6. Conclusion

Deictics are of special interest to an interactional-linguistic approach to the con-
text-dependence and context-sensitivity of language as they encode the relation-
ship between body and grammar. Their analysis makes a multimodal approach
indispensable; the body is “part of” grammar (Stukenbrock 2021). In the case of
spatial deixis, such an approach also provides the foundations for the analysis
of what phenomenologists termed the “lived space”, i.e., of the ways in which
humans unavoidably live in and construe their being in the world spatially through
language use (see Heidegger 1927: §§ 22-24).

We have argued that Biihler’s theory of deixis as grounded in the speak-
er’s body (i. e., a strictly ego-centric approach) is an appropriate starting point
for an interactional account of the working of deictic practices. His approach
has sometimes been criticized as being “deeply individual” as well as “address-
ee-blind” (Peeters and Ozyiirek 2016; cf. Section 4). However, Biihler’s insights
into deictic displacement counter criticism against his theory as static, and fixed
in the egocentric materiality of the speaker’s body. Biihler’s theory of deixis
is neither static nor does it exclude the co-participants.!> On the contrary, his
concept of Deixis am Phantasma integrates non-egocentric reference to phenom-
ena from (perceptual as well as imagined) vantage points other than the speak-
er’s body in the here-and-now. In addition, it explains how this is interactively
achieved, namely, by displacing the speaker-origo and by inviting addressees to
displace themselves along with the speaker to jointly attend to the referent from
the imagined vantage point.

The analysis of spatial deictic reference in Virtual Reality provides additional
evidence for an egocentric, embodied view of deixis. Participants have to sus-
pend, or complement, their incarnated multimodal practices when their physical

15 Biihler asks ([1934] 1990: 141): “And the person being guided or the hearer? [...] he,
too, must also contribute a good portion of his own activity and a certain degree of ori-
entation within the order of what is to be pointed out.”
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body — the origo’s “natural” home —, mutuality of perception and the (perceivable)
interchangeability of perspectives are not available. Ex negativo, these findings
underline the relevance of the speaker’s body as the origin (origo) of spatial deixis.
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3.  The conceptualization of space in signed
languages: Placing the signer in narratives

Sherman Wilcox, Rocio Martinez and Diego Morales

Abstract: In this chapter we discuss how reported communication in narrative
interactions is expressed in Argentine Sign Language (LSA). We analyze data from
three different types of reported communicative interactions. Working within the
theory of cognitive grammar, we have proposed the concepts of Place as a sym-
bolic structure, which is a meaningful spatial location, and placing, in which a sign
is located at a position in space to create a new Place or recruit an existing Place
(Martinez and Wilcox 2019). Here we expand the concept of placing to include the
signer as a linguistic entity and identify a new construction we call “placing the
signer”, which functions to establish referential identity between the signer and
another discourse participant. We offer analyses of placing the signer construc-
tions in LSA narratives, and we show how it also applies to fictive interactions
in discourse which serve grammatical functions. Finally, we suggest that these
placing constructions are manifestations of the conceptual metaphor SIMILARITY
IS PROXIMITY.

Keywords: sign language, narrative, space, cognitive grammar

1. Introduction

Signed languages are natural human languages that arise through normal historical
processes in deaf communities around the world. They are unrelated to the spoken
languages used in the surrounding speech community, having their own historical
relationships. American Sign Language (ASL), for example, is historically related
to French Sign Language (LSF), while British Sign Language and ASL are distinct,
historically unrelated languages. Although deaf people in America and Britain may
share English as a common written language, their signed languages are mutually
unintelligible.

For centuries, signed languages were not considered to be language. Rather,
they were regarded as depictive gestures lacking features of language such as pho-
nology, word formation, and syntax. The view that signed languages lacked lin-
guistic structure was most powerfully manifest in the claim that they lack duality of
patterning, that the meaningful elements of these languages are not formed from a
finite set of meaningless elements — that is, that signed languages lack a phonology
(Pulleyblank 1987; but cf. Armstrong 1983). Stokoe (1960) dispelled this miscon-

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110693713-003
In: Andreas H. Jucker and Heiko Hausendorf (eds.). (2022). Pragmatics of Space, 63—94. Berlin/Boston:
De Gruyter Mouton.
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ception with his pioneering description of the phonology of ASL. Stokoe demon-
strated that signs consist of analyzable units of sublexical structure and coined
the term “chereme” for these units, the structural equivalent of the phonemes of
spoken languages.

Stokoe analyzed the phonology of signs into three major classes: handshape
(the configuration that the hand makes when producing the sign), location (the
place where the sign is produced, for example on the head, or in the neutral space
in front of the signer’s body), and movement (the motion made by the signer in
producing the sign, for example upward or towards the signer’s body). Battison
(1978) added a fourth phonological class, orientation (the direction the hand faces
when producing the sign). Since Stokoe’s discovery, a multitude of phonological
studies of signed languages have been conducted (e. g., Boyes-Braem 1981; Bren-
tari 1992, 2019; Crasborn and van der Kooij 1997, 2013; Liddell 1984; Padden and
Perlmutter 1987; Sandler 1999; van der Hulst and Mills 1996).

Stokoe’s demonstration that signed languages exhibit a level of sublexical
structure equivalent to phonology was necessary to align signed languages with
mainstream structuralist theory and bring the study of these languages into the
modern era of linguistic analysis. However, the cleavage of signed languages (and
indeed all language) into the meaningful and the meaningless required by struc-
turalist assumptions hides the deep conceptual connection between semantics and
phonology. As we will discuss in Section 3, severing this connection between con-
ceptualization and expression has significant consequences for our understanding
of signed languages and their use of space.

Signed languages are produced in visible space. Not only do the utterances
made by a signer occur in space, the signer also moves about in a spatial environ-
ment. Space and spatial locations have lexical, grammatical, and discourse sig-
nificance in signed languages. The use of space to refer to entities that are either
physically present or that are created within discourse is a well-documented topic
of research within signed language linguistics. Locations in space may be used
to establish discourse referents. For example, in a narrative a signer can estab-
lish Spain at an upward-right spatial location in front of the signer, and Argentina
at a location downward and to the left. In subsequent discourse the signer can
anaphorically refer to these entities with a pointing construction; verb agreement
constructions may also use spatial locations as nominal arguments (Wilcox and
Martinez 2020). Other functions of space and spatial locations in signed language
include the expression of lexical time (shown as points along a deictic spatial
time line from behind a signer’s dominant hand shoulder and forward, e. g. YES-
TERDAY, NOW, PAST, TOMORROW in American Sign Language); discourse
time (e. g., presenting moments before or after referential points in time as loca-
tions on a sequence time line parallel with the signer’s torso surface plane from
left to right); in pointing signs (e. g., pronouns, body part signs); verb agree-
ment; marking point of view (whether real or fictive point of view, as in indicat-
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ing stance); relations among participants in events, and more (Engberg-Pedersen
1993).

A number of approaches to the analysis of space in morphosyntax and dis-
course have been proposed. The locus with semantic-pragmatic conventions view
(Engberg-Pedersen 1993) defines locus as an abstract category whose members are
specific spatial loci in paradigmatic contrast. Engberg-Pedersen (1993) asserts that
conventions influence the signer’s choice of loci. The space around the signer is
semantically “loaded”: the choice of a locus for a given referent is not arbitrary but
influenced by semantic and pragmatic conventions. For instance, the convention
of semantic affinity states that referents with semantic affinity to each other (for
example, a person and the place where she works, or a person and his possessions)
are usually represented by the same locus, unless they need to be distinguished for
discourse reasons. The convention of comparison occurs when a signer chooses the
locus forward-sideward-left for one referent and the locus forward-sideward-right
for another referent when she wants to compare or contrast the two referents. These
conventions are neither exhaustive nor do they have the character of obligatory
rules.

Another approach to the use of spatial locations is the mental spaces view,
based on mental space theory (Fauconnier 1985, 1997). As applied to signed lan-
guages, its main proponent is Liddell (1995). In his first approach, Liddell pro-
posed that three mental spaces are recruited for creating and maintaining reference
in ASL discourse: real space, surrogate space, and token space. Real space is a
person’s current conceptualization of the immediate environment based on sensory
input. Real space is used when the signer refers to entities that are conceptualized
as being physically present, such as directing a pronoun toward the addressee or
toward objects that are present in the physical situation. Surrogate space describes
a type of full-sized, invisible entity. Pronouns and indicating (agreement) verbs
make reference to a surrogate by being directed toward it. Tokens are entities that,
like surrogates, are given manifestation in physical space. The difference is that
unlike surrogates, tokens use a limited size of the signing space in front of the
signer and only assume third person roles in discourse. Liddell (2003) later revised
this theory, following blending theory (Fauconnier and Turner 1996), showing how
real, surrogate, and token space become part of different blended mental spaces.

Many sign linguists who adopt the mental spaces view claim that the num-
ber of locations in space is unlistable, and therefore cannot be an element of the
grammar. According to this claim, for example, any specific instance of a pronoun
directed toward an entity will be a combination of lexically fixed features encod-
ing the symbolic pronoun, and a non-symbolic pointing direction selected for the
specific context in which it is being used (Liddell 2003). In addition to pronouns,
other structures receive similar treatment. For instance, it is claimed that indicat-
ing or agreement verbs are composed of both lexically fixed features and gestural
elements. The actual placement of the hand during the initial or final hold is said
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to be “gradient” because it depends on the locations of the entities toward which
it is directed. Comparable analyses can also be found in research discussing lan-
guage-gesture fusions (Fenlon, Schembri and Cormier 2018).

This claim that spatial locations are uncountable is also espoused by research-
ers working within a formalist theory. These linguists often adopt a referential
locus (R-locus) view, claiming that spatial locations are used for identifying ref-
erents previously associated with that location. These are called R-loci. R-loci are
distinguished from referential indexes (R-indexes): the former are the physical
spatial locations toward which a signer points, whereas the latter are abstract for-
mal devices indicating reference within and across sentences (Lillo-Martin and
Klima 1990). Similar to the fusion model, the claim here is that whereas abstract
indices are part of the grammar, loci are determined outside of grammar. This leads
some proponents of this view to conclude: “On our view, the grammar doesn’t care
which point in space is used for a particular referent. Abstract indices are part of the
grammar, but loci are determined outside of grammar. Therefore, the connection
between referents and loci requires language to interface with gesture” (Lillo-Mar-
tin and Meier 2011: 121).!

We adopt a symbolic Places view (Wilcox and Occhino 2016; Martinez and
Wilcox 2019; Wilcox and Martinez 2020), a usage-based approach developed
within the theory of Cognitive Grammar (CG) (Langacker 1987, 1991b, 2008).
Our view is grounded in sensory and physical experience, and thus is an approach
in which embodied cognition and experiential conceptual archetypes are funda-
mental (Barsalou 2008; Langacker 2006). The locations that signers use meaning-
fully within signing space, as well as any other unit, cannot be conceptualized a
priori as discrete and categorical, but as elements that arise from the bottom-up. In
previous studies, we have called these meaningful locations in signed languages
Places? — the symbolic pairing of a meaning and a location in space. Places are
thus semantically and phonologically substantive, grounded in embodied experi-
ence and abstracted from actual usage events. Places are components of more com-
plex symbolic structures, such as pointing and placing constructions. Within this
approach, the unlistability of locations in signing space is unproblematic, given
that we assume a non-structuralist conception of language and its units (Wilcox
2014). We describe the Places view more extensively in Section 5.

Our aim in this chapter is to explore the way in which communicative inter-
actions between signers are reported in narrative, specifically by introducing a
new grammatical construction we call “placing the signer”. In this construction,

I We should point out that not all linguists working within the formalist tradition agree
with this claim. Two prominent opponents are Quer (2011) and Wilbur (2013).

2 We capitalize Place to indicate that it is the name of the entire symbolic structure. We
use location to label the phonological pole of a Place symbolic structure.
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the signer positions herself at a specific meaningful location (a Place) and orients
her torso, head, and/or eyes towards other Place(s). We examine the use of space
in Argentine Sign Language (Lengua de Sefias Argentina, or LSA). LSA is unre-
lated to the grammar of Spanish or American Sign Language (ASL). This visual
language is an important part of the Argentine deaf culture, which relies mostly
(although not only) on visual perception (Massone, Simén and Druetta 2003). Our
data come primarily from two stories translated and narrated by two well-known
deaf Argentine artists.

In Section 2 we review literature describing the way in which dialogue and
events are reported in signed languages, including quotative and non-quotative
functions in a conversation or a narrative. Section 3 discusses relevant concepts
from Cognitive Grammar, including construal, viewing arrangement, conceptual
archetypes, and the stage model. Since our chapter focuses on signed languages,
which exhibit similarities and differences with spoken languages, we also com-
ment on certain adaptations of the theory, such as the channels in which signed
languages are expressed.

Section 4 introduces the Canonical Interactional Configuration (CIC) applied
to signed interactions, and what we call the Phonological Stage. These concepts
play an important role in signed language discourse because conceptual arche-
types, viewing arrangement, and the stage model retain their physical, experiential,
and perceptual grounding. In presenting narrative, signers literally occupy spatial
locations on a phonological stage that is visually perceived by their audience.

Section 5 describes in more detail the concepts of Place as a symbolic structure
and placing constructions. Places, which are meaningful locations in signing space,
have been shown to play a role in tracking referents in signed discourse. In placing,
signs are produced at spatial locations, either creating a new Place or recruiting
an existing Place. In the case study we describe in this chapter, we extend these
concepts and show how in certain narrative constructions the signer occupies and
moves between meaningful locations; thus, the notion of placing includes not only
signs but also the signer as a linguistic object.

Section 6 offers a brief summary of the two narrative data sources that we
examine as our case study: Continuity of Parks (in Spanish, Continuidad de los
parques), and Golden Hand (Mano de oro). Fuller descriptions of the narratives are
provided in the appendices. Section 7 analyses several examples of the narrative
strategies used to report interactions among signers in these narratives.

In Section 8 we point out important similarities between the way in which
actual communicative interactions are reported in narrative and how fictive inter-
actions are expressed. Finally, in Section 9 we offer conclusions and implications
for how space is conceptualized and is also an aspect of the expression of signed
language narrative and everyday discourse.
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2. Narrative reporting of dialogue and events

Dialogue in narrative can be presented either as a third-person report (indirect quo-
tation) or as first-person (“direct quotation”) (Chafe 1982). Tannen (1986) points out
that what is referred to as reported speech or direct quotation is actually constructed
dialogue. Speakers mark these constructed dialogues with certain conventional
grammatical constructions, or by taking on the voices of characters by changes in
pitch, voice quality, and prosody (Schiffrin 1981; Tannen 1986). In this way, Tannen
(1986: 312) argues that constructed dialogue, either in conversation or in narrative
fiction “is a means by which experience surpasses story to become drama”.

Just as speakers have ways of presenting a point of view by taking on the
vocal and behavioral qualities of characters, signers have grammatical strategies
for conveying character viewpoint. Signers make use of their whole bodies and
the space surrounding them as they report dialogues in narratives. They are able
to construct not only complex sequences of events from different points of view,
but they can also include quotations of the characters involved in a conversation
or a narrative. Padden (1986) offers an example, depicted in Figure 1. The signer
says, “The husband goes, ‘Really, I didn’t mean it.”” In the first frame the signer
faces her actual interlocutor and signs HUSBAND, identifying who will be speak-
ing in the next sequence. The next four frames present the constructed dialogue
REALLY ME NOT MEAN as signed by the husband. To mark the constructed
interaction, the signer shifts her body to the left and directs her eye gaze at the
virtual interlocutor.

Figure 1: Role Shift (from Padden 1986)

Constructions such as this are used for conveying quotations from a character
viewpoint. They have received different names in the sign linguistic literature,
such as role shift (Padden 1986; Quer 2016), shifted reference (Engberg-Pedersen
1993), and constructed action (Ferrara and Johnston 2014; Metzger 1995; Cormier,
Smith and Zwets 2013). Descriptions of these constructions in signed languages
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tend to include one or more of these features: a change in body orientation (the
signer changes orientation, for instance, from front position to a sideways posi-
tion), a change in eye gaze direction (the signer tends to break eye contact with
the actual addressee to look in another direction, such as the location of another
character or referent within discourse), and a change in deixis (the deictic center,
the body of the signer, is rearranged to take somebody else’s point of view).

These constructions have several complexities. As Engberg-Pedersen (1993)
points out, one of the difficulties of analyzing these constructions is that they
involve at least three different phenomena that may or may not co-occur: (i) shifted
reference: the use of pronouns to refer to somebody other than the sender/narrator;
(i1) shifted attribution of expressive elements: the use of the signer’s face and/or
body posture to express emotions or attitudes of somebody other than the sender/
narrator in the context of utterance; (iii) shifted locus: the use of the sender/narrator
locus for somebody other than the sender/narrator.

Another complexity of these constructions arises from the fact that they serve
a wide variety of functions within narratives. For example, role shifting has been
described as part of constructed action, which is a strategy in which the signer uses
the face, body, hands and/or other non-manual articulators to represent a refer-
ent’s actions, utterances, thoughts, feelings, and/or attitudes (Jarque 2016; Jarque
and Pascual 2016). Thus, the constructions tend to involve a variety of quotative
and non-quotative uses. Metzger (1995) distinguishes between constructed action
(the signer’s representation of a referent’s actions) and constructed dialogue (the
signer’s representation of a referent’s discourse). Many researchers consider con-
structed dialogue to be a subtype of constructed action (Cormier, Smith and Zwets
2013; Jarque and Pascual 2016).

Finally, the strategy has also been analyzed as part of grammaticalized con-
structions, from expressing non-quotational direct discourse (Jarque and Pascual
2016), to marking evidentiality and stance (Shaffer 2012; Wilcox and Shaffer
2017; Jarque and Pascual 2015, 2016). Studies show that these constructions also
mark a conceptual phenomenon called “fictive interaction”. According to Pascual
(2014), fictive interaction is the use of conversational structure to model cogni-
tion, discourse, and language. For instance, Jarque (2016) and Jarque and Pascual
(2021) claim that the question-answer sequence in Catalan Sign Language (as well
as other signed languages) has been grammaticalized as a fictive interaction, and
constitutes the unmarked option to encode linguistic functions such as topicality,
conditionality, focus, connection, and relativization.

3. Cognitive Grammar

Cognitive Grammar (Langacker 1987, 2008) is a comprehensive linguistic theory
that has been extended to discourse (Langacker 2001), multimodal communication
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(Ruth-Hirrel and Wilcox 2018) and signed languages (Ferrara and Johnston 2014;
Liddell 2003; Wilcox and Martinez 2020; Martinez and Wilcox 2019; Wilcox and
Occhino 2016). A foundational claim of Cognitive Grammar is that grammar is
symbolic. Within Cognitive Grammar, a symbol is the pairing of a semantic struc-
ture and a phonological structure, the symbolic structure’s two poles. Symbolic
structures vary along three dimensions: symbolic complexity, degree of specificity
or schematicity, and the extent to which they are conventional within a linguistic
community. Lexicon and grammar form a gradation of assemblies of symbolic
structures. Lexical items tend to be phonologically and semantically less complex
and more specific. Grammatical structures tend to be symbolically more complex
and more schematic. Constructions are complex symbolic assemblies.

Grammar imposes a construal on conceptual content; that is, an expression
imposes a particular image, reflecting just one of the many ways in which a speaker
or signer may conceptualize and portray a situation. For this reason, grammar as
meaning has been described as imagistic (Langacker 1979), and thus grammatical
constructions depend critically on imaginative abilities.

One important aspect of construal is viewing arrangement, defined as the
overall relationship between the “viewers” and the situation “viewed” (Langacker
2008). Within Cognitive Grammar, the term “viewers” refers to conceptualiz-
ers who apprehend the meanings of linguistic expressions. In a communicative
event, the viewers are the speaker/signer and interlocutor. These participants, their
interaction, and the time and place of the communicative event constitute the
ground.

In conversational interactions, a default viewing arrangement has the partic-
ipants together in a fixed location; from this location they observe and describe
actual events in the world. One component of viewing arrangement is an assumed
vantage point. In the default arrangement, the vantage point is the actual location
of the signer/speaker and the interlocutor. The signer/speaker may also adopt a
fictive vantage point (Langacker 2008). If uttered while in Japan explaining the
mountains around New Mexico, the following would assume a fictive vantage
point: “If you were standing on top of Sandia Mountain facing west you could see
Mount Taylor in the distance.” By employing imaginative abilities, the speaker/
signer “moves” to and occupies this fictive location.

Another aspect of vantage point is the degree of objective or subjective con-
strual, referring to the asymmetry between what is viewed, the object of concep-
tualization, and the viewer, the subject of conceptualization (Langacker 1991a).
When this asymmetry is fully polarized, the subject of conception is construed with
maximal subjectivity, as the viewer fully attending to the object of perception in
the objective scene; the viewer is not a part of that scene and has no awareness of
self as viewer. This is called the default viewing arrangement.

This configuration of viewing arrangement and participants is called the stage
model, evoking the visual experience of watching a play take place on a stage.
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While the maximal scope of our visual attention includes the entire stage and even
the auditorium and audience, we focus our limited visual attention on the actors
who occupy locations on stage and interact. Figure 2 depicts the default viewing
arrangement with viewer (V) off-stage and the focused object of perception (P)
onstage (OS) within the overall perceptual field (PF).

PF

Figure 2: Default Viewing Arrangement

In an alternative construal, the viewer moves onstage and may even become the
focused object of conceptualization. Expressions which explicitly reference the
speaker or the interlocutor, such as /, me, you, manifest this viewing arrangement
(Figure 3). Other aspects of the ground which are normally off-stage can be moved
onstage with words such as now or here.

PF

Figure 3: Egocentric Viewing Arrangement

It is important to note that while viewing arrangement is experientially grounded
in the link between perception and conception, these construals pertain to concep-
tualizations: they characterize the meanings of linguistic expressions, the semantic
pole of symbolic structures. This is a critical point to which we will continue to
return, because for visual languages that are expressed by entities moving in space,
these visual perceptual construals, while they characterize conceptualization as
they do for spoken languages, are aspects of form and thus also have phonological
significance.
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Cognitive Grammar also posits several cognitive models and conceptual arche-
types. Conceptual archetypes are experientially grounded concepts that are funda-
mental to everyday life. Examples include: the conception of a physical object, the
conception of a physical object occupying a location in space, the conception of
an object moving through space, the human face, and the human body (Langacker
2000, 2008). A more complex conceptual archetype encompassing the stage model
consists of a scene or setting with mobile participants. The participants occupy a
location and may participate in actions and interactions. While preparing to sit in
front of a computer to write, for example, a clumsy linguist may knock over a cup
of coffee, burning his hand in the process. Archetypal semantic roles such as agent,
patient, and experiencer are elements of this complex conceptual archetype. These
conceptual archetypes and their components form the canonical event model (Fig-
ure 4), an elaboration of the stage model.

/ setting \

N /

Figure 4: Canonical Event Model

Cognitive Grammar is a usage-based approach, making the basic claim that all lin-
guistic units are abstracted from usage events — actual instances of language use.
Usage events are bipolar, consisting of conceptualization and expression, which
are manifest as the two poles (i. e., semantic and phonological) of symbolic struc-
tures. Conceptualization and expression consist of multiple channels (Figure 5).}

3 Langacker (2001) refers to vocalization channels. We will use the term “expressive”
channel.
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|_ Speech Management
Seg\cﬁgtic Information Structure Conceptualization

Channels

|_ Objective Content

|_ Segmental Content
Vocalization

Phonological Intonation Channels
Pole
|_ Gesture

Figure 5: Spoken Language Channels

The speech management conceptualization channel includes turn-taking and strat-
egies to retain or give up one’s communicative turn. Information structure includes
emphasis, focus, discourse topic, and the status of information as given or new.
Objective content refers to the objective situation or scene viewed, which is the
focus of attention (Langacker 2001).

( A
|_ Speech Management
Semantic Information Structure Conceptualization
Pole
Channels
|_ Objective Content
Handshape, Orientation,
|_ Location, Movement .
Expressive
Phonological Face/Head Channels
Pole
|_ Body
L J

Figure 6: Signed Language Channels

The conceptualization channels are assumed to be the same for signed and spoken
languages. Signed languages, however, clearly have different expressive channels:
a core manual channel; a face/head channel which includes the head, eyes, mouth,
etc.; and a body channel, including the spatial location occupied by the signer and
the signer’s body orientation (Figure 6). These channels typically act in conceptual
unison, but they can also act independently in what has been described as body
partitioning (Dudis 2004).

We have noted that fundamental concepts within Cognitive Grammar, such
as viewing arrangement and the stage model, are employed to characterize con-
ceptualization, the semantic pole of symbolic structures that make up lexicon and
grammar. We have also suggested that these cognitive principles and models have
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phonological significance for signed languages. As we noted in the Introduction,
form and meaning have always been considered distinct domains of language
structure under structuralist theory. Signed language linguists adopted this assump-
tion, breaking the connection between conceptualization and expression. Cognitive
Grammar recaptures this connection with the claim that semantic and phonological
space are not disjoint fields of cognitive potential; rather, phonological space is a
subregion of semantic space. The linguistic symbol is thus more accurately seen as
a correspondence between two structures in a broadly conceived semantic space,
where one of the two structures occupies the phonological subregion (Langacker
1987).

This view of the conceptual connection between semantic and phonological
space is especially important for signed languages. Consider once again conceptual
archetypes. Basic conceptual archetypes include a physical object, an object occu-
pying a location, an object moving through space, the human face and body. The
first three represent the core expressive manual channel and the three phonological
primes: handshape, location, movement; conceptual archetypes also correspond to
the facial channel and the body channel. This is not surprising, since the perception
and use of our hands, faces, and bodies are experientially grounded and a source
for these conceptual archetypes. Thus, while conceptual archetypes are the experi-
ential grounding of conceptualization, for signed languages they also underlie the
means of expression, that is, phonology.

4. Canonical interactional configuration and the phonological stage

Signed languages are, quite literally, face-to-face visual languages. In signed
interaction, the canonical configuration is for one signer to face another signer at
some culturally determined default distance. Between the two is a line of sight.
We call this the canonical interactional configuration (CIC). The well-known
Gricean cooperative principle and maxims of conversation describe how people
achieve effective conversational communication (Grice 1989). Gricean maxims
are focused on the content of the communicators’ contributions to conversational
interaction. For signed communication among deaf language users, we offer two
maxims for the production of effective visual communication: (1) reduce excessive
moving around on the phonological stage, and (2) make your signs as visible as
possible. We choose the term phonological stage intentionally. We have described
the experiential and perceptual grounding of conceptual archetypes, perspective,
vantage point, and the stage model, and their role in conceptualization. In signed
language discourse these conceptual notions retain their physical, experiential, and
perceptual grounding: in presenting narrative, signers literally occupy locations on
a stage that is visually perceived by their audience. These locations are in many
instances meaningful, and thus in these cases they are the phonological pole of a
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symbolic structure. In the default narrative arrangement, the signer and any inter-
actional partners virtually represented through reported speech are on-stage partic-
ipants, while the audience remains off-stage as viewers. In presenting narratives,
the phonological stage becomes the setting in which the signer as narrator occupies
a location; the narrator then assumes character roles in the narrative, interacting
with other (virtual) participants.

The observation that participants occupy meaningful locations in space is not
new. In studying the spatial organization of participants in social encounters, Ken-
don (1976: 291) observed that “Activity is always located. A person doing some-
thing always does it somewhere and his doing always entails a relationship to the
space which has in it the objects or people within which the doing is concerned.”
As we will show, the placing of participants in space serves not only a social but
also a grammatical function in communicative interactions.

We will continue to reiterate throughout our discussion that the phonological
stage is analogous to and complementary with the conceptual stage model and
viewing arrangements. The two are not, however, the same. The phonological stage
does not replace the conceptual stage model. Rather, the phonological stage is used
in certain situations in which the signer is a linguistic entity occupying locations,
changing locations, and interacting with virtual linguistic entities. The phonologi-
cal stage, as we will show, is used in placing the signer constructions in narratives,
as well as non-narrative discourse settings. In all these situations, the conceptual
stage model still pertains to the conceptualizations of the signer’s utterances.

5. Place and placing

In the following analyses we will focus on the conceptualization of locations in
space and the act of locating linguistic entities — either signs or the signer — at
locations in space. Our approach to signed language narrative and the reporting
of discourse interactions relies on the notions of Place and placing (Wilcox and
Occhino 2016; Martinez and Wilcox 2019). Place is defined as a symbolic structure
consisting of a phonological location and a semantic pole characterized schemati-
cally as “thing”. Place is a component in pointing constructions, where it combines
with another component structure, the pointing device (Figure 7). In these con-
structions, the phonological pole of the pointing device is some articulator, such as
an index finger, eye gaze, or even body orientation, and the semantic pole directs
attention. The pointing device directs attention to the Place.

Clark (2003) described pointing and placing as indicative acts in spoken language
and gesture. In pointing, speakers direct attention to an object, while in placing,
speakers place the object they are indicating so that it falls within the addressees’
focus of attention. We have extended Clark’s notion of placing to include signs
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Figure 7: Pointing Construction

as linguistic objects (Martinez and Wilcox 2019). In signed language discourse,
Placing can either create a Place or recruit an existing Place. When placing recruits
a Place already in the discourse, it functions to create an association: by putting
the phonological pole of the placed sign in congruence with the phonological pole
of an existing Place, an association is thereby created between the semantic poles
of the Place and the placed sign. For example, in Figure 8 the signer introduces
the biography of José de San Martin, a hero of the independence of Argentina,
Chile and Peru. At the beginning of the discourse, the narrator signs PERSON
RENOWNED POINT “This person is renowned”. A noun, PERSON, is placed
at the right side of the signer, creating a new Place (a). The schematic semantic
pole of the Place is elaborated by the semantic pole of the type PERSON, and the
schematic phonological pole of the Place is elaborated by the location in which
the hand is placed on the right of the signer. Once this person Place is created, the
signer is able to refer to it in subsequent constructions.

(a) (b) ()

Figure 8: San Martin Placing (from Martinez and Wilcox 2019)
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For instance, the sign RENOWNED (b) incorporates the nominal referent “person”
as a participant of an adjectival relation by directing the sign toward the Place
already associated with San Martin. RENOWNED is one of a group of adjectives
closely related in LSA to verbs (Martinez 2016); it profiles one focal participant, in
this case, San Martin. Later in the discourse, the signer refers anaphorically to San
Martin with a pointing construction directed to the San Martin Place (c).

In another example from a narrative for children presented at a zoo, a signer
has already created a Place: the phonological pole is on the signer’s right, and the
schematic semantic pole has been elaborated by “tigers”. The signer then places
the sign ALONE at the phonological location of tigers. The congruence of phono-
logical poles creates a semantic association: tigers are associated with the charac-
teristic of living alone. The signer then performs the same placing construction on
her left, the Place that refers to lions, and signs “strong family group,” associating
this characteristic with lions (Martinez and Wilcox 2019).

In the following sections we focus our attention on positioning the signer to
present conversational interaction in narrative. We show that in certain construc-
tions the signer is a symbolic structure which can be placed, either to create a new
Place or to recruit an existing Place. Thus, the notion of placing includes not only
signs but also the signer as a linguistic object. We call this construction “placing
the signer”.

6. Summary of the Narratives

The two stories in LSA that we analyze are Continuity of Parks (in Spanish, Con-
tinuidad de los parques), and Golden Hand (in Spanish, Mano de oro).
Continuity of Parks is a short story by Julio Cortazar first published in 1956
(Cortézar 2016). Cortazar, as well as other Latin American writers of his time, cre-
ated many stories that break the linear time-space stability of traditional narration.
Cortézar’s stories tend to move back and forth through time and space, constantly
juxtaposing and superimposing different realms of experience. Continuidad de los
parques incorporates two fictional worlds that seem to be clearly distinguished (one
within the other, as a framed story), but end up being intertwined as part of the same
realm of experience. The frame story presents a man who is eager to finish his duties
in order to start reading a novel. He wants to escape from his responsibilities by tak-
ing refuge in his study to read. Once he achieves this goal, the second (supposedly
embedded) story is presented: the story that the man is reading. This story narrates
the meeting of two lovers in a cabin in the woods. The lovers carefully plan the
destruction of “the figure of that other body,” and then part ways to carry out this
plan. The male lover goes through the woods (the parks) and ends up in the same
reality of the man who is reading the novel. The shift of space from the lovers’ story
to the reader-character’s story is subtle, and the actual reader is unable to perceive
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the “continuity” of the two worlds. The reader-character becomes the victim of the
lovers’ plan. We examine a translation of this story into LSA by Diego Morales.*

Golden Hand is part of a collection of Argentine folk stories documented and
registered by the Argentine linguist and writer Berta Vidal de Battini (2020). This
is the story of three sisters who face several challenges posed by a dangerous man.
The most difficult one arises when he arrives at their home while their father was
away and asks them for a place to stay during the night. The younger sister allows
him to stay in the barn, although her sisters did not have a good feeling about it.
That night, the younger sister prevents the man from sneaking into their house by
cutting one of his hands off while he was trying to unlock the door. The man swears
to revenge this action and leaves. After this situation, he devises a plan to punish
them. He appears at their place wearing a golden hand and convinces the father
that he should marry the older sister and take her away. Then he invites the second
sister to visit them at their home, and finally the younger sister is invited. The man
kidnaps them, as well as a young prince who he also kidnapped, and forces them
to stay as prisoners until the younger sister is able to rescue her sisters and the
prince. The younger sister defeats golden hand and marries the prince. We examine
a translation of this story into LSA by Yesica Barrios.’

It is important to note that while Continuity of Parks is an original literary work
written by Cortazar, Golden Hand comes from an oral tradition, transmitted by
word of mouth through successive generations. Full summaries of the two stories
are given in Appendix 1 and Appendix 2.

7. Placing the signer in narratives

In the following sections we examine various strategies used to report interactions
among signers in narratives.

7.1. Placing the signer in two-participant interactions

Our first example of placing the signer comes from the Golden Hand narrative.
Prior dialogue has established a second sister Place on the left (as viewed in the
figure), and the Golden Hand man is on the right. The narrator begins this portion
of the narrative by explaining that the Golden Hand man and the second sister

4 All figures from “Continuity of Parks” (in Spanish, “Continuidad de los parques”),
depicting the Argentine deaf narrator Diego Morales are from: https://youtu.be/nxR93u-
21glU

5 All figures from “Golden Hand” (in Spanish, “Mano de oro”), depicting the Argen-
tine deaf narrator Yesica Barrios are from: https://drive.google.com/file/d/1yIDKMhg-
109wl1i2mKBmS52 mE8wVDIdhP/view?usp=sharing
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are riding together in a horse-drawn carriage. The signer’s body is in the narrator
Place in the center of the phonological stage; her eye gaze and signing are oriented
toward the viewing audience (Figure 9).

Figure 9:  Signer as Narrator

In Figure 10, the narrator has been placed in the Golden Hand man Place. With his
left hand the Golden Hand man keeps holding the reins of his horse; he signs with
the right hand. The Golden Hand man asks: “Do you remember me? Some time ago
I went to your place. There was a storm. Something happened and I lost my hand.”
The narrator’s body moves to occupy a spatial position slightly on the right; eye
gaze and signing are oriented toward the interlocutor, the second sister Place, thus
maintaining the canonical interactional configuration.

Figure 10: Golden Hand Place

In Figure 11, the narrator has been placed to occupy a spatial location on the left,
the second sister Place; eye gaze and signing are oriented toward the Golden Hand
man Place on the right. The second sister then replies: “Hmm, you? Oh, yes, [
remember you came here when there was a storm. Yes, [ remember your face. You
cut off your hand? I don’t know anything about that, sorry.”
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Figure 11: Sister Place

An instructional video designed to teach students of Brazilian Sign Language
(Libras) how a single signer reports a two-person interactional dialogue helps to
illustrate how placing the signer works. In this video the instructor, Eduardo, and
his colleague, Leonardo, first present an actual signed dialogue. Although this is
an instructional video and therefore is viewed by an audience of students, they
demonstrate the interaction as it would actually take place with only the two inter-
locutors present, maintaining the face-to-face canonical interactional configuration
(Figure 12).

Eduar.do.

Leonardo

Figure 12: Original Interaction

Eduardo then shows how the same interaction would be presented by a single
narrator (Figure 13). The simplest and most realistic way for a narrator to present
a two-person reported interaction to an audience would be to “act it out” by taking
both “roles” on the phonological stage. This would, however, violate the visual
communication maxims: it would require Eduardo to move between two locations
on the phonological stage, his own and Leonardo’s. Instead, Eduardo as the narra-
tor remains in one location on the phonological stage. By changing the orientation
of his body, the narrator alternately assumes the role of Eduardo or Leonardo.
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Eduardo

Figure 13: Narrated Interaction

A diagrammatic representation of the real two-person interaction and the strategy
in which the signer is placed is depicted in Figure 14. The top portion (A) shows
the original interaction with Eduardo (E) on the right and Leonardo (L) on the left.
The construction in which the signer is placed to express the reported interaction
is depicted in the lower portion (B). When Eduardo as narrator presents Eduardo’s
utterances in interaction with Leonardo, he rotates his orientation slightly to his
right, indicating that he has assumed Eduardo’s Place. Virtually-present Leonardo
assumes a position directly in front of Eduardo to maintain the canonical interac-
tional configuration. When presenting Leonardo’s utterances directed to Eduardo,
Eduardo as narrator changes orientation in the opposite direction, thus indicating
that the narrator has occupied the Leonardo Place; in doing so, he takes the role of
Leonardo. Eduardo, as a virtual addressee, now assumes a position in front of Leon-
ardo to maintain the canonical interactional configuration. Thus, the overall scene is
presented with Eduardo “playing” himself and Leonardo, who are both alternatively
presented as virtual versions of themselves (represented by the dashed circles).
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audience

Figure 14: Placing the Signer Construction
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At first glance, the scene as we depict it in Figure 14 seems odd. Although
there are only two people involved, the configuration in the bottom portion of the
figure depicts three spatial locations: one in the middle (representing alternatively
both Eduardo and Leonardo) and the two locations hosting virtual addressees. A
symbolic analysis using Place and placing-the-signer resolves this apparent puzzle.
There are, of course, only two people involved in the original interaction. There is
also, in the narrative retelling of the interaction, a narrator. In this case, the narrator
is Eduardo, but in an actual narrative the narrator could well be some other person,
neither Eduardo nor Leonardo. These two actual interlocutors are Place symbolic
structures — Eduardo on the right of the figure and Leonardo on the left. The
narrator is also a symbolic Place structure; in narratives the narrator Place has a
conventional phonological location. When the interaction is reported, the narrator
alternately assumes two Places. That is, in this placing construction the phonolog-
ical pole of the narrator Place is placed in congruence with the phonological pole
of the Eduardo Place. In so doing, the placing construction creates an association
between the semantic pole of the narrator and the semantic pole of the Eduardo
Place. In non-technical terms we would say that the narrator “becomes” Eduardo.
Of course, in this case the narrator is Eduardo, and so what does it mean to say
“Eduardo becomes Eduardo”? For one thing, Eduardo as narrator is physically
and temporally present. Eduardo in the narrated interaction was not physically
located in the current spatial location, and the interaction took place at a temporally
prior time. The narrator then places his body in congruence with the phonological
pole of Leonardo. The change in orientation of the body signals the change to the
Leonardo Place. As before, in placing the narrator at the phonological pole of the
Leonardo Place, a conceptual correspondence between the narrator Place and the
Leonardo Place is created: in non-technical terms, the narrator now conceptually
“becomes” Leonardo.

Thus, in this instructional video we see the relation between a real two-per-
son interaction and how a single narrator reports the interaction, maintaining the
canonical interactional configuration while also abiding by the visual communica-
tion maxims. As it appears in the Golden Hand narrative, the placing construction
closely aligns the phonological pole of the narrator with the phonological pole of
the Golden Hand man. This conceptually maps the semantic pole of the narrator
onto the semantic pole of the Golden Hand man. The narrator then uses the same
placing construction to map the Place of the narrator onto the Place of the second
sister.

Because the Golden Hand narrative has a more dramatic style, the placing in
one phonological location is less pronounced than the Libras instructional video.
In Section 7.2, from Continuidad de los parques, the three-person narrative more
closely uses the canonical placing construction.
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7.2. Two-participant interaction with three people

The previous examples show how the placing the signer construction is used to
present two-participant interactions in reported narrative. Here we show the use of
this construction when one main character interacts with two different participants.
The data come from Continuidad de los parques.

Prior to this example, the signer as narrator has introduced the main character of
the story, a man who is going by train back to his house, eager to finish his duties
in order to continue reading a novel he has already started. The man arrives home
and has interactions with two of his employees: his lawyer and the majordomo or
main house worker. The narrator explains that the man writes a letter for the lawyer.
Then, in example 3, the man directly addresses the lawyer on the signer’s right (Fig-
ure 15). He says, “Take this. I’'m giving you this letter. You are in charge of this.”

A placing construction first is used to conceptually map the signer to the main
character in interaction with the lawyer. As we have seen, this construction is
expressed by orienting his body, in this case towards the right, and directing his
eye gaze towards that same location. This also creates a lawyer-Place on the right.

Figure 15: Interaction with Lawyer

The signer then changes orientation, directs his eye gaze towards a location on his
left, and addresses the worker, thus creating a worker Place (Figure 16), saying,
“Come here. Is the fieldwork over there finished or not?”
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Figure 16: Interaction with Worker

As in previous examples, the signer alternately occupies two Places symbolizing
the man’s interaction with the lawyer and the worker. Once again, the spatial loca-
tion of the man’s Places, their phonological poles, are the same — it is the change
in orientation that signals the narrator occupies two distinct Places. It is important
to note that the change in orientation does not mean that the man is physically
orienting to two interlocutors who are both present at the same place and time.
Although three people are involved, the interactions only take place between two
participants at a time. In the narrated story, the man interacts with the lawyer and
the worker in two different physical locations and at two different times. By plac-
ing the narrator in two different Places (signaled by orientation), the construction
maps the narrator onto two distinct instances of the man. In one instance, the man
interacts with the lawyer. In the other instance, which occurs in a different loca-
tion and at a different time, the man interacts with the worker. As we have seen,
discourse is composed of bipolar usage events consisting of conceptualization and
expression. A usage event evokes the full context of the utterance, including the
pragmatic circumstances of the ground such as place and time the event occurred.
These pragmatic circumstances are elements of the semantic pole of the Places
created and recruited by placing the signer constructions.

These Place structures can be subsequently recruited in other constructions,
such as pointing constructions (Wilcox and Occhino 2016) or agreement verb
constructions. For example, in interaction with the lawyer (Figure 15), the signer
recruits the man and the lawyer Place structures in an agreement verb construction
GIVE-TO. We adopt a cognitive-functional analysis of agreement verbs (Wilcox
and Martinez 2020). Specifically, we treat agreement as multiple symbolization, a
special case of conceptual overlap characteristic of all grammatical constructions
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(Langacker 2009). GIVE-TO incorporates two Place structures. Each is comprised
of schematic semantic elements: the agent of the giving action, and the recipient.
Each structure also has a schematic phonological pole: the agent structure is the
initial Place, and the recipient structure is the final Place. These two components
are mapped onto and elaborated by two specific Place structures. The agent role
conceptually overlaps with the man, phonologically represented by the signer’s
body.® The recipient role conceptually overlaps with the lawyer as elaborated by
the previously created lawyer Place. The same agreement construction is seen in
Figure 8(b); the only difference is that in this construction the multiple symboli-
zation involves an adjective. Here, the final position of the sign RENOWNED is
a schematic Place, which is elaborated by and thus conceptually overlaps with the
previously specified San Martin Place.

7.3. Two-participant interactions: Moving the audience onstage

In terms of the phonological stage, previous examples have adopted a default view-
ing arrangement. The signer occupies a location on the phonological stage. The
signer places her body phonologically to map conceptually onto the narrator and
character roles — that is, the signer assumes the perspective of these other con-
ceptualizers. The audience has remained offstage as non-participant observers of
the onstage narrated scene.

The last strategy we present is a two-participant interaction from Continuidad
de los parques. This scene depicts an interaction between the two lovers in the
story that the man is reading. Prior to this excerpt, the narrator has said that the
male lover was running through the woods, and the limb of a bush scratched his
cheek. The female lover was already waiting for him. Looking straight ahead into
the camera (i. e., the audience) the narrator signs WOMAN LOOK-AT. Then, in
Figure 17, the woman signs “Why do you have a scratch on your cheek?” In this
portion of the scene, the narrator has taken the perspective of the woman; because
the narrator-as-woman directs the question towards the audience, we know that the
audience has assumed the role of her lover. In Figure 18, the alternation occurs: the
narrator takes the perspective of the man, and the audience takes the perspective
of the woman. The man pushes the woman back, looks at the audience-as-woman
and says: “Stop kissing me on the cheek.”

¢ Arelated observation has been made that in iconic signs “the signer’s body consistently
represents one argument of the verb, the subject” (Meir et al. 2007: 531). Our placing
construction approach offers a more general account of the grammatical and discourse
functions of the signer’s body.
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Figure 18: Lovers Interaction (man)

Unlike the previous examples, in this case the narrator’s body is oriented straight
ahead, and his eye gaze is directed at the camera, thus at the viewing audience.
Although this scene depicts two people in interaction, there is no body orienta-
tional change indicating the placing of the interlocutors. We know who is who
in the interaction because of what they say. In using the placing construction, the
narrator recruits the two basic Places of a narrative, the narrator Place and the
audience Place. The narrator and the audience have conventional, specific phono-
logical poles (the former is the location of the actual signer; the latter, the location
of the camera). These two Places are then mapped onto the two lover’s Places, each
assuming the canonical interaction configuration with their interlocutor. Just as in
the other strategies, the narrator must assume both roles. As he does this, alter-
nating between the man and the woman, the audience also alternates between the
two interlocutors — that is, the narrator and then audience Places are alternately
conceptually mapped onto the man and the woman. In doing so, the placing con-
struction moves the audience onto the phonological stage as a participant in the
interaction. This is further evidenced by the fact that there is explicit reference to
the participants of the interaction with pronouns and verbs that recruit these Places.
For instance, in Figure 17 the narrator-as-woman recruits the interlocutor’s Place
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(the audience-as-man) for the second person pronoun ‘you’. In Figure 18 the narra-
tor-as-man pushes outward and signs STOP directed at the interlocutor, recruiting
the audience-as-woman Place as an argument.

This strategy of placing the audience onstage has a dramatic effect, since the
audience “becomes” the characters within the interaction.” The audience “sees
through the eyes” of one of the characters and thus feels included in the dia-
logue. This is an especially appropriate literary choice made by the translator,
since Cortazar’s story aims at blurring the supposedly clear-cut boundaries among
different realms of experiences. Just as the different realities in the story have a
continuity and intertwine, the translator of the LSA version blurs the discontinuity
between the viewing audience and the onstage action.

8. Fictive interactions

We have shown that placing the signer constructions are used in narratives to
indicate changes in character perspective. By placing the signer in the Place con-
ventionally associated with the narrator, for example, the signer is conceptually
mapped to the narrator. The same process occurs for mapping the narrator to char-
acter roles, and even for mapping the viewing audience to a character role, as we
saw in the lovers excerpt. In translating Continuidad de los parques Morales used
placing constructions as a literary strategy to enact interactions between characters.
However, these reported communicative interactions do not appear in the original
Spanish story: while we know that the characters in the story had communicative
interactions, no reported speech occurs in the original text. Just as Tannen observed
that “reported speech” is in fact constructed, here the words and expressions used
in the LSA translation are entirely constructed by the translator. In this case, con-
structed dialogue begins to merge with fictive interaction.

As we discussed in the Introduction, fictive interaction is commonly used by
speakers and signers to express discourse or grammatical functions, including
marking evidentiality, relative clauses, topicality, conditionals, focus, and connec-
tivity. We note that these fictive interactional strategies rely on the same formal
properties we have discussed, including changes in body orientation, body leaning,
and eye gaze change towards the addressee Place. Fictive interaction in signed
discourse is thus a type of placing the signer construction.

7 The effect is thus akin to “breaking the fourth wall” which occurs when the convention
that the actors on stage remain separated from the audience is violated, such as by
directly referring to the audience.
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9. Conclusion: The conceptualization of space in narrative and
discourse

In this chapter, we have examined how communicative interactions between multi-
ple participants are presented in narrative. The formal expression of these narrative
and discourse strategies in terms of change in body orientation and eye gaze, com-
monly known as role shift (Padden 1986), has been described in the sign linguistics
literature. However, little has been said about how space is used semantically to
conceptually map one discourse participant onto another, virtually present par-
ticipant. As well, no account unifying the reporting of actual dialogue, fictional
dialogue, and fictive interactive dialogue has been offered.

Previous research (Martinez and Wilcox 2019; Wilcox and Martinez 2020)
has examined the function of placing constructions in which signs are located in
space. In this chapter we have shown that the signer may also be placed in narra-
tive reporting of communicative interactions. In this case, the placing construction
evokes a phonological stage on which the signer and interlocutors occupy loca-
tions — the phonological poles of these actors as linguistic entities. Placing brings
into congruence the phonological pole of a signer with the phonological poles of
other participants, virtually present as Place symbolic structures, thereby putting
the semantic poles of the Place structures into correspondence: the signer is con-
ceptually mapped to another participant in the reported interaction, establishing
referential identity between the two. In common parlance, the signer “becomes”
another person for the purpose of “speaking as the other person.” We have also
seen that these same placing constructions are used to express fictive interactions
which serve a variety of semantic, grammatical, and discourse functions.

The spatial environment in which signed discourse is expressed is, in a real
sense, the stage on which placing constructions play out. Placing is a manifestation
in actual space of the conceptual metaphors SIMILARITY IS PROXIMITY and RELAT-
EDNESS IS PROXIMITY. In spoken language such metaphors are entirely conceptual,
as in the expression “Her hair is very near to his in color”: the color of her hair is
close to the color of his hair in some conceptual color space, but not in phonologi-
cal expression. While conceptual proximity certainly pertains to signed languages,
proximity is also a property of the expressive channel of signed languages. Prox-
imity is phonological. Signs are placed in spatial proximity with other signs, and in
reported interactions signers are placed in spatial locations to establish referential
identity between participants. Placing constructions are yet one more way in which
the grammars of signed language incorporate space and spatial locations in both
their form and their meaning.
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Appendix 1: Continuidad de los parques

The story presents a man who, after completing some “urgent business,” is eager
to go back to his home to continue reading a novel. He had already started reading
it, and he was growingly attracted to its plot. Once he arrives in his house, he talks
to two employees about their duties and then he goes to the studio, a quiet place
where he felt comfortable. He sits in a green velvet armchair, where he is finally
able to continue reading the novel. We are then introduced to the content of the
novel the man is reading: a story of two lovers, a man and a woman, who meet in
a cabin in the middle of the woods. The man goes through the woods, where he
scratches his cheek, and goes into the house, where he meets the woman. These
lovers are not there to “repeat the ceremonies of a secret passion”, but to plan the
destruction of what the man calls “the other body”. The man has a dagger in his
coat. After devising a meticulously arranged plan, the lovers go on separate ways.
The plan is perfectly carried out: the dogs were not supposed to bark, and they
don’t; the main servant was not supposed to be there at that time, and he wasn’t.
The man reaches the first floor and enters a room. He pulls the dagger out and
approaches a green velvet armchair, where a man is reading a novel.

Appendix 2: Mano de Oro

Golden Hand is a folktale about three sisters who live with their father. The father
had to go on a trip and left them alone for some days. While their father was away,
a handsome man appeared at their home and asked them whether they could give
him a place to stay. While the older sisters said no, the younger allowed him to
stay at the barn. That night there was a storm. Unable to sleep, the younger sister
got up and started sewing. In the middle of the night, she saw a hand trying to open
the lock of one door. Very frightened, she took a knife and cut off the hand. She
heard a loud scream and a voice swearing to revenge this action. The next day, they
realized that the man was no longer there.

Their father returned home some days later, and soon after that they received a
man with a golden hand who asked for a place to stay. During dinner, the man said
he was looking for a wife, and he asked the father whether he could marry one of
his daughters. Since the man with the golden hand was well dressed and seemed
wealthy, the father accepted, thinking it was a good opportunity for the family. The
man with the golden hand ended up marrying the older sister. Some days later, the
second sister was invited to stay at the newlywed couple’s home. During the ride
to this place, the man with the golden hand asked the second sister whether she
remembered him, and whether she knew what had happened with his hand. The
second sister said that while she did remember him, she knew nothing about the
problem he had. Once she arrived at the place, she found out that the older sister
as well as a young man were kept as prisoners in a locked room.
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Some days later, the man with the golden hand invited the younger sister to
stay at their home. During the ride to this place, he asked the same questions to
the younger sister. She recognized she was the one who cut his hand off. When
they arrived at the place, she discovered that her sisters and a young man were
held prisoners. The young man said he was a prince and promised to marry her if
she were to rescue him. The younger sister was able not only to rescue the prince,
but also her sisters, and they all arrived at the palace. Even though the palace was
heavily guarded, the younger sister suspected that the man with the golden hand
still wanted to avenge her, so that night she put tinkle bells around her bed. Pre-
viously that day, she had seen that one of the palace dogs was strangely big. That
happened because the man with the golden hand was hidden inside the dog. During
the night, the man got out of the dog and approached the bed where the younger
sister was sleeping, but the noise of the bells awakened her, and also let the guards
know that there was something wrong inside the bedroom. The guards entered the
bedroom and killed the man.

Finally, the prince and the younger sister got married. Everybody in town loved
their new princess, who saved the lives of the prince and her sisters.
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4.  Spatiality in written texts

Christoph Schubert

Abstract: In the textual description of locative configurations, the three spatial
dimensions are projected onto the one-dimensional linear sequence of linguistic
signs. Two principal linearization strategies are the driving tour in which the reader
is dynamically guided through the locations and the gaze tour during which the
reader’s vantage point remains static. In cognitive semantic approaches to spatial
representation, locative expressions are analyzed by means of abstract image sche-
mas relying on configurations of landmark and trajector. The continuity of locative
expressions in descriptive texts results in a densely knit spatial texture based on
grammatical and lexical cohesive ties, which fulfill specific discursive functions
in the constitution of space. On the basis of these premises, this chapter presents
a qualitative case study of spatial descriptions in a selection of English-language
travel guidebooks and websites on the urban space of London. The travel genre
is highly salient to spatiality in written texts since it offers detailed accounts of
the most important sights as well as directions on how to locate them in real-life
contexts. As is demonstrated, locative image schemas in travel guides sequen-
tially constitute a spatial network characterized by increasing specificity. While the
driving tour is the default strategy in travel guides, a gaze tour occurs whenever
travelers cannot physically move through the scene. As regards genre-dependent
texture, lexical cohesive ties serve the characteristic discursive functions of spatial
specification, expansion and juxtaposition.

Keywords: linearization, locative image schema, descriptive text type, gaze tour,
driving tour, spatial texture, cohesion, travel guide

1. Introduction

In contrast to three-dimensional space, the chain of verbal signs represents a
one-dimensional line on the two-dimensional layout of a written page of text.
Consequently, whenever locative configurations are verbally described, the three
spatial dimensions need to be projected onto the linear sequence of words and
sentences (Levelt 1989: 138). Spatiality in texts thus depends on specific “lineari-
zation strategies” (Levelt 1996: 101), which are governed by various factors, such
as the shape of the object under description or desired pragmatic functions of the
respective discourse genre. While spatial arrangements in real-life contexts can
be immediately perceived in their entirety by viewers, the words in a written text

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110693713-004
In: Andreas H. Jucker and Heiko Hausendorf (eds.). (2022). Pragmatics of Space, 95—123. Berlin/Boston:
De Gruyter Mouton.
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are necessarily decoded consecutively by readers. This means that space is ver-
bally represented by a sequence of small cognitive “windows” (Levinson 2003: 32)
which are metaphorically opened for readers to imaginarily look at the described
spatial scene during text processing and comprehension.

In contrast to spoken discourse on spatial configurations (see Heller this vol-
ume and Filipi this volume), the written medium is subject to specific character-
istics (Biber and Conrad 2019: 300-304; Biber et al. 2021: 1035-1046) which in
turn have an impact on spatial description. Regarding the processes of production
and comprehension, written communication does not take place in real time, so
that both writers and readers have sufficient time at their disposal to encode and
decode more intricate spatial scenes on the basis of more complex syntactic con-
structions. In contrast to spoken interaction, writers and readers do not share the
same situational context, so that references to a common spatial environment are
usually rare. Hence, more explicit descriptions can be expected, which is also
supported by the fact that in monological written discourse no inquiries or other
forms of interaction are possible. The written medium lacks the acoustic possibil-
ities of spoken communication but offers other multimodal options of spatial rep-
resentation (Bateman 2014: 5-28), such as illustrations in the form of images and
pictures.

Research on the verbal representation of spatial configurations greatly gained
momentum in the 1990s, as prominently underlined by the essay collections edited
by Bloom et al. (1996), Piitz and Dirven (1996) and Olivier and Gapp (1998), all
of which are located at the interface of linguistics and spatial cognition. Apart from
English, which is under investigation in the present chapter, these volumes cover a
wide range of additional languages, such as Japanese, German, Afrikaans, and Pol-
ish. After the turn of the millennium, the cognitive-linguistic line of research was
continued by major collections edited by van der Zee and Slack (2003), Hickmann
and Robert (2006), Evans and Chilton (2010) and Paradis, Hudson and Magnusson
(2013). These volumes mainly deal with issues of typology, universals, and the
general relationship between language and spatial cognition from a cross-lingual
perspective, including English, Finnish, French, Chinese, Japanese, German, and
Danish, to name but a few. In addition to these collections, there are also authored
monographs, such as Levinson (2003), juxtaposing repertoires of spatial rep-
resentation in diverse languages such as Tzeltal in Mexico, and Schubert (2009),
combining spatial description with the discourse-analytical concept of cohesion
in English. The cognitive and contrastive perspectives are continued by more
recent publications, such as Tenbrink et al. (2013) on empirical and computational
approaches to spatial cognition and their practical applications, Thiering (2015)
on spatial mental models in selected endangered languages like Dene in Western
Canada, and Tutton (2016) on the multimodal interplay of locative expressions and
gesture in French and English. It will be further underlined by the present chapter
that an integrative approach drawing from discourse pragmatics and cognitive lin-
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guistics is highly appropriate for the study of spatial representation with a focus
on English texts.

From the perspective of cognitive semantics, the representation and compre-
hension of space strongly relies on so-called “image schemas”, which are defined
as “structures for organizing our experience and comprehension” (Johnson 1987:
29, original emphasis). They are derived from human interaction with the physi-
cal environment and are conceptualized as configurations of landmark (LM) and
trajector (TR), as exemplified by the container schema in the sentence Fred (TR)
went out of the room (LM) (Evans 2010: 43—44). Texts representing a spatial scene
can thus be analyzed as a succession of locative image schemas which are in turn
textually linked by means of grammatical and lexical cohesive ties (Halliday and
Hasan 1976: 3; Halliday 2014: 603). On the basis of these premises, this chapter
investigates strategies of spatial description and linearization in written English
with regard to their communicative functions.

The first part of this chapter provides an overview of pivotal theoretical
approaches to the representation of space in discourse, focusing on strategies of
linearization, cognitive-semantic image schemas, and spatial cohesion from a dis-
course-analytical vantage point. In order to illustrate and exemplify these concepts,
the second part presents a qualitative case study of spatial description in three
printed travel guides and two travel websites on the urban space of London. The
travel genre is particularly relevant to spatiality in written texts since it offers
directions to readers by pointing out and describing sights and places of interest.
The study concentrates on the verbal sections of the multimodal travel guides and
refers to images only in case they are necessary for contextual comprehension.

2. Approaches to spatial description in written texts

The three subchapters in this section review relevant literature to provide an outline
of decisive strands in the study of the discursive description of space: linearization
strategies (Section 2.1), locative image schemas (Section 2.2), and spatial texture
and cohesion (Section 2.3). The integrative discussion of these three approaches
forms the theoretical foundation for the subsequent study of spatial description in
travel guides.

2.1. Spatial linearization

Whenever spatial phenomena are verbally described, the “l/inearization problem”
(Levelt 1989: 138; original emphasis) implies that relevant pieces of locative infor-
mation need to be arranged in a consecutive order. In the case of written texts, the
reader’s eye follows the lines on the paper, gradually constituting a spatial scene in
the recipient’s mind based on the process of “visual imaging” (Esrock 1994: 16).
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The specific linearization strategy chosen by the text producer can depend on a
number of different parameters: the verbal representation is “iconic” (Wenz 1996:
273) if the order of description reflects the locative configuration or shape of the
object(s) that are linguistically portrayed. Linearization here relies on the ordo nat-
uralis principle, which can be paraphrased as “[a]rrange information for expression
according to the natural order of its content” (Levelt 1989: 138). While in the case
of temporal succession this can easily be achieved by adhering to chronological
order, iconicity in spatial representation implies that the words follow, for instance,
the architectural structure of a selected building or square in a city.

Alternatively, linearization may not simply mirror the natural outline but may
be guided by more specific pragmatic functions and discursive effects, in accord-
ance with the genre in which the spatial description occurs. For instance, in geo-
graphical texts the selection of linearization is distinctly purpose-based, since “for
a road map, different items will be selected than for a meteorological map” (UlI-
mer-Ehrich 1982: 218). In detective fiction or the crime genre in general, spatial
description may raise an expectation of an impending event but may at the same
time hold back the required locative information, so that thrilling suspense can be
triggered (Schubert 2009: 427). Furthermore, linearization may be influenced by
cognitive factors during the production and reception of spatial representation.
Since the working memory of recipients is limited (Levelt 1989: 159), descrip-
tions can be simplified, for example, by repeatedly returning to pivotal points in
the scene. Linearization may also rely on acquired cognitive schemata that are
typically used in specific tasks of spatial representation, such as describing the
lay-out of an apartment (Linde and Labov 1975: 924). In some cases, depictions of
space may be influenced by the ways in which the text producer originally acquired
knowledge about the spatial scene, for instance, during a hiking trip that is after-
wards outlined (Herrmann and Schweizer 1998: 176-177).

While these are the main factors influencing linearization, the spatial perspective
taken by the text producer during the descriptive process can result in two funda-
mental linearization strategies. On the one hand, the viewer’s perspective may be
static, so that the spatial configurations are described from a fixed vantage point.
This equals a “gaze tour” (Levinson 2003: 32, original emphasis) in which the
viewer’s gaze moves over the scene during the description. Research on descrip-
tions of living space has shown that if a single room is portrayed by informants,
“[o]nce reference place and reference orientation have been specified, the furniture
arrangement in a room is described as an imaginary gaze tour along its walls” (Ullm-
er-Ehrich 1982: 231, original emphasis). On the other hand, the adopted perspective
may be dynamic, which means that the viewer imaginarily moves through the spatial
situation in a ““driving’ tour” (Levinson 2003: 32, original emphasis), also called a
“body tour” (Levelt 1989: 154) or “walking tour” (Ullmer-Ehrich 1982: 234). Along
these lines, readers of travel guides can be dynamically led through locations such
as museums or inner cities and are thus projected into the spatial scene.
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Accordingly, a seminal study on the description of the lay-out of entire apart-
ments by New York City residents demonstrated that text producers take recip-
ients on an “imaginary tour” (Linde and Labov 1975: 929), giving information
on paths by which the individual rooms can be reached and entered. Similarly, a
study on German route descriptions in urban spaces showed that they also usually
manifest themselves in the form of “an imaginary wandering, or tour along the
route” (Wunderlich and Reinelt 1982: 185), connecting the point of departure with
the final destination. One major advantage of the driving tour is that it “seems
intuitive because it reflects our direct experiences navigating through the world”
(Taylor and Brunyé¢ 2013: 13). In terms of lexical semantics, gaze tours commonly
rely on verbs and adverbials expressing static locative meaning, whereas driving
tours typically make use of motion verbs and directional adverbials (cf. Ullmer-
Ehrich 1982: 234). These relatively general lexical semantic tendencies, which
are based on German data in this study, can be transferred to English living space
descriptions as well. This assessment is supported by the cognitive psychologists
Herrmann and Schweizer (1998: 16), who claim that the basic structures of spatial
representation, which they also illustrate with German examples, are valid to a
large extent across languages.

As far as the medium of transmission is concerned, early research on spatial
representation was commonly based on spoken descriptions of living environments
or route directions in the form of interviews (Linde and Labov 1975; Ullmer-Ehrich
1982; Wunderlich and Reinelt 1982; Levelt 1989). However, subsequent studies
have shown that the distinction of driving and gaze tour can be fruitfully applied to
written texts as well (Schubert 2009: 128—132) and that these linearization strate-
gies occur in genre-dependent manifestations. For instance, English travel guides
show characteristic techniques of linearization (Enkvist 1991; Wenz 1996, 1997;
Ramm 2000), which will be discussed in more detail below (see Section 3.1).

The two basic possibilities of linearization are closely related to the three fun-
damental frames of spatial reference, which can be deictic (also called “relative”),
intrinsic, or absolute (Levinson 2003: 35; Levelt 1996: 82). The deictic frame uses
the viewer’s location as the origin of all localization, based on the three orthog-
onal coordinates defined as the vertical, frontal and lateral axes (Tutton 2016:
18) (see Auer and Stukenbrock this volume on deictic reference in space). In
the intrinsic frame, spatial expressions rely on the internal orientation of another
object in the same scene, such as a bus or a church, as in The dog is in front of the
bus. Finally, the absolute frame is founded on superordinate and fixed orientation
provided by gravity or geographical compass directions. In a gaze tour, the viewer
is immobile and located outside the scene under description, so that the deictic
center is static. In contrast, a driving tour includes a dynamic viewer travelling
through space, so that the deictic center is shifted accordingly, with corresponding
effects on space adverbials. Locative expressions referring to the absolute frame
(e. g. north or east) are independent of the choice of gaze or driving tour, while
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place relators based on the intrinsic frame of reference may be affected by line-
arization, since relevant objects with an intrinsic orientation may enter or leave
the viewer’s perceptual space during a driving tour. As demonstrated by Levinson
(2003: 314-316), the three basic frames of reference are used to varying degrees
by languages across the world, which indicates culture-related diversity in spatial
cognition. The case study in the present chapter, however, restricts itself to spatial
representation based on written texts in English.

2.2 Locative image schemas

After early generative semantic approaches to locative adverbials (e. g. Daswani
1969), cognitive linguistics became the key discipline for the examination of lan-
guage and space. Accordingly, “space grammar” (Lindner 1983: 77; Langacker
1987b: 55) was established as the foundation for the study of verb-particle con-
structions with a locative meaning and was subsequently used for the analysis
of locative and directional prepositions in English (Herskovits 1986). Cognitive
linguistics additionally drew from Gestalt Theory within the psychology of visual
perception, which established the fundamental figure-ground distinction (Eysenck
and Keane 2015: 86). This dichotomy can be fruitfully employed for the descrip-
tion of spatial prepositions in sentences such as The book (figure) is on (locative
expression) the table (ground).

Prototypically, the speaker intends to inform the addressee of the location of the located
object (or “Figure;” referred to in the subject position of the locative expression); and
the addressee either knows the location of the reference object (or “Ground;” referred
to in the object position of the locative expression) or could easily discover it. (Hers-
kovits 1988: 274, original emphasis).

While the ground is usually fixed, comparatively larger and more complex in its
shape, the figure is a visual stimulus that is movable, smaller, and formally sim-
pler (Thiering 2015: 29). In cognitive semantics, such configurations form the
basis of image schemas, seminally established as “gestalt structures, consisting of
parts standing in relations and organized into unified wholes, by means of which
our experience manifests discernible order” (Johnson 1987: xix). As such, they
are pre-linguistic “construals of experience” (Croft and Cruse 2004: 45), which
support the processes of producing and comprehending spatial configurations. The
term “schema” here implies that they are very basic and abstract and thus neglect
all information that is not absolutely essential (Hampe 2005: 1). Image schemas
are understood as general cognitive strategies of spatial cognition so that they are
principally independent of the medium, shaping the representation of space in both
spoken and written discourse. Since prepositions in collocation with verbs often
convey movement in space, the terms “figure” and “ground” were replaced in cog-
nitive semantic approaches with the terms “trajectory” (TR) and “landmark” (LM),
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while the route of a mobile TR in relation to the LM is called its “trajectory” or
“path” (Langacker 1987a: 217, 2013: 70; Evans 2010: 31-32). This was famously
exemplified by George Lakoff (1987: 419-425) with regard to the ‘above-across’
sense of the preposition over in sentences such as The bird (TR) flew over (PATH)
the wall (LM), here graphically displayed in Figure 1.

TR (TRAJECTOR)
————@-—-> PATH (TRAJECTORY)

|

LM (LANDMARK)

Figure 1: The image schema oVER in The bird flew over the wall (Lakoff 1987: 421)

While the stable LM acting as a reference point is marked by a solid line, the path
of the mobile TR, here realized as a black dot, is indicated by a broken arrow. The
dotted line above the LM visualizes its vertical extension and thereby underscores
that the TR is not in direct contact with the LM but only stands in a specific spa-
tial relationship with it (Tyler and Evans 2003: 9—10). As far as the use of image
schemas in discourse is concerned, LMs play a decisive role in route descriptions,
since they can be processed more easily by recipients than details about distances
or directions (Tversky 2003: 132—143).

In order to combine image schemas with the perspectives of viewers and the
two linearization strategies, the graphic display can be elaborated with the help of
additional features (Schubert 2006: 49—65, 2009: 123—-126), as shown in Figures 2
and 3. The horizontal and the vertical axes clearly indicate the position of the
schema in three-dimensional space. The implied viewer is schematically displayed
in the form of a camera icon, in line with Daniel Arijon’s Grammar of the Film
Language (1991: 34-35). The location that serves as the spatial scene is marked
by a dotted circle, indicating whether the viewer is inside or outside the depicted
scene. Thus, in the case of a gaze tour, the static viewer is located outside the scene,
while the viewer’s mobile gaze is symbolized by the path of the TR, for instance,
if the viewer watches the bird flying over a wall (Figure 2). On the other hand, if
a driving tour is performed, for example, by the viewer jumping over a wall, the
dynamic viewer is located inside the scene and thus plays the role of the TR, here
indicated by the black dot inside the camera icon (Figure 3).
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Figure 2: The elaborated image schema ovER with gaze tour
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Figure 3: The elaborated image schema ovEr with driving tour

From a cognitive-linguistic perspective, three-dimensional space constitutes a
basic “domain” (Langacker 1987a: 150) in the sense of general background infor-
mation and thus acts as a base against which specific items can be verbally pro-
filed. Based on the assumption that grammatical categories such as word classes
reflect conceptualizations (Tenbrink 2020: 64-65), LM and TR form “regions”
or “things” in the spatial domain and are profiled by nouns and pronouns. While
“things” are defined as concrete physical entities, a “region” denotes “a set of
interconnected entities” (Langacker 1987b: 62), such as several works of art on
display in a museum. In contrast, the PATH indicates a spatial relation between
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TR and LM and is therefore profiled by prepositions, full verbs, adverbs, and
adjectives (Langacker 2013: 104—112; Taylor 2002: 221; Ungerer and Schmid
2006: 195). For example, the preposition up expresses a spatial relation on the
vertical axis based on a specific configuration of TR and LM, which can likewise
be profiled by vector verbs such as ascend and rise, by dimensional adjectives
such as tall or high, and by the adverb up. Analogously, the opposite vertical
direction can be profiled by diverse word classes as well, such as down as adverb
or preposition, adjectives such as low, and verbs like drop and descend (Schubert
2006: 51-52).

Although different word classes may basically profile the same spatial config-
uration, they differ in their specificity. For instance, the prepositions above and
below convey quite general spatial relations, while motion verbs such as soar,
climb, dive or plunge additionally express details of the manner or speed of the
movement (Talmy 2000b: 28). Moreover, in contrast to general prepositions such
as behind or unidirectional verbs like fall, “[p]repositions such as around and along
and verbs such as circle, oscillate, weave, and zigzag encode what may be called
path shapes” (Bohnemeyer 2003: 108, original emphasis). Different word classes
are furthermore related to the ways in which the human mind processes spatial
information. On the one hand, there is the possibility of “summary scanning”,
which means that the spatial scene is represented in the recipient’s mind as a whole,
while “sequential scanning” implies that the consecutive steps of a spatial event
are individually conceptualized without a representation of the scene in its entirety
(Langacker 1987a: 145, 2013: 111). Thus, summary scanning is typically con-
nected with nouns such as collapse in The collapse of Boston Bridge and can be
compared to a look at a photo, while sequential scanning is realized by the verb
collapse in Boston Bridge collapsed and can be compared to watching a film (Croft
and Cruse 2004: 53-54).

As regards texts offering spatial description, it has been shown that “the most
efficient route directions are those which closely connect actions to landmarks”
(Denis and Fernandez 2013: 47), which is achieved by combining nouns with
motion verbs. Throughout a descriptive text, cognitive regions and relations con-
secutively add up to a mental network (Ungerer and Schmid 2006: 198-199), in
which the individual items closely interact and thus constitute a complex spatial
arrangement. The micro-paths conveyed by the individual image schemas in single
sentences all contribute to a coherent spatial macro-path at the textual level, such
as a circular or a top-down route.

Image schemas play an important part in the description of motion events in
space. As far as the PATH is concerned, specific positions of the TR may be either
explicitly profiled or backgrounded (Tenbrink 2020: 96—97), which results in cog-
nitive windows of attention.

printed on 2/9/2023 7:44 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

104  Christoph Schubert

Linguistic forms can direct the distribution of one’s attention over a referent scene in a
certain type of pattern, the placement of one or more windows of greatest attention over
the scene, in a process that can be termed the windowing of attention. In this process,
one or more portions of a referent scene [...] will be placed in the foreground of atten-
tion while the remainder of the scene is backgrounded. (Talmy 2000a: 258)

In a “path event-frame” (Talmy 1996: 244; original emphasis), which construes
the movement of a TR in space, locative expressions may fulfill the functions of
opening or closing attentional windows on the scene. Depending on the position
of the TR within the PATH, space adverbials may realize different forms of “path
windowing” (Talmy 1996: 244; original emphasis), as exemplified by the follow-
ing descriptive sentence: The crate that was in the aircraft’s cargo bay fell (1) out
of the plane (= initial windowing) (2) through the air (= medial windowing) (3)
into the ocean (= final windowing) (Talmy 1996: 245). In case one of these slots is
unfilled, the respective window is backgrounded by means of so-called “path-gap-
ping”. This model, which is here introduced on the basis of a single sentence,
may also be projected onto the textual level of written discourse: during the linear
progression of the text (see Section 2.1), the viewer’s imaginary mobile gaze is
directed through the given scene by image schemas that open windows of attention.
Thus, by foregrounding selected spatial items, an empty scene is gradually filled
with items and locative relations between them. Usually, it is not necessary for a
text to specify all details of a spatial scene, since most recipients are able to cogni-
tively fill in empty slots with the help of frames and scripts stored as configurations
of knowledge in their long-term memory (Ungerer and Schmid 2006: 207-218).
For instance, the frame related to the concept church includes characteristic slots
such as an altar, benches, a center aisle, and a spire, which may or may not be filled
in an architectural description provided by a travel guide. The cognitive insertion
of missing links between foregrounded elements in a depicted scene can also be
compared to the “law of closure” (Eysenck and Keane 2015: 86) in Gestalt psy-
chology, pointing out that missing elements of a configuration are mentally added
to make a form complete.

2.3. Spatial texture and cohesion

From a discourse-analytical perspective, the notion of cohesion refers to specific
grammatical and lexical means that create semantic ties within a text (Halliday
and Hasan 1976: 4-6) and shape a particular genre-related texture. While lexical
cohesion relies on content words, grammatical cohesion can be subdivided into
the categories of reference, substitution, ellipsis, and conjunction. As cohesive ties
gradually establish meaning in texts, they realize “logogenetic chains” (Halliday
2014: 607, original emphasis) and thus strongly contribute to the description of
spatial configurations. Although cohesion is chiefly concerned with lexico-gram-
matical expressions, it is an important concept in pragmatics as well, for it is
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relevant to “the complex interrelationship between form, meaning and use of lin-
guistic expressions in specific (social) contexts” (Bublitz 2011: 37). Accordingly,
the present study intends to demonstrate that spatial cohesive ties are responsible
for the constitution of a rich and dense texture in travel guides offering readers
spatial orientation.

In contrast to other text types such as instruction or narration, the texture of
“descriptive” discourse relies on “spatial sequence forms” (Werlich 1983: 167),
which are realized, in particular, by place adverbials and place names (see also
Section 3.1 below). As far as connective devices within texts are concerned, “place
relators” (Quirk et al. 1985: 1448) form a subtype of grammatical devices, with
locative prepositions and adverbs playing a central role. However, since space is
mainly encoded in the form of content words and place names, it can be stated that
“although physical location is essential for orientation in discourse, grammatical
correlates to physical location are relatively meagre” (Quirk et al. 1985: 1448).

Lexical cohesion is based on various types of reiteration, including literal repe-
tition, synonymy (e. g. villa — mansion), and hyponymy (e. g. building — museum),
as well as on collocation, which is “achieved through the association of lexical
items that regularly co-occur” (Halliday and Hasan 1976: 284). Collocation in
this wide sense is a very open notion that comprises lexical fields, antonymy (e. g.
wide — narrow), meronymy (e. g. hotel — room), and general lexical sets in a given
semantic domain (e. g. cemetery — grave — dead — urn, etc.). Hence, since semantic
fields feature prominently in the creation of lexical cohesion, it is helpful to consult
the semantic category “space” in Roget’s Thesaurus (Kirkpatrick 1987: 89-318),
which is divided into the four main sections “space in general”, “dimensions”,
“form”, and “motion”. The mere fact that “space” is one of the six major seman-
tic classes in this onomasiological dictionary underlines the tremendous wealth
of locative expressions available for spatial description. With respect to the rep-
resentation of urban space, it is also worthwhile to take into account Kevin Lynch’s
classic monograph The Image of the City (1960: 46—90). Lynch establishes a set of
five locative elements typically used by informants describing the layout of their
city: (i) districts: larger sections of a city such as downtown or the West Side; (ii)
nodes: central places in a city for travelling, such as squares or transportation stops;
(ii1) landmarks: recognizable reference points such as buildings or trees; (iv) paths:
routes along which travelers move, such as streets and rivers; and (v) edges: linear
boundaries such as walls or shores. The pervasive use of these lexical fields in the
description of cities results in a densely knit texture enabling readers to construct
cognitive maps. Of course, the occurrence and use of such elements is clearly
genre-dependent, which means that, for instance, fictional narratives, geograph-
ical textbooks or travel guides (see Section 3) may rely on diverging descriptive
features for the representation of urban spaces.

In contrast to lexical cohesion, grammatical cohesion offers only a limited set
of items that specifically refer to spatiality (Halliday 2014: 609-634). Demonstra-
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tive reference verbally points at objects in space and indicates whether they are
distant or close to the location of the speaker. This is achieved by the proximal
pronouns this/these and the adverb here as well as by their distal counterparts
that/those and there, which can refer endophorically to the surrounding text, as in
John attended Pete’s party, and Jill was there, too. If the demonstratives are used
as determiners in noun phrases, as in this/that painting, the head of the phrase
fulfills a descriptive function, whereas the determiner has the function of localiza-
tion. While the demonstrative pronouns refer to “participants” in space, the local
adverbs express spatial “circumstance” (Halliday and Hasan 1976: 57), so that the
former are typically associated with the TR, while the latter may rather instantiate
the LM, for instance, in a noun phrase like that bird (TR) up there (LM).
Substitution, which can be divided into the nominal (one/s and same), verbal
(do) and clausal types (so and not), is associated with spatiality to a lesser extent,
but lexemes denoting objects or actions in space can obviously be replaced by
these substitutes, as in I saw a seagull on the roof, and my wife spotted another
one. Analogously, the cohesive tie of ellipsis, which is defined as “substitution by
zero” (Halliday and Hasan 1976: 142), may contribute to spatial description if a
locative expression is omitted, as in John walked to the north of the island, while
Jill went to the south [of the island]. The cohesive tie of conjunction establishes
logical relations between propositions, which can support spatial description in
the additive subcategory, listing elements in space, or in the adversative subtype,
highlighting contrasts between objects (Halliday and Hasan 1976: 244-256).
Owing to their logogenetic potential, both lexical and grammatical cohesive
devices gradually and sequentially constitute a spatial scene in a descriptive text. In
doing so, the cohesive chains fulfill diverse discursive functions, which can be sub-
sumed under five central headings (Schubert 2009: 263—-264) (see Table 1). Some
of these verbal strategies of consecutive spatial description show specific manifes-
tations in the genre of travel guides, as the following analyses will demonstrate.

3. A case study of selected travel guides

Based on the theoretical approaches outlined above, the second part of this chapter
offers a qualitative case study of a selection of printed and online travel guides
on the British capital. After a discussion of the genre of travel guides, the specific
strategies of spatial description in these English texts will be outlined with the
help of characteristic extracts. As regards methodology, the three books and the
two websites were analyzed in a top-down procedure, identifying descriptive pas-
sages with the help of chapter headings and online navigation bars. After careful
inspection of the spatial representations in their discursive contexts, typical lineari-
zation strategies, locative image schemas, and spatial cohesive ties were examined.
Finally, representative examples were selected to illustrate typical techniques of
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Table 1:  Discursive functions of cohesive ties in the representation of space
(Schubert 2009: 165-264)

Discursive Explanation Example

function (italics added for emphasis)

(a) Continuity
or resumption
of objects in
space

Locative items in a scene may

be profiled several times through
anaphoric pronouns referring back
to a previously established object.
Spatial continuity or stagnation is
likewise established by anaphoric
ellipsis as well as by literal repeti-
tion (e. g. “Durango” or “canyon”),
synonymy, and hyponymy, pro-
vided there is referential identity
between the cohesively linked
expressions.

“We stay overnight in Durango, a
place tucked in a valley (or ‘can-
yon’, as they say here, the same way
they say ‘creek’, or ‘crick’, instead
of stream). Tucked in its canyon,
Durango is famous as a destination
[...]” (2009: 224).

(b) Selec-
tion of new
objects

Alternative locative items can be
introduced with the help of place
deictic pronouns and adverbs.
Similarly, locative prepositional
phrases (e. g. “at the opposite
end”) may guide the viewer’s
attention towards novel things to
be detected in space.

“[TThe traveller obtains a glimpse
of grass terraces and stone steps, set
in overgrown thickets of lilac, haw-
thorn and acacia, and surmounted
by the long tranquil front of the
chateau (1). On each side, beyond
the stretch of hedge, the wall begins
again; terminating, at one corner
of the property, in a massive old
cow-stable with a round pepper-pot
tower; at the opposite end is a
charming conical-roofed garden-
pavilion, [...]” (2009: 219).

(c) Creation
of a spatial
void

A blind spot is temporarily caused
by cataphoric function words,
such as anticipatory it as well as
by interrogative adverbs (e. g.
“where”) and pronouns.

““‘Where do you come from?’ he
said. ‘I come from Mortlake,’
I said.” (2009: 175)

(d) Spatial
expansion or
specification

The semantic relation of meron-
ymy may result in two forms of
spatial progression. A succession
of meronym and holonym may
result in spatial expansion, wid-
ening the perspective. If the holo-
nym precedes the meronym (e. g.
“trees” — “twig”), this leads to
spatial specification.

“One morning the few lonely trees
and the thorns of the hedgerows
appeared as if they had put off a
vegetable for an animal integu-
ment. Every twig was covered with
a white nap as of fur grown from
the rind during the night, giving it
four times its usual stoutness; [...]”
(2009: 231)
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Discursive Explanation Example

function (italics added for emphasis)

(e) Spatial An opposition between locations “Yet the road does not remain on

juxtaposition  can be triggered by compara- flat clay lands for long. Instead it
tive reference with dimensional rises gradually, this time on the back
adjectives or by the sense rela- of the same band of limestone that
tion of directional antonymy forms the Cotswold Hills. At Spark-
(e. g. “rises” — “plunges down”; ford, the fop of the limestone is
“Hills” — “lowlands”). reached and the road again plunges

down to clay lowlands, meadows
and a dense network of streams [...]”
(2009: 232).

displaying spatial configurations and to analyze the ways in which these techniques
contribute to the central pragmatic functions of informing and advising travelers.

3.1. Genre and material

The present study is based on the three printed travel guides London by the pub-
lisher Lonely Planet (Harper et al. 2018), The Rough Guide to London (Cook et al.
2018), and Inspire, Plan, Discover, Experience London by the publisher Dorling
Kindersley (Aves et al. 2019). These particular manuals were chosen because of
their great popularity among travelers, as documented by the frequently updated
editions. Since they are widely used, they can be expected to have a significant
impact on the way tourist destinations are perceived by the public. Since online
travel guides are a free and highly accessible alternative to these paperbacks, the
study also includes the two travel websites <www.visitlondon.com> and <www.
londonnet.co.uk>.

The macrostructure of the printed tourist guidebooks principally comprises
four thematic sections: (i) Practical travel information (airports, hotels, transpor-
tation, etc.) including a city plan; (ii) descriptions of individual neighborhoods in
the city, with a focus on specific sights (museums, churches, squares, etc.); (iii)
events and activities in London (opera, theatre, shopping etc.); and (iv) general
background knowledge (history of London, literary London, etc.). The main hyper-
links in the top navigation bar of <www.visitlondon.com> are “Tickets & Offers”,
“Things to do”, “accommodation”, and “traveller information”, showing the more
commercial conceptualization of the website. Similarly, <londonnet.co.uk> offers

99

booking opportunities based on the central links “hotels”, “attractions”, “cinema”,
“theatre”, “museums”, and “London for you”. In consequence, the spatial descrip-
tions are much less detailed than in the voluminous printed books, whereas more

emphasis is placed on practical information such as opening hours, admission fees,
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and reservations. In-depth spatial orientation is offered on the computer or smart-
phone by freely downloadable travel maps, the “visit London app”, and other nav-
igation devices.

By definition, a “genre” is considered a “class of communicative events”
(Swales 1990: 45) that serve particular discursive functions, which in turn have an
effect on the linguistic choices made in the respective texts. For a genre approach
to travel guides, it is adequate to employ the framework of seven situational param-
eters established by Biber and Conrad (2019: 39-48): (i) participants: in this writ-
ten form of communication, there is usually a collective of authors collaborating
in the composition of the text, while the addressees belong to the wide public
interested in travel guidance; (ii) relations among participants: there is no per-
sonal relationship between the authors, acting as experts in their domains, and
the readers, looking for information about tourist destinations. The printed books
hardly allow for interactiveness, while the websites offer diverse possibilities of
contact, for instance, via social media or keyword search; (iii) channel: the written
medium is realized in either the printed or the digital form. Correspondingly, the
websites are less permanent than the books and can be updated more easily; (iv)
processing circumstances: as regards production, the travel guides are carefully
planned and regularly revised, whereas the reception is usually highly selective,
depending on the readers’ current interest; (v) setting: although time and place are
not immediately shared by the participants, readers may visit the same sites during
the reception process as previously inspected by the authors during the prepara-
tion of the texts; (vi) communicative purposes: travel guides have the function
of providing readers with a coherent outline of tourist destinations and are thus
intended for prospective travel activities in real-life contexts. However, despite
the overtly objective and informational appearance of the guides, they also reflect
subjective preferences, evaluations, and attitudes of their authors (Neumann 2003:
90; Nilsson 2000: 268); (vii) topic: apart from general topographical and architec-
tural information, guidebooks apprise readers of noteworthy individual sights and
leisure activities and give practical advice on accommodation, restaurants, and
further travel-related matters.

Because of the quite heterogeneous and composite character of travel guides,
Francesconi classifies them as a “macro-genre”, characterized by a “common com-
munication purpose and medium, channel and sender” (2014: 15). In turn, mac-
ro-genres comprise a number of genres, such as itineraries, descriptions of sights,
and practical advice. Such genres are defined by more specific pragmatic functions
as well as by distinctive linguistic and formal features. Finally, within genres it
is possible to identify sub-genres on a thematic level, such as individual sections
in travel guides covering topics like art, entertainment, sport, or food and drink
(Francesconi 2014: 15-16).

From a multimodal perspective, travel guides form a non-fictional amalgam of
diverse texts, images, maps, tables, and plans (Wenz 1997: 67-68), united in their
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common purpose of providing informative advice. As a result, travel guides, both
printed and digital, principally have a hypertextual conceptualization (Jucker 2002:
29), since the individual sections serve as nodes that are linked by cross-references,
in accordance with the fact that travel guides are usually read not sequentially but
selectively. The present study mainly concentrates on intranodal spatial cohesion,
since only individual nodes contain linear descriptions. In some cases, internodal
cohesion is taken into account as well (Eisenlauer 2013: 71), as it enables users to
determine the position of individual descriptions within the hypertextual websites
with the help of contextualizing navigation bars.

Travel guides are among the texts that focus on the “cognitive process of per-
ception in space” (Werlich 1983: 39, original emphasis), as they provide spatial
orientation for tourists in new local environments, so that they can principally be
subsumed under the text type of description (Ramm 2000: 157; Neumann 2003:
90). Owing to their chiefly descriptive character, travel guides are marked by a
nominal style and “comparatively heavy postmodification structures” (Nilsson
2000: 272), which contribute to the nominal profiling of LMs. However, due to
the heterogeneity of the macro-genre, the texts are also marked by some degree
of hybridity, since some passages, such as historical background sections on the
city, may be chiefly narrative, while other chapters, giving advice on where to eat
or where to stay, have an instructive character (Ramm 2000: 156—158). Despite
the multifaceted design of the macro-genre, the purpose of offering orientation is
chiefly fulfilled by spatial descriptions of particular sights, as the following anal-
yses will show.

3.2 Locative image schemas in travel guides

For the verbal linearization of spatial scenes, travel guides use a wide range of
linguistic techniques. Toponyms unequivocally refer to individual locations such
as streets (e. g. Oxford Street), squares (e. g. Leicester Square), and buildings (e. g.
The British Museum). Compass directions relying on an absolute geographical
frame of reference may support spatial description in the case of larger locative
configurations, such as the buildings surrounding Trafalgar Square (Cook et al.
2018: 35-38). Numericals also contribute to spatial orientation, for instance, if
they indicate distances between places in miles or if they give consecutive room
numbers in a museum like the National Gallery (Cook et al. 2018: 38—44). In many
cases, the verbal descriptions are multimodally accompanied by visual material in
the form of appealing photographs, topographical maps, and occasionally archi-
tectural displays of buildings such as the Tower of London (Harper et al. 2018:
140-141). However, the most pervasive and basic strategy underlying techniques
of spatial description is the use of locative image schemas.

A travel guide of London fundamentally offers a complex arrangement of fig-
ure-ground relations presented from a spatial top-down perspective by means of
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consecutive locative embedding. The macrostructure of the printed travel guides,
as displayed in the tables of contents, lists the neighborhoods, such as the South
Bank or the West End. In the respective chapters, the districts are then portrayed
with a map functioning as the ground against which tourist attractions are high-
lighted as figures. For instance, in a map of the West End, the “Neighbourhood Top
Five” are located and identified with numbers and dots: (1) Westminster Abbey,
(2) Soho, (3) St James’s Park, (4) British Museum, and (5) Covent Garden (Harper
et al. 2018: 74). In the detailed descriptions of these sights, selected parts in turn
serve as smaller grounds for even more detailed figures. Despite their more com-
mercial objectives, the websites similarly offer hyperlinks proceeding from the
general to the specific, such as “explore London” > “areas” > “Greenwich” >
“Greenwich attractions” (www.visitlondon.com). In the terminology of cognitive
semantics, LMs form the reference points for static or dynamic TRs, which may
in turn serve as LMs with increasing specificity of description. Thus, during the
spatial process of zooming in and narrowing the perspective, a complex spatial
network with several consecutive layers is created.

Travel guides show genre-specific strategies of representing LM and TR,
which can be exemplified by the characteristic imaginary guided tour through a
museum. This tour typically follows a “stop-look-see strategy” (Enkvist 1991: 9),
since such descriptions often begin with locative adverbials that introduce spatial
surroundings functioning as the LM. The adverbials are commonly followed by
instructions on where to look and information about noteworthy objects serving
as static TRs in the indicated direction. Conclusively, the description of tourist
attractions is usually marked by “spatial circumstances in sentence theme position”
(Ramm 2000: 157). Hence, the location is the starting point on the basis of which
further details are provided, which not only applies to museum tours but to other
sights as well. A representative description appears in Example (1), which is one
paragraph outlining details of the interior of Westminster Abbey under the section
heading of “North Transept, Sanctuary & Quire”.

(1) At the heart of the Abbey is the beautifully tiled sanctuary (or sacrarium),
a stage for coronations, royal weddings and funerals. George Gilbert Scott
designed the ornate high altar in 1873. In front of the altar is the marble Cos-
mati pavement dating back to 1268. It has intricate designs of small pieces
of marble inlaid into plain marble, which predicts the end of the world in AD
19,693! (Harper et al. 2018: 77, original emphasis)

This image-schematic description starts with the prepositional phrase “at the heart
(of)”, which profiles a locative relation between the LM “the Abbey” and the cor-
responding static TR “sanctuary”. The sanctuary is then portrayed as “a stage”
for ceremonial events and accordingly serves as the spatial background against
which the nominal profile “high altar” is foregrounded. Next, the preposition “in
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front (of)” in sentence-initial position establishes “the altar” as the new LM, on
the basis of which the TR of the marble pavement is located. Finally, “small pieces
of marble” are profiled against the background of “plain marble” with the locative
preposition “into”, concluding the progression from wide to very narrow windows
of attention. Hence, this extract not only confirms the typical technique of sen-
tence-initial locative expressions but also illustrates the procedure of consecutive
spatial embedding. In addition, the text underlines the commonly hybrid charac-
ter of travel guides since the description is interspersed with historical dates and
events that have a narrative quality.

Two analogous examples of the descriptive strategy of consecutive embedding
are the following: after the main heading “Buckingham Palace”, the sub-headings
refer to locations within the palace, such as “state rooms” or “picture gallery”,
while the subsequent paragraphs give details of the interior of the rooms (Harper
et al. 2018: 83—-84). Similarly, the description of the Houses of Parliament proceeds
from the main architectural components (e. g. “Westminster Hall”) to noteworthy
details within the halls (Cook et al. 2018: 50-53).

3.3. Linearization strategies in travel guides

A gaze tour is the appropriate linearization strategy if a spatial configuration can-
not be described by an imaginary route leading through the scene. A typical case
in point is the verbal account of Nelson’s Column in Trafalgar Square, which is
verbally described in a vertical succession from top to bottom (Example 2), since a
driving tour is not physically possible for tourists. In an iconic description, the gaze
of the static viewer closely follows the architectural shape of the column, which is
supported by the fact that this monument is a singular and clearly discernible object
situated within a wide square.

(2) The sandstone statue which surmounts a 151-foot granite column is more than
triple life-size but still manages to appear minuscule. The acanthus leaves of
the capital are cast from British cannons, while bas-reliefs around the base —
depicting three of Nelson’s earlier victories as well as his death aboard HMS
Victory — are from captured French armaments. Edwin Landseer’s four gargan-
tuan bronze lions guard the column and provide a climbing frame for kids (and
demonstrators). (Cook et al. 2018: 35-37, original emphasis).

Although the viewer’s vantage point is not explicated, it can be inferred that the
column is scanned from the default position of a tourist standing on the ground,
since the statue at the top “appear[s] minuscule”. The quasi-modal verb appear
here underlines the surprising contrast between the objective measures of the statue
and the subjective impression it gives to the observer, thus arousing the prospec-
tive tourist’s interest and curiosity. The monument serves as the stable LM, while
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the viewer’s gaze represents the mobile TR performing a vertical downward path

99 ¢

(Figure 4). The description mainly relies on nominal profiles such as “statue”, “col-
umn”, “capital” (‘topmost section of a column’), and “base”, which consecutively
constitute the vertical LM. The path of the TR is constructed without local adverbs
or prepositions (Schubert 2009: 333), which are dispensable in this case because
the cognitive frame of a column suggests a typical shape. Moreover, the tourist has
the possibility of either looking at the photograph in the travel guide or viewing

the monument on site.

vertical axis
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Figure 4: Image-schematic representation of Example (2)

This gaze tour is not only iconic but also gives the impression of a linguistically
economic as well as systematic and rational representation. Since the descrip-
tion from top to bottom is quite frequent in the portrayal of monuments in gen-
eral (Wenz 1996: 280), the linearization may also be said to follow a common
descriptive schema. Another representative example of a gaze tour occurs in the
description of “The View from the Shard”, where the static observer can enjoy a
“360 degree view [that] stretches out 40 miles across north, west, east and south
London” (https://www.londonnet.co.uk/attractions/the-view-from-the-shard-tick-
ets-and-info/). As this depiction shows, a gaze tour may manifest itself not only in
a straight line but can appear in various shapes, such as a circular route around the
viewer in this particular case.

In a driving tour, the reader is guided through a local scene in an “imaginary
tour” (Wenz 1996: 272) with the purpose of efficient sightseeing. Since this route
follows actual buildings and places serving as LMs, it is likewise a type of iconic
linearization, although a greater extent of selection on the text producer’s side is
involved. In both printed and online travel guides, such recommended tours are
commonly described under the heading of “itineraries”, which give advice on how
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the most illustrious sights can be visited in relatively little time. For instance, the
River Thames may be suggested as a point of reference for a walking tour with
several consecutive stops along the way (Example 3).

(3) By following the river you can fit an awful lot into one day without having to
travel too far or rely on public transport. Begin at Butler’s Wharf; located close
to Tower Bridge (p/86) and lined with decent river-facing restaurants, it’s a
great spot for breakfast. From there, walk across the world-famous bridge to the
Tower of London (p/78) and immerse yourself for a few hours in a thousand
years of royal history and scandal. Ready for lunch? Follow the river to London
Bridge and cross back over to the south side where you can pick up tasty street
food or a gourmet picnic from Borough Market (p211). (Aves et al. 2019: 27)

In contrast to the gaze tour (Example 2), the dynamic viewer is here positioned
inside the spatial scene and serves as the TR whose orientation depends on the
pivotal LM of the river, which can be graphically displayed on the basis of two
horizontal axes viewed from an aerial perspective (Figure 5). The LM is nom-
inally profiled twice with the noun “river” and appears as a constituent of the
compound adjective “river-facing”. While the beginning of the entire path of the
itinerary is foregrounded by the proper noun “Butler’s Wharf”, the end is pro-
filed by the toponym “Borough Market”, so that closure is created by initial and
final windowing. The spatial relationship between the viewer-TR and the LM is
highlighted twice by the motion verb “follow”. The two bridges serve as subor-
dinate LMs enabling the viewer to imaginarily cross the main LM during medial
windowing. This movement is spatially profiled by the directional preposition
“across” in collocation with the motion verb “walk”. The motion verb “cross
back” additionally presupposes a prior movement and indicates that the deictic
center of the mobile TR has shifted during the tour. The prepositional phrase [f]
rom there” also underlines the walking tour, since the locative adverb “there”
anaphorically refers to “it” and “Butler’s Wharf”, while the directional preposition
“from” indicates that this is the point of departure for movements to follow. In
combination with the enclosed city plan, readers are thus enabled to conceptualize
a cognitive map prior to their journey, which may later be translated into action in
a real-world environment.

In general, the driving tour is the preferred linearization strategy in tourist
guides, since they commonly describe sightseeing tours during which travelers
physically traverse a spatial scene. Other characteristic cases of driving tours are,
for instance, a neighborhood walk from Camden Town to Primrose Hill (Harper
et al. 2018: 260) or a guided tour through the State Rooms of Buckingham Palace
(Cook et al. 2018: 70). Obviously, these are quite complex macro-paths that cannot
be graphically represented in a single image schema but require a series of sche-
mas, as they constitute a sequence of several image-schematic micro-paths.
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second horizontal axis

first horizontal axis

Figure 5: Image-schematic representation of Example (3)

3.4 Spatial texture and cohesion in travel guides

The pragmatic function of a particular genre has a strong impact on its texture,
which manifests itself in the choice and arrangement of cohesive ties. Travel
guides make recommendations on orientation in new spatial environments and
are likely to be used in real-life contexts on site (see Kesselheim and Hottiger this
volume on the pragmatics of written texts in space), either in the form of a book
or on the smartphone (see Meyer and Jucker this volume on spatial configura-
tions of communication in virtual environments). This contextual use requires a
tight texture based on consecutive locative expressions, resulting in spatial cohe-
sion triggered by “logogenetic patterns” (Halliday 2014: 603). Although travel
guides in general are conceptualized as hypertextual, the websites are additionally
marked by a “digital textuality” (Trimarco 2015: 1), combining the affordances
of written communication with possibilities of interaction. In the online environ-
ment, a large network of the urban space of London is created through “hyperco-
hesion” (Schubert 2017: 321, original emphasis), linking the micro-descriptions
offered by the individual nodes in order to establish a hypertextual macro-
description.

The depiction of outstanding sights typically proceeds from a general intro-
duction of the location to a focus on selected details, which results in a consecu-
tive narrowing of the perspective and a spatial specification. This can be achieved
by the lexical cohesive tie between holonym and meronym, progressing from the
whole object to one or more of its parts. Accordingly, Example (4) first mentions
the holonym “Kensington Palace”, while the subsequent meronyms “King’s and
Queen’s State Apartments” highlight selected rooms. In a further step of spatial
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specification, the previously introduced “apartments” function as the holonym
with regard to the meronym “paintings”.

(4) Kensington Palace, a palace of secret stories and public lives, has been influ-
enced by generations of royal women. Experience life as an 18th-century royal
courtier whilst making your way through the magnificent King’s and Queen’s
State Apartments adorned with remarkable paintings from the Royal Collec-
tion. (www.visitlondon.com/things-to-do/place/428001-kensington-palace)

As the top navigation bar informs the user in Example (4), “You are here: Home >
Things to Do > Sightseeing > London Attraction > Historic Site & House > Kens-
ington Palace”. This sequence of steps informing users about their current position
in the hypertext is a “contextualisation device” (Jucker 2002: 44) that likewise
underlines the top-down structure of the travel website. Generally, if an archi-
tectural design is very complex, such as the British Museum (Cook et al. 2018:
119-125) or the Tower of London (Harper et al. 2018: 137-142), the meronymical
progression from the entirety to particular details may extend over several pages
in the travel guide.

Whenever itineraries through neighborhoods are suggested, the cohesive chains
fulfill the discursive function of spatial expansion along a preconceived linear
route. As the description of an imaginary walk through the West End demonstrates
(Example 5), it is mainly lexical fields that form intersecting cohesive chains of
locative expressions, culminating in a densely knit spatial texture.

(5) First, head south to busy (1) Covent Garden Piazza (p102) and enjoy the street
performers along James St and opposite St Paul’s Church. Follow King and
Garrick streets west; turn left into Cranbourn St and you’ll arrive at (2) Leices-
ter Square (p103), where many international blockbuster films premiere. At
the western end of the square turn right into Wardour St; you’ll soon come to
the Oriental gates of (3) Chinatown (p100) on your right. (Harper et al. 2018:
111, original emphasis)

The lexical fields refer to absolute compass directions (“south”, “west”, “west-

ern”), deictic orientation (“left”, “right”), street names (“James St”, “King and

Garrick streets”, “Cranbourn St”, “Wardour St”), names of squares (“Covent

Garden Piazza”, “Leicester Square”), and verbs of movement (“head”, “follow”,

“turn”, “arrive”, “come”). While the page references in the route description under-

line the hypertextual conceptualization of the guide, the three numbers signifying

the main LMs correspond to its multimodal character, since they refer to numbers
in an accompanying map, in which the route is highlighted by a red line. Thus, in
the macro-genre of travel guides, this is a common type of description serving as an
explanatory legend for recipients who simultaneously view the map of the neigh-
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borhood. Similar cohesive ties referring to streets, squares, and buildings feature
prominently in a “short walk” through Bloomsbury (Aves et al. 2019: 158-159).

Since the urban space of London is a complex architectural arrangement of
exterior and interior locations, another discursive function of cohesive ties is spa-
tial juxtaposition. This occurs, for instance, in the description of St Paul’s Cathe-
dral, which is recommended as a must-see regarding both its outer appearance and
its decorations inside (Example 6). In this case, the spatial opposition is cohesively
featured by locative antonymy between the noun “facade” on the one hand and the
noun “interior” on the other. This is further supported by comparative reference in
the form of the discontinuous construction “more ... than”, indicating already in
the first sentence that a list of notable objects is about to follow.

(6) St Paul’s with its world-famous dome is an iconic feature of the London sky-
line, but there is so much more to Sir Christopher Wren’s masterpiece than its
impressive facade. The interior of the soaring dome, the glittering mosaics, the
intricate stone carving and the breathtaking view down the nave towards the
quire are just a few of the reasons why a visit to St Paul’s is a must. (www.
londonnet.co.uk/attractions/st-pauls-cathedral-city-of-london/)

As illustrated by Examples (4) to (6), three genre-related discursive functions of spa-
tial cohesion in travel guides are spatial specification, expansion, and juxtaposition.
Spatial resumption or stagnation on the basis of pro-forms or ellipses only plays a
minor role in the travel guides, since their purpose is to mention numerous points of
interest in a given area and to suggest diverse itineraries along selected landmarks.

4. Summary and conclusions

The analyses have pointed out typical strategies of spatial description in the writ-
ten macro-genre of English travel guides and websites, which have proved to be
highly salient for the study of locative configurations in discourse. They serve
their central pragmatic function of providing informative advice on spatial ori-
entation not only in an on-site context but also support readers planning a trip in
an off-site situation at home. The three voluminous printed guidebooks comprise
in-depth spatial information on all districts of London, covering a wide range of
world-famous as well as lesser-known sights and thus address readers interested
in detailed directions. In comparison, the two travel websites show a much more
commercial focus on tickets, offers, and reservations and mainly concentrate on
the top attractions, which are described with interactive maps, video clips, and
comparatively brief texts.

In all the travel guides, individual locative image schemas typically add up to
a spatial network consisting of layers with increasing specificity of LM and TR.
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By verbally zooming in on specific sights with the help of spatial embedding,
the windows of attention are continually narrowed down. As regards linearization
strategies, gaze tours with a static viewer outside the scene and a moving gaze-TR
occur if it is not possible for travelers to physically move through the scene on
site. By contrast, the intuitive driving tour is the appropriate strategy whenever
the route of the mobile viewer through indoor or outdoor spaces is successively
portrayed, which is the default technique in the travel guides. Both linearization
strategies are iconic since they reflect architectural and topographical features of
London.

The texture of the travel guides is chiefly based on lexical cohesive chains
whose content unambiguously constitutes spatial scenes and contributes to gen-
re-specific discursive functions. In particular, spatial specification is achieved by
the cohesive tie of meronymy, proceeding from the entirety of a spatial phenom-
enon to its individual parts. By contrast, spatial expansion is triggered whenever
itineraries are described with the help of space-related lexical fields and toponyms,
and spatial juxtaposition typically relies on comparative reference and antonymous
locative expressions.

Needless to say, there are several promising avenues for future research on
spatial representation in the travel genre. For instance, different travel guides, also
including more compact and concise editions, could be compared with respect to
the description of one particular tourist attraction, in order to determine which
spatial information is considered quintessential by a majority of the manuals. It
would also be worthwhile to contrastively examine the portrayal of London sights
in literary texts, since fictional discourse fulfills additional aesthetic functions that
may result in deviant linearization strategies geared towards narrative effects such
as suspense or surprise. Moreover, since both printed and online travel guides make
frequent use of photographs, maps, and other illustrations, a multimodal approach
would be able to highlight the contribution of text-image relations and intermodal
cohesion to spatial representation. However, despite its limitations, the present
chapter hopes to have given some thought-provoking insights into the descriptive
strategies of a popular macro-genre with a global reach.

Travel guides and websites

Aves, Edward, Matthew Grundy Haigh, Bharti Karakoti, Azeem Siddiqui, Lauren Why-
brow and Tanveer Zaidi
2019 Inspire, Plan, Discover, Experience London, 2" edn. London: Dorling Kinder-
sley Ltd.
Cook, Samantha, Henry Fry, Neil McQuillian, Matt Norman and Alice Park
2018 The Rough Guide to London, 12" edn. London: Rough Guides Ltd.
Harper, Damian, Peter Dragicevich, Steve Fallon and Emilie Filou
2018 London, 11" edn. Melbourne: Lonely Planet Global Ltd.
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www.londonnet.co.uk.

2021 Travelstay Network. [Last accessed on April 26, 2021].
www.visitlondon.com.

2021 London & Partners. [Last accessed on April 26, 2021].
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5. Interactional onomastics: Place names as
malleable resources

Thomas Debois and Elwys De Stefani

Abstract: This chapter offers an introduction into the emerging field of interac-
tional onomastics, which uses conversation analytic research methods to examine
the usage of place names (or toponyms) in naturally occurring talk. Interactional
onomastics provides a unique insight into how individuals use place names in
social encounters, and what interactional goals they achieve by doing so. Place
names are used recurrently for referential practices, but speakers may also mobilize
them for the purpose of (spatial or social) categorization or to organize their topical
talk. Place names occur in different (phonetic) forms and are sometimes associated
with stigma. The chapter also provides an overview of previous approaches that
have analyzed how place names relate to the social organization of communities.
After initially being studied by philologists and geographers in the second half of
the nineteenth century, place names became a topic of investigation for anthropol-
ogists, discourse analysts, sociologists, and sociolinguists in the twentieth century.
In these disciplines, place names have been examined as cultural artifacts, expres-
sions of ideology, and as a way to access the social organization of communities
(historically or contemporarily), respectively. Finally, the chapter presents a case
study that illustrates the methodological procedure of interactional onomastics. It
shows that place names are malleable interactional resources that are sensitive to
the membership categories interactants invoke. Their usage relies on the interact-
ants’ knowledge of the place name as a linguistic unit and about the place it refers
to.

Keywords: toponomastics, conversation analysis, socio-onomastics, human geog-
raphy, sociality, name variation

1. Introduction

Within current research on place names (or toponyms), a number of approaches
offer a contextualized analysis of their occurrence and use, especially with regard
to their social relevance to people’s everyday lives. The most prominent fields
of investigation that contemplate these questions include anthropology, discourse
analysis, and socio-onomastics, which operate with more or less interpretive meth-
ods. These methods of investigation will be described below. The larger part of this
chapter, however, is dedicated to the detailed presentation of the emerging field

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110693713-005
In: Andreas H. Jucker and Heiko Hausendorf (eds.). (2022). Pragmatics of Space, 125—151. Berlin/Boston:
De Gruyter Mouton.
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of interactional onomastics, which applies conversation analytic methods to the
analysis of proper names. Whereas a systematic pragmatic account of place name
usage is lacking — with the exception of the well-known language philosophical
considerations, which are mainly based on the researcher’s introspection and often
focus on personal names (e. g. Mill 1843; Frege 1892; Russell 1905; Searle 1958;
Kripke 1972; Coates 2006) — the way in which speakers use place names in nat-
urally occurring talk-in-interaction has been addressed by conversation analytic
scholars, who examine place names mainly as one option that speakers can choose
to refer to place (another option being, e. g., deictics; see Auer and Stukenbrock
this volume). Complementing this line of research, interactional onomastics takes
a more comprehensive approach to (place) name usage, whereby the establishment
of spatial reference is only one among other accomplishments interactants pursue
by using place names. Research has indeed shown that place names are malleable
resources, in that they may occur in a variety of forms (i. e., pronunciations that
may be heard as pertaining to specific dialects, languages, etc.) and also because
they may serve a plethora of interactional goals.

2. The harbingers of place name studies

Researchers working in different disciplines established scholarly interest in
place names in the second half of the nineteenth century. Philologists developed
the etymological approach to toponyms (Forstemann 1856—1859; Flechia 1871),
thereby fostering the scientific study of proper names, known as onomastics, on
the basis of documentary evidence. At the same time, geographers also advanced
etymological explanations of place names in their cartographic works (Hughes
1867) or dedicated entire monographs to the topic (Egli 1872), an endeavor that
culminated in Egli’s (1886) publication of the Geschichte der geographischen
Namenkunde [History of geographical name studies]. A few decades later, a
keen interest in place names became evident in a third discipline: Boas’s (1934)
study of the Geographical Names of the Kwakiutl Indians opened up the field for
anthropologists.

These studies were motivated by dissimilar, yet complementary interests. Phi-
lologists felt the urge to track down the etymological origins and motivations of
place names, in line with post-romantic and nationalistic ideals of revealing the
cultural heritage of a people. Geographers were stimulated by the idea that the
etymological analysis of place names would enable them to uncover earlier confor-
mations of a location and to describe the transformations places underwent over the
course of time. Anthropologists identified place names — which in many commu-
nities were used only in spoken language — as objects of investigation giving them
access to the social life of communities and to their beliefs and values in relation
to space and place. These research traditions developed largely independently from
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each other,! and current studies tend to remain confined to their respective fields.
Moreover, recent assessments of the research on place names share a dishearten-
ing opinion on its vitality. Within linguistics, Levinson (2003: 69) observed that
“little of theoretical interest has emerged” from the “study of placenames [...] [as]
one of the older branches of linguistic enquiry”. Commenting that “[s]ynchronic
research [...] has never been taken seriously”, Van Langendonck (2007: 204)
instead deplored the lack of interest for onomastic studies that do not have an ety-
mological concern. Similarly, geographers complained about the scarce progress
in the study of place names, such as Zelinsky (2002: 244), who found that “the
theoretical cupboard is bare, and progress during the past fifty years or so has been
virtually nil”. This chapter clarifies that recent research, in fact, has brought to the
fore several approaches that examine place names beyond their purely referential
and etymological dimensions and taxonomic classification.

3. Place names and sociality

Philological, geographic, and anthropological research on place names is moti-
vated by the urge to unravel the relationship that ties them to the social life of the
communities in which they are used. While there seems to be a general consensus
that names are bestowed on locations that are socially meaningful, the methods
of investigation and the objectives of the different (sub-)disciplines show con-
siderable diversity. The strong historical perspective that dominated research in
these fields at least until the 1970s has progressively paved the way for stud-
ies that focus on how individuals use and are confronted with place names in
their everyday lives. Significant contributions come from anthropology, where a
wealth of particularized studies on distinct communities or peoples have shifted the
perspective away from the often uncritical and ethnocentric understanding of the
concept of “place name”. Within the realm of linguistics, place names have inter-
ested discourse analysts, who highlight the ideological dimension of their usage.
The aim of socio-onomasticians is instead to describe and account for place name
variations, mainly with methods inherited by (variationist) sociolinguistics. The
following sections provide an overview of established approaches addressing the
social dimension of place name usage.

! Note however that Boas (1934: 10) refers to Egli’s (1872) study in the introduction to
his monograph.
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3.1. Anthropology

Boas’s (1934) analysis of the place names of the Kwakiutl (today named Kwak-
waka’wakw), an indigenous people living in northern Vancouver Island, is a mile-
stone in anthropological research on place names. For Boas, place names were part
of anthropological investigation because their analysis enabled him to show how
the communities related to their environment. Hence, he described the practical
and mythological uses of these names and their relevance for the social life of these
communities. This study — as well as his earlier work on place names in Baffin
Land and Hudson Bay (Boas 1901-1907) — influenced numerous anthropologists,
such as Harrington (1916), who analyzed Tewa place names, Lounsbury (1960) on
Iroquois place names, de Laguna (1972) on Tlingit place names, and many others
(see Thornton 1997 and Senft 2008 for an overview). Clearly, one motivation of
anthropologists is to examine place names as cultural artifacts, and to provide
ethnographically documented analyses on place name usage in specific commu-
nities. This particularistic concern coexists with a more comprehensive interest
in understanding how language relates to the physical and social environment in
which it occurs, as addressed by Boas’s student, Sapir, in his (1912) paper on
“Language and environment”. In that contribution, Sapir showed, among other
things, that the existence of “topographical terms” as used by the Southern Paiute
people, such as “divide, ledge, sand flat, semicircular valley” (1912: 228-229)
testifies that the locations referred to are historically and socially relevant for the
communities. While these expressions are not categorizable as place names from
the point of view of traditional Western grammar theories, they exemplify Sapir’s
point that “social factors” (1912: 227) are paramount in the emergence of linguistic
labels that speakers use to refer to the physical environment. Many anthropological
studies indeed examine how place names are socially and locally meaningful, as
illustrated, for instance, by Senft’s (2008) analysis of place names used in Kilivila,
the language of the Trobriand Islanders, or Tamisari’s (2009) study of place names
used by the Yolngu, an Australian people of north-eastern Arnhem Land. One influ-
ential study was Basso’s (1988) investigation on how place names are used in the
speech of the Western Apache residents of Cibecue (Arizona). His study was moti-
vated by the observation that “the common activity of placenaming — the actual
use of toponyms in concrete instances of everyday speech — has attracted little
attention from linguists or ethnographers” (1988: 102). He explained this lack of
interest by pointing out that in many languages, (place) names are not considered
part of the lexicon of a language, since they are believed to only have referential
capacity. Hence, they are often also excluded from dictionaries. Basso’s analysis
showed that in the communities studied, place names are resources that speakers
mobilize not only for referential purposes. For instance, in storytelling interactants
may “exploit the evocative power of placenames to comment on the moral conduct
of persons who are absent from the scene” (1988: 106), a practice that the commu-
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nities call yalti’ bee’ izhi (‘speaking with names’). The author also demonstrated
that Western Apache place names are not just offering a description of the named
area, but that they also provide “positions for viewing these locations” (1988: 111).
They are perspectival, in accordance with the putative viewpoint the ancestors had
when they bestowed those names. In addition, Basso’s analysis also addressed the
formal variation of place names, showing that speakers preferentially use extended
formats in narratives, whereas shortened toponymic versions tend to be used for
purely referential reasons. Similarly, examining the place names used by speakers
of Bininj Gunwok dialects (Western Arnhem Land, Australia), Garde (2014: 101)
described their “encoded cultural significance”, and observed how the communi-
ties use place names for a variety of purposes, among which was included joking,
but also to refer to recently deceased individuals, for whom the use of personal
names was taboo (see also Blythe et al. 2016).

Although motivated by research questions that are very different from those
of linguists, many anthropologists assembled taxonomies of place names based on
the features of their referents (Waterman 1922; Basso 1984). This development is
strikingly similar to the philological and onomastic interest in taxonomic classifi-
cation based on the etymological roots of place names.

3.2. Discourse Analysis

Discourse analytic approaches to place names examine the values (positive or
negative) transmitted by their use. Galasinski and Skowronek (2001) showed, for
instance, how (place) names can be charged with ideological values in political
addresses, whereas in his analysis of the names Oswigcim and Auschwitz, Van de
Putte (2021) illustrated how the inhabitants of the Polish town tend to establish a
referential difference between the former name variant, referring to the town, and
the latter, used to indicate the former concentration camp and the current museum.
Methodologically, these studies consider a variety of material (broadcast talks,
interviews, written texts, posts on social media, etc.) and apply an interpretive
procedure that can be traced back to critical discourse analysis (Van Dijk 1992). In
its more radical form, proponents of onomastic discourse analysis (Rutkowski and
Skowronek 2019) believe that the critical analysis of (place) names enables us to
gain insight into the social organization and values of a community. In doing so,
the approach has a common interest with critical place name studies, as developed
by human geographers (Rose-Redwood et al. 2010), who try to identify the ideo-
logical underpinnings of place names. In particular, the geopolitical dimension of
place naming (Giraut and Houssay-Holzschuch 2016) is analyzed against the back-
ground of current shibboleths (rneoliberalism, commodification, cleansing, etc.)
that the authors see at work in the toponymic transformation of the landscape. As a
consequence, these studies often result in the particularized description of the ono-
mastic landscape (Ainiala and Vuolteenaho 2006) of a given area. This approach
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was stimulated by research on the linguistic landscape (Landry and Bourhis 1997)
of urban areas, but focuses exclusively on place names, thereby renewing scholarly
interest in onomastics. Toponyms found on road signs, especially in officially pluri-
lingual areas, are indeed a popular object of investigation in this line of research.
The following example, taken from Finco (2014: 174), provides a case in point. It
shows bilingual road signs in the Italian region of Friuli-Venezia Giulia, where the
place names are written in Italian on top and in Friulian below.

* .2

Figure 1: Bilingual road signs in Friuli-Venezia Giulia (Italy)

Such road signs are sometimes used as a platform for identity debates, as shown by
numerous cases of spray-painted signs. In Figure 1, an anonymous citizen has cov-
ered the standardized Friulian place name Vierse, which, as Finco (2014: 174-175)
explains, was perceived as not corresponding to the locally used Friulian variant
(Viarsa). Hence, place names on road signs provide a locus of contestation of lan-
guage policies, identity, and cultural allegiance.?

3.3. Socio-onomastics and the sociology of names

Within linguistics, the study of the social dimensions of names was promoted in
the 1960s and 1970s by East and West German researchers. Debus’s (1968) con-

2 The political dimension of places names is also of central importance for the activities
of the United Nations Group of Experts on Geographical Names (UNGEGN), which
was founded in 1959. It defines the official toponymic repertoire of the member states
and ensures their standardization as well as the protection of place names in minority
languages.
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ception of a Soziologische Namengeographie (‘Sociological Name Geography’)
was inspired by the idea that the analysis of proper names allows linguists not only
to reconstruct their etymological origin and motivation, but also to gain access
to the social organization of (European) communities in earlier times. The early
studies in the field predominantly addressed personal names (e. g. Kohlheim 1977)
and laid out the social background against which naming practices and traditions
were established, adopting a decidedly diachronic approach. Although the term
“socio-onomastics” is sometimes employed in these studies, the notion is nowa-
days more commonly used to indicate approaches that apply sociolinguistic meth-
ods to the study of names. As such, Walther (1971) coined the term Sozioono-
mastik, which was readily adopted by onomasticians studying name usage and
practices of name-giving in contemporary societies. Indeed, in their programmatic
contribution, Walther and Schultheis (1974: 188) explained that “socio-onomastics
fits in organically with the concerns of the more general sociolinguistics”.> More
than 20 years later, Debus (1995a: 345) observed, however, that “socio-onomas-
tics has not (yet) developed an independent theory”,* thereby reifying the idea of
a theoretical deficiency with which onomasticians are often confronted. In more
recent research, the objectives of socio-onomastics are in accordance with Walther
and Schultheis’s (1974) original description:

Socio-onomastics stresses the importance of looking at the use of names in every-day
interaction: variation in name usage, why some names are avoided, why some names are
coupled with particular pejorative attitudes, and how name users themselves perceive
the very names they use. Socio-onomastics takes into account the social, cultural, and
situational domains in which names are used, and this applies to all kinds of names [...].
Notably, social variation and situational variation are studied, and the reasons why peo-
ple know certain names (but not others) are examined. The study of attitudes and stance
towards names and name usage are also part of socio-onomastic research. (Ainiala and
Ostmann 2017: 2)

The focus is on variation, which is studied on the basis of pre-defined social cat-
egories (age, gender, nativeness, etc.), and the studies often propose quantitative
findings. Pablé’s (2000, 2009) investigation on place names used by the inhabitants
of Bellinzona (Switzerland) is a skillful illustration of the method. Although Aniala
and Ostmann (2017) claim that “the use of names in every-day interaction” is the
main motivation for their investigation, many studies are in fact based on data col-
lected via interviews or focus group discussions, an approach that Debus (1995b)
described as the most important method of data collection in socio-onomastics.

3 “Die Sozioonomastik fiigt sich demnach in das Anliegen der allgemeineren Soziolin-
guistik organisch ein.”
4 “Die Sozioonomastik hat freilich (noch) keine eigenstindige Theorie entwickelt [...]

kR
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Some authors also refer to the approach as the sociology of names (Namensozi-
ologie; Debus and Kremer 1999), while others draw a distinction between the two
(e. g. De Stefani 2016) and reserve the latter for studies that address larger societal
questions, often related to identity issues that are associated with place or personal
names (on the latter, see, e. g. Pilcher 2016). Typically, the approach analyzes the
ideological and cultural underpinnings of (re)naming policies of countries, cities,
streets, and so on — see for instance the renaming of Cankr-IleTepOypr/St. Peters-
burg (1793), Petrograd (1914), Leningrad (1924), Cankr-IleTepOypr/St. Peters-
burg (1991) — whereby each name can be associated with different narratives that
may serve political purposes. This narrower definition of the sociology of names,
especially when applied to place names, brings the approach in close proximity to
critical place name studies.

4. Interactional onomastics

The analysis of language as observable in the natural habitat of its occurrence is
a distinctive feature of conversation analysis (Sacks 1992; Sacks et al. 1974) and
interactional linguistics (Couper-Kuhlen and Selting 2018), which offers a wel-
come application of the conversation analytic method to linguistic objects of inves-
tigation. It allows not only for a contextualized analysis of linguistic resources
based on naturalistic evidence, it also enables researchers to show that speakers
demonstrably orient to specific resources as the interaction unfolds. Considering
the ongoing debates within different branches of linguistics about the defining
features of proper names or proper nouns (Coates 2006), interactional approaches
allow for an analysis of (place) names that is grounded in the observable ways
in which speakers use them, and orient to them as “particular” language units in
their everyday interactions. The term onomastique interactionnelle ‘interactional
onomastics’ was first proposed by De Stefani and Pepin (2006) and discussed in
a series of contributions by De Stefani (2009a, 2012, 2016), both with respect to
place names and personal names (see Droste 2020 and Giinthner 2020 on the lat-
ter). The fundamental difference between socio-onomastic approaches and interac-
tional onomastics concerns the way in which proper names are conceived of. The
socio-onomastic perspective regards names as intrinsically referential but formally
variable, and establishes correlations between name variation and pre-established
social categories. Rather than assuming the intrinsic functions of proper names,
interactional onomastics examines the actions participants accomplish by using
proper names. While place names are indeed available to speakers for establishing
spatial reference (Schegloff 1972), they may serve a plethora of other purposes as
well. Incidentally, interactional onomastics also allows for an emic perspective
on the notion of proper name (or, more relevantly for this chapter, place name).
What speakers treat as a place name may be categorized differently from the etic
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viewpoint of theoretical linguistics and onomastics. For instance, De Stefani and
Pepin (2006) have shown that in rural communities of north-eastern Italy, place
names are commonly used as family bynames, and that they may serve as resources
of personal reference. Comparably, anthropological research has shown that in
Aboriginal communities of Australia, place names can be used to refer to persons
when the place name is “linked to them in some way, either through clan identity
or via primary residence” (Garde 2014: 110). Similar observations have been put
forward by Levinson (2007) on the inhabitants of Rossel Island, a Pacific island
located at the eastern tip of Papua New Guinea. In a different, yet comparable way,
in his analysis of the Scarman Tribunal hearings (on civil disorder in Northern
Ireland in 1969), Drew (1978: 9) observed that place names were used for “catego-
rizing a collectivity”, with respect to the ascribed religious identity of the respec-
tive crowds (Protestant vs. Catholic) in this particular case. As these examples
show, what linguists call place names may in fact be used to refer to individuals or
groups of persons. The other interactional purposes that place names serve will be
explained in the following sections.

4.1. Place names as resources for action

One of the aims of interactionally oriented research consists in examining how
interactants use linguistic and embodied resources to accomplish socially rele-
vant action. Just like other linguistic resources, place names can be examined with
regard to their pragmatic import. Accordingly, the following sections provide an
overview of the research on place names as carried out by conversation analysts
and continued under the heading of interactional linguistics.

4.1.1. Referring to place

Conversation analysis developed an early interest in place names, which have
mainly been analyzed as one among other resources available to speakers for estab-
lishing spatial reference. Schegloff’s (1972) study on what the author called “place
formulations” provided a first systematic discussion of space-referential options
of American English speakers (see Auer 1979 for an application of the model to
German data). It is important to stress that Schegloff’s primary interest was not on
place names per se, but on the practices by which speakers refer to locations, in
accordance with the focal interest of the approach in social actions (rather than in
linguistic forms). The author described five recurrently observed “place formula-
tions” speakers use. They encompass (a) “geographical formulations” (addresses,
longitudinal and latitudinal coordinates, etc.), (b) “relation to members formula-
tions” (by which a location is identified with reference to an individual, e. g. Jack's
place), (c) “relation to landmarks formulations” (where an area is referred to with
respect to a specific landmark, e. g. next to the school building), (d) “course of
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action places” (places referred to by virtue of an activity that takes place there,
e. g. where they leave the garbage), and (¢) “place names”.> Remarkably, what can
be regarded as a further option, namely deictics such as here and there, are only
cursorily referred to as “locational pro-terms” (Schegloff 1972: 87). Clearly, in
Schegloff’s reference-based model, place names are distinct from the other refer-
ential options. Speakers use them, according to the author, “only when expectably
recognizable” (Schegloff 1972: 92). By that the author means not only that recipi-
ents can identify the succession of sounds forming the place name. They must also
be able to categorize a place on the basis of the name used to refer to it. They must
know, for instance, that Harrods refers to a London department store and “bring
knowledge to bear on it, detect which of its attributes are relevant in context, etc.”
(1972: 91). By using a place name, a speaker then displays that they are assuming
that the recipient possesses that knowledge. Similarly, von Polenz (1985: 122—
123) explained that proper names can be used effectively only among members
of specific groups, which he called Namenkenner-Gruppen ‘groups of individuals
who know a specific name’. Because they presuppose shared knowledge of the
name, place names are not the preferred option for establishing reference. Indeed,
according to Schegloff’s analysis, relation to members formulations are the more
commonly used place formulations. The five kinds of “place formulations” iden-
tified by Schegloff imply that whenever a speaker refers to a place, they have to
select one between the different available resources. They do so, according to the
author, by an analysis of (a) location, (b) membership, and (c) topic or activity. In
other words, the selection of the adequate place formulation hinges on the speak-
er’s analysis of their own location, as well as of their co-participants’ location.
Similarly, in one of his lectures held in 1969, Sacks (1992, 1I: 147) noted that the
selection of a place name for referential purposes “turns on where they [the parties
in the interaction] are, where they’re from, and what they know about each other”.
The analysis of membership enables speakers to select an appropriate place formu-
lation based on invoked or tacit membership categories that participants orient to.
A speaker may see in their conversational partner a “local”, a “stranger”, a “tour-
ist”, and so forth and select the adequate place formulation based on the relevant
category and the putative knowledge they associate with that category. Finally, the
topic or activity analysis enables speakers to select a place formulation that is in
accordance with the topic of the conversation or the activity in which the parties
are engaged. Importantly, the three levels of analysis are tacit achievements of the
speakers and their selection of the adequate place formulation is contingent on all
“orders of considerations” (Schegloff 1972: 83). Hence, what Schegloff (1972)
shows is that parties in interaction choose place formulations that are appropriate
for the practical purposes at hand, but not necessarily factually “correct”, with

5 All examples are taken from Schegloff (1972).
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regard to their referential import. Schegloff’s (1972) model has been reviewed by
Enfield and San Roque (2017), who essentially confirmed Schegloff’s study but
extended it by adding further options of “place formulations”, that include topo-
logical specifications (left, north of, etc.) and (pointing) gestures among others.

For person-referential practices (to absent third parties) Sacks and Schegloff
(1979) showed that speakers orient to a principle of minimization (whereby a sin-
gle reference form is used to refer to the “same” person), and to a principle for
recipient design (whereby speakers use “recognitionals”, i. e., reference forms that
are readily recognizable by the recipient, such as first names). For place reference,
however, such principles have not been identified and the applicability of the prin-
ciples relevant for personal reference is open to question (Williams 2017: 555).
However, Dingemanse et al. (2017) described place names as “recognitionals”,
because, just as personal names, they presuppose knowledge of the name by the
recipient.

4.1.2. Describing and categorizing space

While onomastic research has focused on name-formats, and conversation analytic
studies on place reference and on the contingencies under which different place
formulations are selected, the way in which place names relate to the area they
refer to has been less investigated. This also holds for Levinson’s (2003) extensive
study on how language relates to space, which mentioned place names only curso-
rily (2003: 69). Drawing on Schegloft’s (1972) study, Mondada (2000) examined
how speakers use place names and other place formulations in their descriptions of
place. Her analysis showed, among other things, that the referential scope of place
formulations — namely which area a place name or description refers to — was not
given, but interactionally negotiated. Hence, the ways in which speakers name
and categorize space provide the parties in interaction (but also the analysts) with
insight into how they structure space (Mondada 2000: 155; see also De Stefani
2009b).

4.1.3. Topical talk

According to Sacks (1992, I: 753) “[o]ne extremely lovely sort of area for topical
use is the naming of places”. The spring lecture held in 1968 from which this quote
is taken was dedicated entirely to “topic”. In particular, Sacks pointed out that the
selection of a place name is sensitive to the topic of the conversation (as developed
later by Schegloff 1972). He observed that speakers often announce actions by
mentioning a “place name” (his wording), rather than by formulating the activity
that is going to take place in that location. He exemplified this with the words “I’'m
going to the bathroom” (Sacks 1992, I: 759), which, of course, imply that some
(physiological) activity will be carried out there. The example also shows Sacks’s
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non-specific use of the term “place name”, which is incongruous with onomastic
terminology and, possibly, also questionable from the speakers’ emic perspective.
Aside from the topic-sensitivity of place names, Sacks also explained that the
“mention of a place can evoke [...] memories tied to that place” (Sacks 1992,
I: 760). Therefore, using a place name may be an efficient way of developing a
topic in an ongoing conversation, or it can serve the purposes of “namedropping”
(Schegloff 1972: 91), an activity that can of course also be topically consequential.
Analyzing presentation rounds in focus groups, Myers (2006) showed that individ-
uals were often asked to say where they were from, to which they would reply sys-
tematically by using place names — an option that in this setting is clearly preferred
over “relation to members formulations” (Schegloff 1972: 109). Myers described
place names not only as resources available to construct one’s identity relevant
to the interaction at hand, but also showed how speakers choose place names that
topically fit the previous talk, while at the same time offering possible topical
developments for subsequent talk. Using a place name referring to “where they
are from” provides individuals with entitlement to an opinion about that place, or
to disaffiliate from a possibly stigmatized place, for instance. Hence, place names
are fundamental resources for narratives.

4.1.4. Storytelling

The use of place names in narratives is a further topic of investigation on which sev-
eral studies have been published recently. For instance, Dingemanse et al. (2017)
have homed in on reference to place (as well as to person and time) occurring at
beginnings of narratives and described them as contributing to setting the stage of
the story. According to their analysis, which is strongly inspired by Schegloff’s
(1972) study, place names are one of many other resources by which speakers
establish reference in narratives.

4.1.5. Stereotyping and stigmatizing

Discourse analytic and socio-onomastic research has shown that speakers often
associate identities and ideologies with place names. Hence, it is not surprising
that place names and derived adjectives can also be used in stigmatizing ways. The
names that have been used in the recent coronavirus pandemic for referring to the
pathogen and the ensuing disease illustrate this phenomenon. Names containing a
reference to the area in which a first major outbreak was observed (Wuhan virus)
or to the country from which it originated (China/Chinese virus) were branded
as “inappropriate” (Prieto-Ramos et al. 2020), derogatory, or racist and related
to the numerous incidents of xenophobia observed during the pandemic. In fact,
many names of infectious diseases are formed with place names (Crimean-Congo
hemorrhagic fever, Lassa fever, Lyme disease, Marburg disease, etc.), although
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the WHO (2015) guidelines explicitly advise against such naming patterns. Nota-
bly, not all of these names are felt as stigmatizing. By analyzing how the names
Wuhan virus, China virus, etc. were used in political rallies and how the audience
responded to these labels, De Stefani (2021) showed that they are a readily avail-
able resource enabling politicians, journalists, and speakers in general to create,
sustain, denounce, and stigmatize. Hence, the “inappropriateness” of such names
is not inherent, rather, one can observe how interactants use them in ways that go
beyond their merely referential purpose, eventually making them a locus of polit-
ical debate. Place names then can become recognitionals for non-geographical
entities, such as in the case of Chernobyl, which may readily be heard as referring
to the nuclear accident that occurred in 1986. This may eventually lead to met-
onymical usages, for instance when the toponym Brussels is used in newspaper
articles to refer to the European Commission (e. g. Brussels decides against fining
Portugal, Spain; Politico, 27 July 2016).

4.2. The formal variability of place names

In ordinary conversation, place names occur in a variety of formats. While speak-
ers may have different resources at their disposal to refer to the “same” area (the
US, the United States, America; the Netherlands, Holland), the use of such alterna-
tive names may be relevant to the interactional contingencies at hand, or they may
use referentially differing names. In a surprisingly introspective passage, Schegloff
(1972) illustrated this aspect as follows:

For [North] Americans, it appears, one goes “to South America” not “Peru,” just as one
goes to “Europe” not “France.” If one says one went to France, one is asked “where
else?”, rather than “where in France did you visit?” Persons who went “just to France”
may have to account for it (e. g. via what they had to do, better and worse ways of
travelling, etc.). And the same seems to hold for South America and countries in it;
not “where in Peru” but “where else in South America.” For [North] Americans, the
units parallel to the United States seem to be not France or Peru, but Europe and South
America. (Schegloff 1972: 86)

Moreover, on occasion speakers may choose to produce a place name in a different
language than their own. To refer to the Italian city of Milan, an English-speaker
may for instance choose the Italian form Milano, which can be articulated with
a more or less Italian-sounding pronunciation. Divergent phonetic production
of place names is in fact commonly observed and unproblematically handled by
speakers, such as in the following excerpt taken from De Stefani and Ticca (2011:
486), which illustrates different articulations of the place name Mauritius by two
speakers of Italian. CAR (Carolina), a travel agent, is talking with a customer
(GIN, Gino) about the presence of diamond deposits in Mauritius.
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Ex. 1(9212av1A31a, 121:54-122:00)°

01 GIN ma non hanno giacimenti alle mauri{tsil}us.-=
but they don’t have deposits at the Mauritius
(islands)

02 CAR =hanno giacilmenti di: diamanti.
they do have diamond deposits

03 (0.2)

04 GIN alle mauri{tsil}us?=

at the Mauritius (islands)
05 CAR =alle mauri{[}us:.

at the Mauritius (islands)

Whereas Gino pronounces the name with the voiceless alveolar affricate [ts], Car-
olina pronounces it with the voiceless postalveolar fricative [[]. While in this case
the interactants do not make relevant the different pronunciation of the name, on
other occasions different pronunciations may be used to invoke specific member-
ship categories, as the following case study shows.

5. A case study

This section presents a case study that illustrates the methodological procedure of
interactional onomastics. The excerpt has been collected in a tourism information
office in Ypres (Belgium) and documents the initial encounter between a group of
tourists from Hong Kong interacting in English with two tourism officers, BAR
(Bart) and ANN (Anne). The tourists engaging in interaction with the officers are
WAN (Wang), (LIN) Ling, and MIN (Ming).’

¢ The transcripts presented in this chapter follow Jefferson’s (2004) conventions for talk
and Mondada’s (2018) norms for embodied behavior. Place names are highlighted in
grey.

7 All individuals have authorized us to use and publish the data and images for scientific
purposes. Personal names have been pseudonymized in accordance with requirements
established in the written consent form signed by all the participants.
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Ex. 2a (BE_YPRES_TOUROFF 20191112, 140:20-140:40)

01 WAN hello.
02 (0.3)
03 ANN hello.
04 BAR hello.#

Fig #Fig.2
05 (0.4)
06 BAR hi.
07 WAN +we: want# to (get/pay) a +ta#xi fo- (.) *to go to (.) here.*#
WAN b AR R R AR A +points on map-->
WAN *turns map slightly*
Fig #Fig.3 #Fig.4 Fig.5#%
08 BAR diksmuide?
a9 (0.5)
10 BAR yes. (.) %okay,=%+
WAN ——24
WAN $nods—-%
11 WAN  =fi- "we® we are- we are five.
12 (0.2)
13 BAR you are five okay.
14 (0.3)
15 BAR and would- you would like to go right now?
16 (0.2)

17 WAN yes:=
18 LIN =yes:,

19 WAN [°ves.®

20 ANN [and whady- (.) what (.) would you like to
21 wvisit in diksmuide?

22 (1.3)

23 ANN just the town cr,

24 (0.2)

25 WAN uh: (.) the trench and the tower.

The excerpt starts with the greeting sequence initiated by Wang (line 01) and is
completed by the two officers (lines 03—06).% Figure 2 shows that Wang is present-
ing himself at the counter with a map that is visible in the open guide that he is
holding in his hands.

Figure 2: 'Wang with the unfolded map in ~ Figure 3: Wang and Bart orient
his hands themselves to the map

8 For a description of the moments preceding greeting sequences in unplanned encoun-
ters see D’ Antoni et al. in this volume.
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This conduct is accountable. Indeed, while Wang starts articulating the reason
why he is calling at the tourism office (line 07), he and Bart display visual orien-
tation towards the map that is visible to both (Figure 3). Both participants treat the
map as a focal object for the interaction in which they are engaged. The central role
of the map is further evidenced by Wang’s pointing gesture, which he is preparing
from the very beginning of his turn (line 07) and which reaches its maximal exten-
sion when he pronounces the word “taxi” (Figure 4).

Figure 4: 'Wang pointing at a location on ~ Figure 5: Bart’s orientation to the map
map

Wang’s pointing is instrumental in orienting Bart’s visual attention to the area
indicated, and it is also projecting that the indicated spot will be relevant for what
Wang is saying. Both interactants do indeed intensify their orientation to the map,
Bart by leaning forward and closer to the map, and Wang by slightly turning the
map and moving it closer to Bart (Figure 5). It is only at the very end of his turn that
Wang produces the deictic “here” (line 07). This “locational pro-term” (Schegloff
1972: 87) serves as the linguistic counterpart of the pointing gesture, as is amply
demonstrated in the literature (Biihler 1934). It is also a resource that enables Wang
to refer to the place he wishes to visit without having to use a proper name, which
is readable on the map as Diksmuide. That this place name is a viable alterna-
tive referential option is shown by Bart, who immediately produces the city name
“diksmuide?” (line 08), pronounced as [diks mce:da]. While persons familiar with
Dutch would likely hear this as a Flemish pronunciation of the name, the excerpt
does not provide any evidence about how Wang “hears” this. Indeed, whereas Bart
produces the place name with a “try-marking” intonation (Sacks and Schegloff
1979), thereby projecting confirmation as an appropriate response, Wang’s con-
firmation is produced late, and only in an embodied fashion, by slightly nodding
(line 10). Bart treats this display as confirming that indeed the group wishes to visit
Diksmuide, and the interactants orient to the practical organization of the trip (lines
11-19). However, at line 20 the other officer, Anne, addresses Wang and asks him
what he would “like to visit in diksmuide?” While her pronunciation of the name is
slightly different ([diks meeyda]), it is still clearly recognizable as a native speak-
er’s pronunciation that is closer to a normative Dutch pronunciation of the place
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name.’ At this moment, Anne treats the name as established and shared between
all the participants. However, while Anne has formatted her turn (lines 20-21) as
a question directed to Wang, the latter does not provide an answer as the pause at
line 22 shows. Anne orients to the notable absence of the response, and extends
her turn (line 23) with a turn-constructional unit (Sacks et al. 1974) ending with a
“trail-off conjunction” (Walker 2012). It is only after this that Wang provides an
answer (line 25).

The analysis so far confirms that the usage of place names can only be effective
if speaker and recipient share some knowledge related to that name. In particular,
this example shows that the recipient does not recognize any of the two slightly
different occurrences of “diksmuide” as a “sequence of morphemes that have been
heard before” (Schegloff 1972: 91), even in the presence of the visually accessible
written form of the place name on the map. It is also questionable as to whether
he treats what he is hearing as “one unit” and whether he categorizes it as a “place
name” at all. Conversely, the interactants establish a common understanding of
where the group of tourists wants to “go to”, with Wang combining gestural, mate-
rial and vocal resources (pointing, map, “here”’), whereas the officers use the place
name “diksmuide”.

That place names are problematic for speakers not familiar with them is further
visible in the continuation of this interaction. Anne has just explained to the tourists
that the tower and the trench they want to visit are located at a distance of about
5 kilometers from each other (not transcribed). She then suggests visiting another
trench.

®  Whereas as Bart’s pronunciation of [diks mce:da] (line 08) can be heard as markedly
Flemish (especially because of the articulation of -ui- as a monophthong), Anne’s pro-
nunciation [diks 'meeyda] (line 21) is closer to the normatively expected Dutch pronun-
ciation.
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Ex. 2b (BE_YPRES TOUROFF 20191112, 141:21-141:41)

01

08
09
10

11

12
13
14
15
16

ANN
Fig

WAN
ANN

ANN
ANN
Fig

WAN
ANN
ANN

ANN
Fig
WAN
ANN
MIN
WAN
MIN

maybe you can visit this# trench? that’s in zonnebeke.

#Fig.6
(1.0)
where is it.
(0.5)
in zonnebeke.
(1.8)
+here.# (.) this is closer by.
+points in map with thumb-->
#Fig.7
(0.3)

uhu, OH: o:kay,=
=an+ you also can take a bus, because |

——
.hhh (.) +taxi to dix+mu::de,+# (.) [will be,+ (0.7)
2 S TR Lo tpoints—t, ;000 r v 0000t
#Fig.8
(hmm,

eighty[:, (.) one hundred [eurc?
[eighty. [eighty.

[wo::w.

[eighty. (.) I think eighty.

At line 01 Anne suggests visiting “this trench”, while simultaneously displaying a
brochure (Figure 6) and ending her turn with the words “that’s in zonnebeke”. By
constructing her turn in this way, Anne orients towards the possibly asymmetrical
knowledge in a skillful way. She first displays a photographic representation of
the object of her suggestion concomitantly with the words “this trench?” (line 01),
hence offering Wang the opportunity to display recognition. She then adds “that’s
in zonnebeke”, thereby introducing a place name identifying the area in which the
trench is located.

Figure 6: Anne holding up a brochure

The place name “zonnebeke” had not been mentioned in the previous interaction
and it is evidently unknown to Wang. Indeed, after a one second pause (line 02),
he asks “where is it”. (line 03), thereby showing that he has not heard “that’s in
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zonnebeke” (line 02) as referring to a specific location. Anne repeats the “place
formulation” (Schegloff 1972: 99) at line 05 with an emphasis on the first syllable
of the name, but again a long pause occurs at the sequential slot in which Wang
could display a response (line 06). Anne then uses the same set of resources pre-
viously observed (Extract 2a, line 07), namely a pointing gesture — executed with
her right thumb — directed to the map and the deictic “here” (line 07; Figure 7). It
is only at this point that Wang produces a response (line 09) that displays a “change
of state” (Heritage 1984).

Figure 7:  Anne pointing with thumb Figure 8:  Anne pointing with index

Anne accounts for her suggestion by mentioning that the municipality of Zon-
nebeke is located “closer by” (line 07) and that the tourists can go there by “bus”
(line 10). This information serves as a background against which she describes a
trip to Diksmuide as the more expensive option (lines 11-16). However, she now
uses a different name form for Diksmuide, now pronounced [diks my::t], which
has been rendered in the transcription with the French name of the town, Dixmude
(line 11). It is a matter for conjecture as to why she chooses a different pronunci-
ation at this point, since none of the participants treats it as a noticeable phenom-
enon. However, what is clear is that this time Anne orients to, and circumvents,
possible problems of understanding by pointing with her extended index finger
on the map (where the city is indicated with the name Diksmuide), as she utters
“dixmude” (line 11; Figure 8). She thus takes into account the lack of knowledge
that Wang has displayed so far with respect to the place names that have been used.

Anne’s use of different forms for referring to the “same” place poses a chal-
lenging problem of transcription and categorization. Indeed, readers of the tran-
script may interpret the decision to transcribe the place names Anne produces as
“diksmuide” or “dixmude” as reflecting a Dutch versus French pronunciation. As
such, one might be tempted to describe Diksmuide as an “endonym?”, that is as a
name used by the linguistic community inhabiting the area to which Diksmuide
belongs, whereas Dixmude could be categorized as an “exonym”, in other words
as a name variant used in a non-local language, in this case French (Raukko 2007).
However, the spelling Dixmude has in fact been used locally since the nineteenth
century, and it is also frequently seen in tourist information brochures and websites
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in English, which are oriented to an international public. Hence, Anne’s change in
pronunciation from [diks meeyds] to [diks 'my::t] could more likely be treated as
evidence of her treating Wang as a “non-Flemish, foreign tourist”, rather than the
change being a simple switch from a supposedly “Dutch” to a supposedly “French”
name form, for which there is no evidence. In either case, it may have created an
additional problem for Wang, who has to understand that two different successions
of sounds actually refer to the “same” referent.

This illustrative case study has documented some practical problems that the
use of place names may entail and how these may relate to an asymmetry of knowl-
edge. Contrasting with previous research — which focused on place name usage
by members of particularized communities — this case study has examined the
occurrence of toponyms in an encounter between unacquainted individuals who
possess unequal “onomastic” knowledge. Whereas the tourism officers also indi-
cate their expert knowledge of the area by using place names, these do not occur in
the tourists’ talk that is examined. The map provides a unique material support for
establishing place reference, by combining manual resources (pointing gestures)
oriented to areas on the map (where written representations of place names are
available) with deictic terms (here). That this is a successfully employed practice
is shown in the initial phase of the encounter (Ex. 2a), where Wang’s multimodally
deployed practice is immediately understood by the tourism officers as referring
to “Diksmuide”. Conversely, the continuation of the encounter (Ex. 2b) has shown
that the same practice may be employed by the expert tourism officers after an
unsuccessful use of a place name. By doing so, they orient to the place name,
knowledge of which Wang is noticeably lacking. In this interaction, one apparent
problem is Wang’s inability to vocally articulate the place names, which is a fun-
damental dimension of onomastic competence, and which confirms, e contrario,
Schegloff’s (1972) observation that place names are effectively used — namely in
an interactionally unproblematic way — only in cases in which the participants share
knowledge about the location thus referred to. For tourism officers, this entails the
delicate problem of having to decide whether using a place name is appropriate for
“this” specific interactional partner, and they do so on the basis of their displays of
(non-)understanding in the unfolding interaction. Incidentally, this interaction has
also documented pronunciation variants in Anne’s use of the “same” place name
([diks ' meeyda]/[diks 'my::t]). While the first variant aligns with the format previ-
ously used by her colleague (Ex. 2a), the latter possibly orients to Wang as being
a “non-local”, a “foreigner”, who has displayed difficulties in understanding the
local versions of the place names used.
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6. Conclusion

Place names have been described for a wide range of languages and can be consid-
ered as (quasi-)universal — depending on how the notion of “place name” is defined,
especially with respect to the dimension of “properhood” (Coates 2006).!° This
chapter has provided an overview of approaches that have examined how place
names relate to the social organization of communities. It has described the epis-
temological background and the methodological framework of place name studies
carried out in anthropology, discourse analysis, and socio-onomastics, which all
primarily concentrate on stable linguistic communities. It has proposed interac-
tional onomastics as an approach that homes in on actual usage of place names
in naturally occurring interaction — also including one-time encounters between
individuals with diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds. Conversation analysis
offers the methodological backbone of the approach, but while studies in conver-
sation analysis encountered place names as one option available to speakers for
accomplishing place reference, interactional onomastics inverts the analytical pro-
cedure. It identifies (place) names in spontaneous interaction and examines which
actions participants accomplish by using them. Place reference is only one action
among others that speakers may accomplish. Place names can indeed be used for
describing or categorizing space, they may be sensitive to the topical development
of talk, in particular in narratives, and they can also be used with stigmatizing or
stereotyping intents. While this is not an exhaustive list of actions participants may
accomplish by means of place names, it offers some insight into the malleable and
fertile resource place names are for interactants. Although not specifically focus-
ing on place names, Schegloff’s (1972) study remains a pillar for interactional
approaches to place names. It has shown, in particular, that place name usage is
sensitive to the membership categories interactants invoke and to the claimed,
presupposed, and so on, knowledge that place name usage entails. By taking into
consideration the linguistic and morpho-phonetic variation of place names, this
approach widens the scope of previous research on place names and offers an
evidence-based method for examining the actual use of place names in the natural
habitat of their occurrence. It proposes a methodological alternative to the linguis-
tic analysis of place names that contrasts with the dominant interpretive and inter-
view-based approaches and contributes to a renewal of onomastics by focusing on
the synchronic use and pragmatic dimension of place names. Toponymy certainly
constitutes a fruitful object of investigation for interactional approaches, because
of its cross-linguistic pervasiveness, and because of the distinctive opportunity it

10 According to Levinson (2007: 37, n. 9) “[t]he only language reported not to have place
names is Kata Kalok, a sign language used in a region of Bali (because this is a society
of Absolute spatial thinkers, pointing will be sufficient [...]).”
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offers to examine how proper names relate to issues of identity and knowledge.
And interactional onomastics offers a method capable of reconciling linguists,

anthropologists, and geographers.
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6. Describing motion events

Johannes Gerwien and Christiane von Stutterheim

Abstract: The expression of motion events cuts across all components of linguis-
tic competence. This subdomain of spatial cognition is defined on the basis of a
conceptual category: motion events do not exist, they are the result of conceptual
construal. This means that besides knowledge of the expressive devices such as
motion verbs, spatial prepositions and particles, speakers have knowledge of the
specific principles that underlie the construal of meaning in relation to the outer
world. As numerous studies have shown, speakers of different languages select dif-
ferent information and different perspectives on a systematic basis in representing
motion events. This points to the fact that in order to talk about a figure in motion
speakers draw on cognitive-pragmatic principles which determine how meaning
is construed for being encoded in a specific language. Moreover, experiments on
language specific effects in non-verbal cognitive domains such as unconscious
visual attention and memory performance show how deeply these principles are
entrenched, affecting communication in general. The article provides an overview
of the field of motion event research, the partly inconsistent empirical results, and
the theoretical controversy related to them. Then, a research project will be pre-
sented and discussed looking into crosslinguistic and cross-developmental effects
of the cognitive pragmatic underpinnings on the expression of motion events.

Keywords: motion events, language typology, encoding, event schema, cognitive
pragmatics

1. Introduction

Orientation in space is central for navigating in the world, communication about
space is central for participation in a social community. Every language in the
world allows for expressing motion in its different conceptual building blocks
such as path, ground properties, orientation, manner of motion, force and cause.
Talking about motion is a capacity which humans acquire early in life, but which
takes many years to develop in its full range (Bowerman and Choi 2001). One of
the central challenges in talking about motion lies in the fact that speakers have
to control for the relation between the features of the external situation, includ-
ing the properties of the addressee, and the adequate linguistic description. This
conceptualisation process requires the choice of a perspective, and the selection
and weighting of what are relevant features of the situation for event construal in

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110693713-006
In: Andreas H. Jucker and Heiko Hausendorf (eds.). (2022). Pragmatics of Space, 153—179. Berlin/Boston:
De Gruyter Mouton.
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a given language. If we take the definition of pragmatics “as a general functional

(i. e. cognitive, social, and cultural) perspective on linguistic phenomena in rela-

tion to their usage in forms of behaviour” (Verschueren 1999: 7), we can say that

spatial language is inherently pragmatic. This view, however, is commonly not
taken by exponents in the wide spectrum of motion event research. The theoretical
framing so far focuses on issues of representation, relating to the levels cognition
and language. In this chapter, we want to take the discussion a step further by
reviewing and discussing relevant research on motion events in the perspective
of language use. This position asks for a differentiation between linguistic com-
ponents of knowledge and knowledge of pragmatic principles involved in motion
event description in relation to context. In describing motion events context plays

a role at different levels:

a) A sentence such as “there is a car coming” refers to a situation in the outer
world mediated by an internal mental representation. The communicative suc-
cess of the message depends on the link between the meaning of the sentence
and the external situation, in this case the semantics of the verb to come in
relation to the position of the speaker and her relation to the moving object
“the car”. As in the given example, reference to deictic categories is an evident
example for the pragmatic component of spatial language. In order to use verbs
such as come and go, or chodit and itsi in Russian, particles such as Ain or her
in German adequately, speakers have to map their conceptual representation of
the external situation onto the linguistic material available in the language. The
hearer on the other side has to establish a conceptual representation based on
the linguistic code, which refers to some external situation that is characterised
by specific spatial features, or in the case of secondary or metaphoric deixis to
a representation not linked to actual perceptual space. There are further aspects
of the communicative situation that require pragmatic competence for adequate
language use in the case of describing motion events. These are related to the
specific parameters of the situation such as the properties of the hearer (e. g.
age, social status, health condition, common knowledge), or the medium used
(oral, written).

b) A different pragmatic component relevant for communication about a figure
in motion can be located in the knowledge base of the individual. Specifically,
linguistic experience shapes certain canonical ways of referring to types of
motion events, as reflected in frequency of use in a language community. As
studies on early language acquisition show, children’s early spatial concepts
are shaped by their native language. The parallel development of language and
cognitive abilities in early childhood leads to a structured knowledge base,
derived from mapping the representation of concrete experience and linguistic
categories, stored in long-term memory (overview in Ozgaliskan and Emerson
2016). This knowledge is pragmatic in nature in that it encompasses the prin-
ciples according to which meaning construal is adjusted to properties of the

printed on 2/9/2023 7:44 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

Describing motion events 155

context. Speakers do not construe event representations in a compositional way
every time from scratch. Rather they draw on event frames and object schemata
which ensure fast and automatic cognitive processing in potentially infinite, but
categorizable, new situations, such as for motion towards a goal, or motion on
the vertical axis. This can be illustrated by looking at different languages. A
given situation in which a man is walking along a path will be described dif-
ferently by speakers of German and speakers of French: ein Mann geht einen
Weg entlang ‘a man is walking along a path’ versus un homme marche sur la
route ‘a man walks on the road’. For French speakers it is part of their language
competence to select an event frame in which the description of manner of
motion goes along with locational reference to the ground whereas for German
speakers directed motion triggers an event frame in which the description of
manner of motion is combined with directional reference to the ground. In both
cases, certain components of the situation are left implicit, partly presupposed,
to be integrated by the addressee through inferencing (Cappelle and Declerck
2005).

Extensive research has been carried out on the first mentioned component of prag-
matic knowledge starting with Biihler’s seminal work on Deixis (1934) competence
(Barlew 2017; Fillmore 1997; Lenz 2003; Nakazawa 2007; Weissenborn and Klein
1982 to give but a few examples). There is hardly any research in the framework
of pragmatics dedicated to the component referred to under b). However, questions
to be addressed in this context fall exactly in what Schmid (2012: 4) defines as
the field of cognitive pragmatics: “the general cognitive-pragmatic principles and
processes that underlie and determine the construal of meaning-in-context”. We
will therefore put a focus on this domain in our survey article. The article will be
organised as follows:

We will start with describing the theoretical framework that lies at the roots of
most studies on motion events.

Research on motion events started in the field of spatial typology and seman-
tics. The field moved ahead by submitting theoretical claims to experimental val-
idation. We will review and summarise a large body of empirical research on the
expression of motion events with a specific focus on typological variation on the
one hand and cognitive implications on the other. In this context, studies on bilin-
gual speakers have provided valuable insights. The last part will be devoted to the
presentation of an individual research project on the construal of meaning in con-
text under a cross linguistic perspective, leading to general conclusions and future
directions for this domain of research.
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2. Basic descriptive notions

Systematic research on language and space is insolubly connected to the name of
Leonard Talmy. In his work on the semantics of space, he developed a theoretical
approach decomposing the complexity of spatial cognition into a number of basic
notions (Talmy 1975, 1983, 2000). Motion is taken to be the central concept with
location as a special case. Talmy distinguishes between a core event frame and a
co-event. The core event is formed by reference to figure, motion, ground, and
path. Information on manner and cause are taken to constitute co-events. Path is a
complex concept in itself, which comprises of information on the ground traversed
by the figure (source, route, goal), the trajectory, and the orientation of the fig-
ure. These categories are taken to constitute the conceptual repertoire from which
languages select specific elements for the encoding of motion events. Language
specificity depends on the syntactic properties of the expressive devices, such as
verbs vs. prepositions vs. particles as well as the degree to which a language differ-
entiates concepts in the lexicon (e. g. types and number of manner or path verbs).

According to Talmy path is the central conceptual component of a motion event.
Therefore, the distinction between different types of languages is grounded in the
structural properties of path encoding. Languages which predominantly encode
path in the verb are verb-framed, (see entrer in 1)) languages which predomi-
nantly encode path in a satellite are satellite-framed languages (see 2)) in Talmy’s
terminology. Satellites are syntactic constituents which are closely linked to the
verb such as particles or prepositional phrases (see into a store in 2). Slobin (2004)
suggested a third type, equipollently-framed languages (see zou jin in 3)), in which
manner and path are expressed in serial verb constructions such as in Chinese,
Korean, or Khmer (see also Bohnemeyer et al. 2007; Chen and Guo 2009; Zlatev
and Yangklang 2004).

1) French: I’ya une femme, quientre dansun magasin. (verb-framed)
There is a woman, who enters in a shop

2) English: A woman is walking into a store. (satellite-framed)

3) Mandarin: Yige nvren zou jin yijia shangdian (equipollently-framed)

One, woman walk enter one shop

CLASS CLASS

Numerous studies have since shown how languages differ in encoding motion
events, looking at a whole range of different languages across language families
and types (Croft et al. 2010; for an overview Levin and Rappaport Hovav 2019;
Levinson 1996; Matsumoto 2003; Pederson 2016; Slobin 2004). However, as a
result it has become evident that the two or three types are not as clear-cut in lan-
guage reality. There is a high level of variation within one type and across types.
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Some languages might even allow for patterns of different types. Further empirical
studies have proposed that more criteria have to be taken into account in order to
describe the patterns selected by speakers on a systematic basis: the manner of
motion (Feist 2016; Pourcel 2004; Slobin 2006), the orientation and intentionality
of the figure (Carroll et al. 2012; Flecken, von Stutterheim and Carroll 2014), ani-
macy (Pourcel and Kopecka 2005), goal-orientedness and boundedness (von Stut-
terheim et al. 2012; Zlatev, David and Blomberg 2010), the perspective selected/
the interaction with time-aspectual categories (Carroll 2012; von Stutterheim,
Bouhaous and Carroll 2017), the level of granularity which is related to criteria
of event unit formation and segmentation (Bohnemeyer et al. 2007; Filipovi¢ and
Ibarretxe-Antufiano 2015; Gerwien and von Stutterheim 2018; Vulchanova and
van der Zee 2013). Figure 1 gives an illustration of the basic concepts involved in
motion event encoding, including the relation to the temporal domain.

N
S pace manner
A & anbmacy orientation
—
landmark
S’
> i ~—
source goal / endpoint
S o
location
path
spatial components are mapped onto
temporal phases and vice versa
inceptive phase intermediate phase terminative phase
v
Time

Figure 1: Basic motion event concepts in relation to the temporal dimension

3. Studies on the expression of motion events
3.1. Typological work: Methodology and theoretical approaches

The main body of research on motion events has been devoted to typological dif-
ferences, as suggested by Talmy. Typically, studies look at two or three languages
representing typologically different languages, in many cases Romance versus Ger-
manic (Athanasopoulos et al. 2015; Berthele 2013; Cadierno 2008; Carroll et al.
2012; Durst-Andersen, Smith and Thomsen 2013; Gennari et al. 2002; Hickmann,
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Taranne and Bonnet 2009; Naigles et al. 1998); other researchers have looked at
English and Greek (Papafragou, Massey and Gleitman 2002; Soroli and Verkerk
2017) and also at larger numbers of languages (Fagard et al. 2013; Filipovi¢ 2007,
Slobin 1996). Important insights were gained by Levinson and his research group.
In the context of large-scale cross-linguistic studies on spatial cognition, they elic-
ited data on motion event descriptions from typologically highly diverse languages
(Levinson 1996, 2003).

The method most frequently applied in this research is controlled but unscripted
language production, in which experience of an external displacement situation is
provided either by static pictures or video clips (cartoon-like or real-world situa-
tions) or real-world experience such as in route directions. Participants typically
describe the visual stimuli spontaneously. Researchers sometimes choose their
stimuli, so that particular features of a situation can be made observable in their
relevance for encoding e. g. scenes with endpoint vs. no endpoint, scenes with a
change in direction/orientation of the figure, scenes with or without landmarks,
etc. After transcription, participants’ responses are coded for specific semantic cat-
egories (von Stutterheim 2021). Finally, frequency of occurrence of the selected
semantic categories is compared between languages and/or stimulus categories.

Insights are also derived from comprehension tasks in which grammatical judg-
ments, picture-sentence-matching tasks, similarity judgments, the visual world
paradigm or reaction time measures are used to uncover unconscious conceptual
processing. Mention should also be made of corpus-based explorations (Abdulra-
him 2013; Filipovi¢ 2007; Meier and Thiering 2017), studies which integrate the
medium of gestures (e. g. Ozcaliskan and Emerson 2016), and work in the context
of formal modelling of motion event descriptions (Freska et al. 2014; Mani and
Pustejovsky 2012; Tenbrink 2008).

The theoretical approaches taken differ in what Casasanto (2007) calls “a shal-
low versus a deep view” on the implications of linguistic differences on cognition.
While some authors look for explanations for crosslinguistic differences at the
level of form (overview in Levin and Rappaport Hovav 2019), others take the data
to point to differences at a more general cognitive level of event construal beyond
differences at the structural and semantic level. The reasoning behind the latter
position takes cognitive behaviour, resulting from the interaction with the external
world as well as from communication, as the place where specific conceptual cate-
gories are shaped. This gives particular relevance to the specific language acquired
and used for solving cognitive tasks. In this perspective it is by acquisition of a
specific language and by daily use of that language, that conceptual categories are
shaped and shared by all categories of cognitive processing. Drawing on theoret-
ical constructs of cognitive linguistics, notions such as event frames or schemata
were used to describe processing and representations of motion events leading to or
interpreting the linguistic format: This shift in focus from the level of verbalisation
to the processes which underlie language use led to a controversial debate. The
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dispute centres around the relation between linguistic form — in our case typologi-
cal differences in space-semantics — and spatial cognition. Two positions form the
heart of the debate: The universalist position and the relativist position.

We will next survey the studies which have addressed these questions looking
into the processes which underlie the construal of meaning in context, a genuine
question of cognitive pragmatics.

3.2. Motion events and the language-and-thought debate:
A question of cognitive pragmatics

While it was undisputed that languages differ with respect to the categories
expressed overtly in encoding motion events and therewith the framing of motion
events, a debate opened on how deeply the observed contrasts extend into non-ver-
bal cognition. The universalist position assumes that cognitive processes are based
on universal categories (Jackendoff 1990). Empirical studies in this vein tested
the expression of motion events across space-typologically different languages
in verbalisation and non-verbal behaviour such as visual attention (Papafragou,
Hulbert and Trueswell 2008), or categorisation using the dual task methodology
(Athanasopoulos et al. 2015; Cardini 2010; Feinmann 2020; Gennari et al. 2002;
Montero-Melis et al. 2017). The conclusions from these studies converged in the
claim that spatial cognition follows universal principles. Structural specificities of
individual languages come into play when overt linguistic representation is being
prepared in a specific verbalisation task as a transient phenomenon or when lan-
guage remains covert but is used strategically to solve a given task.

A different line of argumentation is followed by studies which are subsumed
under the label relativist position. Empirical studies on the implications of space
typological differences have led other researchers to postulate long-term effects
on conceptualisation. Numerous studies on the description of motion events by
speakers of verb-framed and satellite-framed languages show language specificity
effects on information selection, visual attention and memory performance (Feist
2016; Filipovi¢ 2011; Filipovi¢ and Geva 2012; Flecken, Carroll et al. 2015; Ger-
wien and von Stutterheim 2018; Lai, Rodriguez and Narasimhan 2014; Levinson
2003; von Stutterheim and Niise 2003). According to this view the specific seman-
tic and syntactic properties of a language which stand in a reciprocal relationship
with cognitive structures in the course of early development in childhood lead to
deeply entrenched mindsets.

The studies mentioned above have basically focussed on one component of
motion event construal: the concept expressed in the verb, either manner or path.
This reduces the actual cognitive task involved in motion event construal unduly.
Filipovi¢ points at “the difficulty one encounters in drawing conclusions about
how similar the languages are based on a limited criterion of where they lexicalize
components of events” (2007: 160).
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Approaches which look at the overall process of event construal go beyond
the analyses of motion verb selection and visual correlates thereof. In this per-
spective, the whole process is taken into account, starting from perception to the
generation of a conceptual representation which functions then as the basis for
linguistic encoding. Studies following this theoretical line focus on language pro-
duction and rely on experimental methodology. The questions addressed relate
to processes of conceptualisation in relation to the specific means available in
a language. Most studies use video clips as input and eye tracking methods to
measure possible language related effects. In some studies, this step was followed
by verbalisation, other studies looked at patterns of visual attention in non-ver-
bal tasks (Flecken, Athanasopoulos et al. 2015; Flecken, Carroll et al. 2015). The
results showed differences in patterns of visual attention across languages. How-
ever, there was no clear correspondence to space typological features. It became
evident that other parameters are relevant in conceptualising motion events, nota-
bly temporal features of the situation and the linguistic systems. The perspective
on motion events was extended to include typological features in the temporal
domain, particularly grammaticalised aspectual systems in their impact on motion
event construal (Athanasopoulos and Bylund 2013; Bylund, Athanasopoulos and
Oostendorp 2013; Cappelle and Declerck 2005; von Stutterheim et al. 2012, 2017).
The findings supported a view under which the domain of analysis is shifted from
the level of lexicalised categories to the level of event construal.

A study on aspectual marking in Arabic varieties (Modern Standard and Tuni-
sian Arabic) is taken to illustrate the interaction of time and space typological
properties (von Stutterheim, Bouhaous and Carroll 2017). Both varieties under
investigation are characterised as verb-framed. Tunisian Arabic has developed a
rich aspectual system, with a perfective, a participle as a proper progressive, a
periphrastic form with the aspectual verb ga3da ‘to sit’ as ongoingness marker
and an imperfective. The use of these forms is highly constrained in the context of
motion events. The perfective can be used for boundary crossing events, referring
to the position at goal. The progressive can only be used for spatial progression
from source/to goal in a directional context, never with reference to a location. The
periphrastic construction is used with a locational adjunct. It is incompatible with
reference to a boundary. The imperfective selects a subinterval of a motion event,
incompatible with reference to boundary crossing. In contrast to Tunisian Arabic,
Modern Standard Arabic has two grammaticalised aspectual categories perfective
and imperfective with other aspectual expressions being optional. In the context of
motion events, the imperfective is not constrained with respect to the predicate type
used. In this study, speakers of both varieties were asked to verbalise three different
types of motion events (with potential goal, with no evident goal and with boundary
crossing). The results showed significant differences with respect to the conceptual
components expressed in encoding the same scenes. In Tunisian Arabic directed
motion events were frequently expressed by a motion verb in the progressive only,
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with no further information on spatial features of the situation. The temporal pro-
gressive was taken to imply spatial progression. In the Modern Standard Arabic
data, the same events were represented by path verbs and adjuncts referring to a
potential goal. This means that on the basis of the different grammaticalised cate-
gories in the two varieties, speakers construe different event representations. These
imply a different balance between explicitly given information and parts of infor-
mation which are left to inference and parts which are left completely unspecified.

The lesson we learn from such comparative studies taking a comprehensive
view on the overall event pertains to the levels of linguistic competence involved
in motion event construal. Above knowledge of the lexical and grammatical com-
ponents of a language, speakers draw on pragmatic knowledge which includes the
“cognitive principles and processes involved in the construal of meaning-in-con-
text” (Bara 2010). In the case of motion event construal this includes the principles
according to which visual attention is distributed across the different components
of a situation as well as knowledge about the adequate event frames to be acti-
vated, which form the basis for the relation between explicit and implicit parts of
information. Evidence for an isomorphic relation between event construal in visual
processing and linguistic processing also comes from recent neuro-physiological
studies on event cognition (Cohn and Paczynski 2019; Flecken, Athanasopoulos et
al. 2015; Thierry 2016).

What do these studies tell us about the relation between language and cog-
nition? Analysing event construal in the context of linguistic encoding does not
allow for conclusions on non-verbal cognition. Whether there is a level at which
universal conceptual primitives are represented cannot be decided on the basis of
the studies reported. What these studies show, however, is that speakers of different
languages communicate differently in terms of informational content as well as
perspective. This implies that in order to be a competent user of a particular lan-
guage you have to master the pragmatic principles according to which reportable
events are construed in a given language community (Carroll and von Stutterheim
2011; von Stutterheim et al. 2020). This includes the allocation of attention to cer-
tain components, the selection of those components which are taken to be pertinent
for communicating motion events and thereby the control over those parts which
are left for inferencing. These language specific patterns are deeply entrenched
(Cappelle and Declerck 2005), guiding speakers in what they take to be salient
for communication. Studies on multilingual speakers and learner languages are an
excellent test case for this claim.

3.3. Multilingual speakers and L2 use

Spatial categories and in particular the description of motion events have been
studied more than any other domain in the field of multilingualism and second lan-
guage acquisition over the last years. The questions addressed in this context cover
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a large field. Based on the fact that languages differ with respect to patterns of
event construal, studies on early bilinguals are interesting in relation to the contro-
versy on language-on-cognition effects. Do early bilinguals develop two separate
systems which — besides the formal language systems — include pragmatic patterns
of event construal or do they develop a merged system in which they use the differ-
ent linguistic forms on the basis of one system of underlying event frames?

Engemann (2012) investigated the language development of English/French
bilinguals between the age of 4 and 10 years. She found that in referring to self-pro-
pelled and caused motion events bilingual children develop a bilingual specific
system which merges patterns of French with patterns of English. Even at the age
of 10, children do not conform with monolingual children in the two languages.
While the bulk of studies in this context looks at combinations of Romance and
Germanic languages, there are also studies which investigate early bilinguals with
typologically unrelated languages. Worfel (2018) analyses a database from Ger-
man/French-Turkish bilinguals, Wang and Wei (2019) have studied English-Can-
tonese early bilinguals, to give but two recent examples. These studies confirm the
hypothesis that early bilinguals develop patterns of event construal and linguistic
expressions which are deviant from the corresponding monolingual patterns. In the
context of the discussion of language specificity at the level of conceptualisation
these authors argue against the position that the multilingual acquisition means
acquiring different coding systems for what can be taken as one universal concep-
tual non-verbal system of spatial categories.

Studies on second language learners in the field of motion event description are
particularly interesting with respect to the question in how far the acquisition of
linguistic means of a new language implies the acquisition of relevant pragmatic
knowledge, critical for native like language use in context (Majid et al. 2004; von
Stutterheim et al. 2020). In the course of L1 acquisition children develop and store
the language specific object schemata and event frames for cognitively structuring
their experience of the outer world (cf. Filipi this volume). These components
of pragmatic knowledge are activated when perceived information is conceptu-
ally processed for forming a reportable event. This knowledge has become deeply
entrenched, its activation is unconscious and highly automatic.

Research on second language speakers, in particular very advanced learners,
reveals in how far knowledge at this level can be restructured and under which
conditions it can be activated in real-time language processing. Let us illustrate
this by an example: If a German learner of French describes a motion event by
the sentence une femme court a travers la rue au magazine ‘a woman runs across
the street to the shop’, she selects an event frame which is the preferred choice for
speakers of German. The event type is determined by a manner of motion verb,
path segment(s) have to be added in order to form a reportable event. This pattern is
deviant in French. Clearly, this can only be interpreted as an effect of L1 structures
shaping the use of L2 forms (von Stutterheim et al. 2020). However, it remains
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an open question, whether this is a phenomenon which occurs at the level of con-
ceptualising content for speaking (Slobin 1996) with some universal, language
independent level of cognitive construal forming the basis for encoding in any lan-
guage. This is what has been termed the “shallow view” on the language-thought
relation. An alternative interpretation is given by the “deep view” which claims
that linguistic categories shape cognitive representations (see Casasanto 2007 for a
comprehensive discussion) already at the level of non-verbal cognitive processing.

Numerous studies have been carried out to tackle this question. Results are
highly diverse, interpretations conflicting in their conclusions. We will give an
insight into the debate without claiming comprehensiveness. The methods used
are empirical, mainly experimental, following what has been developed for the
typological studies referred to above. Verbal tasks are complemented by non-ver-
bal tasks, such as picture matching, categorisation (e. g. in a forced choice triad
test), eye tracking in the visual-world format, similarity judgments, and memory
tests. Evidence for the shallow view is presented in studies which use language
production tasks, and the method of verbal interference. The results showed no
effect of the L1 patterns on motion event description in the L2 (e. g. Cadierno
and Ruiz 2006; Stringer 2012). Authors argue that there is no fundamental hurdle
for acquiring new event framing for L2 use, given that speakers are equipped
with principles of universal syntax and a language independent cognitive level of
event representation. In order to rule out effects of covert activation of the L1, the
method of verbal interference is used in a number of studies (Athanasopoulos et al.
2015; Feinmann 2020; Montero-Melis 2017). The rationale behind this method is
the following. If speakers have to activate a language, for instance for counting or
producing syllable sequences, then this language cannot be accessed covertly for a
simultaneously ongoing non-verbal task such as categorisation. The results showed
that language specificity effects which are present in non-verbal tasks without
verbal interference disappear under verbal interference. This is taken as evidence
for the shallow view on language on cognition and for the thinking-for-speaking
hypothesis. In this view, the interference experiment shows that there is a language
independent cognitive level at which motion events are represented in the format
of abstract universal conceptual categories. However, there is a problem with this
line of argumentation. It lies in the fact that the brain is not restricted to processing
one stream of linguistic material at a time. We know from bilinguals, that elements
of both languages can be activated at the same time, and we know from psycho-
linguistic research (Levelt 1989) that language production proceeds incrementally.
This means that the brain is able to run language processing simultaneously at
different levels. It is therefore questionable whether a dual task design actually
excludes covert language activation as assumed in the respective studies.

We turn now to the numerous studies on motion events which take a different
stance. Looking at advanced learners of a second language across typologically
different languages evidence is presented for L1 effects on motion event construal
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(Athanasopoulos et al. 2015; Bylund and Jarvis 2011; Flecken, Athanasopoulos et
al. 2015; Flecken, Carroll et al. 2015; Pavlenko and Volynsky 2015; Treffers-Daller
and Tidball 2015). Again, methods used include verbal and non-verbal tasks. In
the given context, the results for very advanced L2 speakers are of particular rel-
evance. They show that speakers who manage the formal system of the L2 more
or less without deviations use the forms according to principles rooted in their L1.
This points to the fact that the cognitive pragmatic principles which determine
the construal of meaning-in-context in a language are not automatically learned
through the acquisition of the formal devices. The findings obtained in non-verbal
tasks, and the analyses of visual attention patterns across language pairs support
this assumption. L2 speakers visually attend to scenarios showing motion events
according to the patterns observed for the corresponding mother tongue. Results in
memory tests show that they extract information from the percept corresponding
to their L1 (Pavlenko 2003; Pederson et al. 1998; von Stutterheim et al. 2012).
These findings strongly suggest that there is a level of cognitive representation at
which language specific principles of event construal are stored (Levinson 1997).
As the field has grown, studies have diversified looking at variables such as age of
onset, proficiency and frequency of use over time, which potentially influence the
acquisition of patterns of event construal. Factors, identified as being influential
in this context, are the level of language competence and frequency of use of the
target language. As discussed in Park and Ziegler (2014) highly proficient speakers
of an L2 show patterns of motion event construal which do no longer conform with
their mother tongue but have to be taken as a result of a merging process of the two
systems, yielding a similar picture as the early bilinguals. Thereby new principles
of event construal are established, a fact which the author interpret as cognitive
restructuring on the basis of language.

These principles are pragmatic in nature in that they operate at the interface
between perception, conception, mental representation on the one hand and a spe-
cific task on the other. While children acquire these principles along and through
the acquisition of linguistic forms, this gateway seems to be no longer automat-
ically open. A reason for this difference can be found in pertinent studies on L1
acquisition (Allen et al. 2007; Choi and Bowerman 1991; Harr 2012; Hickmann,
Hendriks and Champaud 2010; Hickmann, Taranne and Bonnet 2009).

3.4. Describing motion events in L1 language acquisition

Starting as early as in 1991, Choi and Bowerman investigated English and Korean
children acquiring the competence for expressing motion events. Children aged
between 14 and 24 months were studied in their use of lexical items referring to
spontaneous and caused motion. The authors concluded that given the fact that
children’s early spatial words have language specific meanings, “language learn-
ers do not map spatial words directly onto nonlinguistic spatial concepts ... but
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instead are sensitive to the semantic structure of the input language virtually from
the beginning” (Choi and Bowerman 1991).

Hickmann and colleagues conducted relevant L1 acquisition research taking
the description of motion events as touchstone (Harr 2012; Hickmann et al. 2010,
2009). Following a crosslinguistic approach, the data elicited and analysed come
from French and German speaking monolingual children of 3 years of age and
older. The guiding research question addresses again the interrelation between gen-
eral cognitive factors and typological factors which constrain the schematisation of
motion events from early on. Empirical results prove this early effect of specific
language structures on event schematisation. This points to the fact that — contrary
to the assumptions of the universalist view — language specific patterns of event
construal are not transient in the process of language production but form a perma-
nent part of linguistic knowledge. “Since each language filters the flow of infor-
mation differently children construct their spatial categories in accordance with
the categories provided by their language” (Harr 2012: 3). While the term “prag-
matic” is not used in this context, the component identified as language specific
representations in the form of event schemata and differently weighted elements
of real-world motion events is pragmatic knowledge, procedural in nature, in that
it provides the basis for selecting adequate expressive devices in a given context.
This knowledge becomes deeply entrenched in the course of L1 acquisition.

3.5. Interim summary

Alarge body of research on the description of motion events across numerous differ-
ent languages, using Talmy’s (1975, 1983, 2000) categories as common framework
for spatial analyses, has clearly shown differing encoding patterns. These patterns
stand in correlation with the specific structures of the respective language. Most
contemporary research acknowledges that it is the interplay of multiple factors that
contributes to how speakers of different languages talk about and represent motion
events. These include factors anchored in how spatial concepts are expressed on
the linguistic surface, e. g., the verb-framed/satellite-framed/equipollently-framed
distinction, as well as factors regarding the conceptual representation underlying
the linguistic surface. Regarding the latter it has been shown that speakers may
draw on different types of information during event construal such as informa-
tion on the figure in motion (e. g., orientation and intentionality), information on
ground features (e. g., importance of goal information), information on the tempo-
ral unfolding of a scene (phasal decomposition). Results also pertain to differences
in perspective (deictic, intrinsic), and in event unit formation (level of granular-
ity). In short, we find distinctive patterns of information selection, structuring, and
mapping conceptual structures onto language in speakers of different languages.
Evidence comes from studies on typologically different languages, first and sec-
ond language acquisition and on bilingualism. Furthermore, the crosslinguistic
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study of motion event description has been exploited as a test case in the language
and thought debate. While studies in this context have focused on the correlation
between linguistic expression and processes of conceptualisation, the question why
speakers use the linguistic means available in their language in the way they most
frequently do — although every language offers a whole range of different expres-
sive formats — is not satisfactorily answered. For instance, there is nothing in the
verb rouler which would block the combination with /e longue de. 1t is part of the
knowledge of a native French speaker that an event type construed around “manner
of motion” does not include information on directionality expressed by reference
to ground features. This type of knowledge is relevant for language use. Studies on
second language acquisition show that even advanced L2 speakers do not perform
native like at this level. Surprisingly, the use of language in relation to a particular
motion event in the external world is not framed in pragmatic theory, although
notions such as “event construal”, “event framing” or “mapping language onto
experiential input” point to genuinely pragmatic components of language compe-
tence. In order to explain the differences found at the level of event construal the
principles have to be formulated that underlie the construal of meaning in context
(Schmid 2012). In the remainder of the article, we will report on a research project
which has looked into the different steps of motion event construal, starting with
event unit formation through processes of conceptualisation to verbal encoding. In
conclusion, we advocate new lines of research, framing motion event construal in
cognitive pragmatic categories.

4. Motion event construal: Results from a crosslinguistic research
project
4.1. Overview

In this section, we will illustrate the theoretical concepts introduced above by
reporting on several studies of a crosslinguistic project which compares speakers
of German and French along different dimensions of analysis. At the end of the
section, we will suggest a coherent model for integrating all aspects of motion
event encoding. The empirical data were collected across several empirical stud-
ies, each of which focused on different aspects of motion event representation and
encoding (Flecken, Carroll et al. 2015; Gerwien and von Stutterheim 2018; von
Stutterheim et al. 2020; von Stutterheim and Gerwien 2021). The methodological
approach in all these studies was basically as described in section 2: Participants of
the two languages are exposed to identical stimuli (manipulated with respect to dif-
ferent features) and were asked to solve identical tasks. French and German were
chosen because the languages belong to different typological categories: French, a
typical verb-framed language, German, a member of the satellite-framed category.
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4.2. Event unit formation

Gerwien and von Stutterheim (2018) investigated whether speakers of the two lan-
guages represent and verbalise motion events, in which the moving entity changes
direction/orientation as consisting of one or more event units. The rationale behind
this is two-fold: (1) expressing path in the verb (French) requires the selection of a
new verb whenever the spatial parameters of the path taken by the figure changes,
e. g. by changing direction or orientation; (2) expressing manner in the verb and
path information in satellites (German) allows for the inclusion of several path
segments into one unit (Ein Mann lduft [aus einem Gebdude], [iiber einen Hof], [in
ein anderes Gebdude hinein), [die Treppen hinauf], [in das Biiro seines Chefs]. ‘A
man is walking [out of a building], [across the yard], [into another building], [up
the stairs], [into his boss’ office]’). In experiment 1, participants were instructed to
simply describe the visual stimuli presented to them (videos of real-life events). In
experiment 2, different groups of participants were asked to indicate by a button
press whether they subjectively perceived “a change in the situation” shown in the
video (“Newtson-task” Newtson 1973). Critical stimuli showed the moving entity
changing direction. Control stimuli did not. Filler stimuli showed rather complex
scenes, in which an actor performed several actions, e. g., accidently dropping a
wallet, noticing the loss, picking up the wallet, and continuing to walk.

The data were analysed with respect to the proportion of trials in which partici-
pants used more than one assertion (a linguistic unit constituted by one finite verb)
and with respect to the proportion of trials in which participants pressed the button
to indicate a change in situation. While no differences were found in the control
condition, language groups differed in the critical conditions. French speakers were
more likely to refer to the critical stimuli with more than one assertion in the verbal
task. In the non-verbal segmentation task, they were more likely to indicate “a new
situation” at points where the figure changed direction compared to German partic-
ipants. The parallelism observed between the verbal and non-verbal tasks evidences
that there is indeed a strong link between conceptual preparation for speaking and
conceptual processing for solving a task that does not require an overt linguistic
response. Based on how researchers in cognitive psychology have previously inter-
preted event segmentation measured by use of the Newtson-task, we argue that both
representations are in fact isomorphic (Radvansky and Zacks 2014).

With respect to unit formation, the results show that experience with using a spe-
cific language with its entirety of combinatory rules (grammar) and lexical elements
(words) has an impact on how information from the continuous perceptual stream
is extracted and organised for further cognitive processing. Furthermore, the results
support previous observations that speakers of French extract and process features
from visual scenes which are essentially figure-based, i. e., the features of the mov-
ing entity (its orientation with reference to a landmark, goal, or source) drive motion
event construal as opposed to features of the ground (Carroll et al. 2012).

printed on 2/9/2023 7:44 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

168  Johannes Gerwien and Christiane von Stutterheim

4.3. The different role of manner verbs across French and German

A closer look at the verbs that French and German speakers use in the online
descriptions shows that manner verbs represent different types of motion events.
If no information from the visual scene is available that allows to determine the
direction/orientation of the figure, French speakers resort to using manner verbs
(Carroll et al. 2012; Flecken, Carroll et al. 2015) while the use of manner verbs
in German is not constrained in this way. Thus, in comparison to speakers of Ger-
manic languages like English and German, speakers of French select manner verbs
for different reasons. This stands in sharp contrast to most of the previous research
on motion events in which the use of manner (or path) verbs is assumed to corre-
late with the same event frame. Speakers of German construe motion event rep-
resentations based on the manner of motion the figure exhibits and then “attach”
information on the path, while French speakers by default construe motion events
based on path information, and resort to manner verbs only as a secondary strategy
(von Stutterheim et al. 2020; von Stutterheim and Gerwien 2021). Given that path
and manner information are objectively always present in motion scenes — they
make up different “layers” of the same event (Bennett 2002) —, one may summarise
these observations by stating that speakers of French and German show different
preferences in the selection of the event layer they choose for motion event con-
strual. Speakers of French choose the path layer by default, speakers of German
choose the manner layer by default. Insufficient information on path, however, lets
speakers of French opt for a different, non-default strategy. Interestingly, if French
speakers choose the manner layer for event construal, they typically do not provide
information on the direction/orientation of the figure in an adjunct either (even
though prepositions like vers, le long de, etc. exist) — a striking difference com-
pared to speakers of German. In French, manner verbs are most frequently com-
bined with adjuncts expressing location (sur, dans), or with no adjunct at all (“zero
adjuncts”). Therefore, if a manner verb occurs in French, what is expressed is not
an event unit that can be characterised as directed motion, rather the event unit is
construed as a figure moving in one location, i. e., as a freeze image of the scene
from which the event unit is formed. From a more traditional linguistic perspec-
tive, these observations have consequences on the syntactic status of the adjuncts
combined with manner of motion verbs (“argumenthood”). While in German, an
adjunct specifying path information is obligatory in the context of motion event
descriptions, it is not obligatory in French. If no adjunct is provided in German to
co-occur with a manner of motion verb, such as in Das Kind rennt ‘The child is
running’, the resulting construction is not suitable to be used when referring to a
directed motion event, instead an activity reading is triggered. This is not the case
in French (Carroll et al. 2012; von Stutterheim et al. 2020; von Stutterheim and
Gerwien 2021).
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4.4. Visual information uptake during scene perception

The entire process of motion event construal, i. e., from visual information uptake,
over information categorisation and conceptual preparation, to linguistic expres-
sion, has also been studied using eye tracking in speakers of French and German.
In Flecken, Carroll et al. (2015), again, scenes of different qualities — in this case,
with and without an evident goal/endpoint of motion — were presented to speakers
of the respective languages and visual attention allocation to the moving entity and
to potential endpoints was recorded for the duration of a complete experimental
trial. Results show that speakers of French attended more to the moving entity in
the earliest phases of the unfolding scene than speakers of German, which supports
the view that motion event construal is guided by figure-based conceptual features
in French. In addition, the eye movement data revealed that there is significantly
less visual attention to less evident endpoints in French speakers compared to
speakers of German. Findings like these illustrate that the way in which speakers
use their linguistics means in specific situations even impacts fundamental cog-
nitive functioning such as attention allocation during visual information uptake.

5. Modelling motion event construal and the localisation of pragmatics

As illustrated in the last section, crosslinguistic studies provide a window on the
multi-factorial nature of event construal. They highlight that the linguistic forms that
are eventually uttered to refer to motion event scenes in a specific language can be
traced back to cognitive representation and functioning that lies way beyond what
is traditionally considered as core linguistic knowledge (mental lexicon/grammar)
and the psycholinguistic encoding processes (e. g. syntactic encoding). Rather the
studies reviewed above show how intimately pragmatic principles and the language
system in the narrow sense are interdependent at different levels. As soon as we look
at language in use, i.e. when studying spontaneous motion event descriptions in
experimental environments with different groups of speakers, we gain insights into
the principles which guide speakers in construing meaning in context.

Drawing on the standard model of language production (Levelt 1989) we pro-
pose an extension of the model by pragmatic principles. We will take the psycho-
linguistic processes of motion event conceptualisation and encoding for illustrating
our view. To these ends we first resume how and where pragmatics affects the
encoding process: (1) Pragmatic principles influence the formation of the set of
event frames most frequently used in one language through language experience,
1. e., during language acquisition and daily language use; (2) pragmatic principles
drive the selection of a specific event frame in a given situation; (3) pragmatic
principles shape the way in which one specific (selected) event frame is fleshed
out during the actual encoding process.
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Figure 2: Motion event encoding — the standard model of language production amended
with event frames and event frame selection

The motion event encoding process can be summarised as follows: The encoding
process begins with the activation of a suitable event frame. If pragmatic factors
take on a default value, the most common frame, or “default” frame will be acti-
vated; default frame selection is based on the default visual information extraction
strategy, e. g., attentional bias towards figure-based or ground-based features is in
full effect. In parallel, visual information is used to identify objects in a scene that
serve specific functions within the selected event frame, e. g., the concept category
of the figure, the ground, landmarks, start or end points. Next, the conceptual rep-
resentation, i. e. the selected event frame including all specific concepts that fill the
positions made available in the selected event frame, is mapped onto a semantic
representation, which specifies the frame-inherent relations between figure and
ground and which obeys further pragmatic specifications, if necessary; e. g. dis-
course status of the referent(s) (common ground; given-new), etc. Next, lemmas
are activated and selected from the mental lexicon, which are suitable for encoding
the activated lexical concepts corresponding to the specified referents and the spe-
cific combination of spatial relations, e. g. the selection of a lemma corresponding
to the figure, the selection of a manner verb lemma (plus particle) and a lemma
for the encoding of a ground object. In parallel, the syntax of the to-be-produced
utterance is assembled, either compositionally by aligning phrase structures, or
based on the meaning-form relation. Next, form information is retrieved from the
mental lexicon, and phonological and phonetic encoding takes place. Finally, the
speaker begins articulation.

In our view, speakers of all languages are able to perceive and verbally com-
municate about the same facets of the world, in our case figures in motion relative
to a ground. However, we hold that experience as a speaker in a given language
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community leads to the formation of specific cognitive processing routines or spe-
cific conceptual representations that allow effortless, fast, and automatic informa-
tion retrieval, organisation, and encoding. A major factor in the formation of these
experiences is in fact pragmatics, that is the acknowledgement or understanding of
how frequently speakers of one’s own language community profile specific aspects
of motion events by using certain linguistic structures under specific conditions.
For example, as illustrated above, speakers of French have been shown to place
focus on figure-based spatial concepts, even though other concepts involved in
motion event representations are objectively available. This may be understood as
a convention among speakers of the same language community that has developed
on the basis of what can be expressed relatively effortlessly given the linguistic
repertoire available. A speaker of a given language is thus over and over exposed
to how other speakers of the language single out specific conceptual features of
scenes by using certain linguistic structures. In this way, “pragmatic experience”
is formed and stored as pragmatic principles in long-term memory.

6. Conclusion

In this chapter we have given an overview of current research on the description
of motion events. After a first research phase in which focus was placed on the lin-
guistic format across different languages, the field moved on to studying cognitive
processes which characterise the construal of motion events and subsequent encod-
ing. This theoretical shift implied a shift at the empirical level, from the analyses
of a linguistic product to the analyses of the external and internal contextual condi-
tions which lead to a specific framing of a motion event. The crosslinguistic stud-
ies on motion events reveal what it implies to be a native speaker of a language.
Attention allocation, information selection, perspective taking, event framing — all
these sub-processes between perception and verbalisation of a motion event — are
found to be systematically related to the respective speech community. Going back
to our claim at the beginning, we can now say, that these processes are driven and
shaped by language specific, pragmatic knowledge. Event framing is a genuinely
pragmatic concept in that it refers to the level at which contextual information
and the specific task to be solved are mediated. Relating back to the language and
thought debate, the pragmatic dimension adds an interesting avenue for the study
of motion event encoding. Typical fields of pragmatics such as politeness rules or
taboos are specific to different speech communities. How to address a person, how
to talk about disease and death follows principles which are part of the knowledge
of every speaker of a speech community. Yet, nobody would claim that there is a
universal set of cognitive primitives represented in everybody’s mind, and the spe-
cific formation of polite language is just a transient phenomenon. There are parts
of our cognitive ability which are not universal. In conclusion we suggest taking
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the domain of motion events research to pave the way for modelling entrenched
cognitive routines in a comprehensive theory of linguistic competence.
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7.  Discourses of place: The formation of space and
place through discourse

Félix Danos

Abstract: This chapter addresses the discursive production of space and place,
by drawing on a methodological and theoretical framework of ethnographically
informed linguistic and semiotic anthropology. Here discourse will be understood
as language in use and hence in context, which necessarily relates to language in
space. The aim of this chapter is to address the formation of contrasting modes of
discursive production (discourses) in space for the production of place. In other
words, whilst other pragmatic approaches to space look at the ways language cate-
gorizes spatial distinction (for example using words such as “up” / “down”, “east”
/ “west”, “before” / “after”, Levinson 2004; Keating 2015) and how speakers inter-
act with reference to space (notably through occupying interactional space, Mon-
dada 2018), this contribution will look at how speakers build on these pragmatic
and interactional spatial resources in order to produce a “sense of place” (Tuan
1977; Feld and Basso 1996) through discursive (oral or written) text, which can
in turn be socially, culturally, but also geographically located. In the second part
of the chapter, I offer an analysis of discourses about a place located in rural Cen-
tral France (Allier département) to show how socially and materially situated and
contrastive chronotopic formulations, i. e. modalities of discourse production with
relations to space, time and person (Agha 2015), afford for the (re)production of
ideological distinctions between a relatively urban center and a rural periphery.

Keywords: discourse, space and place, chronotopic formulations, linguistic and
semiotic ideologies, metapragmatics, urban and rural

1. Introduction

Studying the pragmatics of space implies accounting for the way human speak-
ers living in society place themselves within a preexisting or presupposed spatial
framework, and act upon it through a range of discursive/semiotic modalities. In
one of these modalities the speaker is portrayed as simply describing spatial con-
figurations around herself, or relaying preexisting information. However, even the
driest and least passionate description of a landscape or of spatial arrangements
consists in a pragmatic act of configuring space into place, through the spatial
positioning of the speaker with regards to her environment, through the selection of
relevant non-linguistic elements and their association to particular linguistic ones.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110693713-007
In: Andreas H. Jucker and Heiko Hausendorf (eds.). (2022). Pragmatics of Space, 181-208. Berlin/Boston:
De Gruyter Mouton.
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Discourse, understood as language in use, and hence in context, plays a cen-
tral part in relations of place construction, understood as subjective and situated
modes of interacting with space. Here I will explore in detail the relations between
language in context and space in general, with a particular focus on the discursive
production of place. The first part of the chapter offers a theoretical outline of the
relations between discourse, space and place. To begin, I shall present the impor-
tance of space at various scales in discourse analysis, then I go on to presenting
the importance of language ideologies with relations to space. I then address the
articulations between space and place, as developed in the fields of Marxist-in-
spired or phenomenologically oriented human geography, and the importance, in
these approaches, of language in context. This section ends with a presentation of
works in ethnographic sociolinguistics and linguistic and semiotic anthropology
addressing issues linked to the discursive production of space, and it argues for the
relevance of Agha’s concept of “chronotopic formulations” (Agha 2015) calling
for the analysis of spatial, temporal and subjective aspects of discourse and semi-
otic production as inherently linked.

Having set this theoretical framework, I look at a case study stemming from
my own field research in Central France, in the mainly rural district of Allier, and
the Bourbon Mountains (Montagne bourbonnaise) area South-East of this district.
Starting out with the analysis of spatial relations as depicted on the welcome page
of the website of a rural community in the area (Ferriéres-sur-Sichon), I will show
how territory is mapped-out discursively according to a town/country opposition.
I then go on to presenting transcripts of a conversation I had with two elderly
ladies in the center of town, when they themselves presented the communal ter-
ritory through their accounting for walks taken around the countryside surround-
ing the town. In contrast with the tourist-oriented discourse from the website, I
show that the two ladies more or less implicitly present the countryside as a place
where people live, as a place of interaction, and not merely as empty space, or as
a “setting” for a relatively urban settlement. In conclusion, I argue that no descrip-
tion is merely descriptive, as it entails the social, spatial, temporal and subjective
positioning of speakers with regards to enunciative context, and, conversely, the
discursive production of place.

2. Discourse analysis, space and place

2.1. Spatial aspects of discourse analysis

There are a great diversity of definitions of discourse both inside and outside the
fields of (socio)linguistics (Jaworski and Coupland 2006). Schneider and Barron

(2014) present various definitions of discourse ranging from a very restrictive one
where it is understood strictly as oral speech as opposed to written text (examples
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of this use include Titscher et al. 2000 and Cicourel 1985), to a very general one
where it includes all aspects of a social interaction, as opposed to the strictly lin-
guistic elements, defined as text (as in Fairclough 2003: 3—4). These definitions can
all be understood as presupposing spatial distinctions: oral speech occurs through
the placement of bodily organs (mouth, tongue, teeth, throat, lips, nose, etc.) in
specific — and spatial — relations to one another as opposed to written text pro-
duced through drawing shapes on a surface, which is itself situated and potentially
relocated. Likewise, social interaction is conditioned by participation frameworks
(Goffman 1981; Hanks 1996) in which spatial relations hold a fundamental role.
Questions ranging from “where does the interaction take place?” to for example
“who is sitting at the end of the table, and therefore chairing the encounter?” are
central to the accurate understanding of language as it takes place in social context.

For Tannen, Schiffrin and Hamilton (2015) definitions of discourse boil down
to three non-mutually exclusive categories: the level of analysis of language above
the sentence (as Benveniste 1971: 110 once wrote: “the sentence is the unit of dis-
course”), the study of language in practice or of language use (Fasold 1990), and
the analysis of the social formation and distribution of linguistic and non-linguistic
meaningful practices (Blommaert 2005: 2).

Benveniste’s definition of discourse sets the framework for a study of language
in use rather than of language structure, or what Saussure (2011) called “parole”:
the individual and haphazard realizations of language in social life, as opposed to
“langue”, which refers to a socially instituted system of rules of combination and
distribution. In other words, language structure can be understood as a theoretical
construct that does not occur anywhere per se but explains the occurrences of
inherently spatialized instances of language use.

Nevertheless, discourse as language in use is considered as more than the sim-
ple realization of a set of linguistic rules, it is also the understanding of language
as social practice, one fundamental aspect of which being that it occurs in space
and consists of both the physical and social placement of social actors within it.

Furthermore, language is not only used to describe features of a pre-exist-
ing world, it also singles out specific (and notably spatial) elements of context
and foregrounds them, organizes them, and therefore has an effect on peoples’
understanding of the world and its affordance on their linguistic and non-linguistic
practice (Duranti and Goodwin 1992). This phenomenologically informed view of
discourse is therefore of great importance in the study of discourse and space, as it
accounts for the relationships of contextual presupposition and entailment (Silver-
stein 2003a), and the sociolinguistic production of space and place. It also calls for
careful study of the situations of language use, speech situations (Hymes 1974),
which are themselves situated within a broader contextual framework, which
includes the conditions — constraints and possibilities — for the use of language,
and more specifically, as this chapter explores, the (re)production of these condi-
tions in terms of space and place. This definition is also linked to extralinguistic

printed on 2/9/2023 7:44 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

184  Félix Danos

practices and ideologies which constrain discourse production. In this sense, the
study of language in use calls for an understanding of non-linguistic elements,
which notably include territorial features and geographical arrangements (Duranti
1997; Agha 2007).

All the contributions in this handbook could be understood as addressing dis-
course since the pragmatic approach affords for a contextualized analysis of lan-
guage. This chapter will however focus on the broadest definition of discourse,
which considers the link between language in use and contextually meaningful
features and texts, framed through what are known as linguistic (and semiotic) ide-
ologies. The next section presents the relevance of studying linguistic ideologies in
accounting for the relations between discourse and space.

2.2. Linguistic ideologies and/in space

While the study of discourse focuses on language form, and hence to what actu-
ally takes place in interaction with relations to context, it also entails focusing on
what is not there, i. e. sets of presuppositions, common knowledge and all that is
taken for granted and need not or even cannot easily be made explicit by speakers
(Blommaert 2005). These ensembles are usually termed ideologies. In this section,
I will present two broadly identified approaches to ideology which are developed
in different academic traditions. On the one hand, I present a Marxist-inspired
definition of ideology (usually singular) as conceptualized in Critical Discourse
Analysis (Fairclough 1989, 2003). On the other I will outline a definition of ideol-
ogies stemming from the field of American linguistic anthropology, and the study
of linguistic or semiotic ideologies.

Critical Discourse Analysis, a broad ranging field of study based on Halliday
and Functional Systemic Linguistics (Halliday and Matthiessen 2004, Halliday
and Webster 2009; Halliday and Hasan 1976) offer to show how discourses, as a
plural count-noun rather than as a mass noun (see Johnstone 2017), are brought
together within ideological frameworks which account for their reproduction and
upkeep, and hinder speakers in their capacity for emancipation. For example, this
understanding of ideology will explain the replication through discursive practice
of spatial relations such as those of center versus periphery or, from a different
standpoint, colonizer versus colonized for instance. The purpose of the critical dis-
course analyst is to produce a critical point of view questioning the underpinnings
of these relations — be they spatial or other (Wodak et al. 2009; Wodak and Meyer
2001; Van Leeuwen 2008).

One relevant critique of CDA approaches, is aptly formulated by Heller and
McElhinny, when they underline the fact that they often lack a certain degree
of reflexivity, when they position the researcher’s analyses as relevant without
considering the reflexive (explicit or implicit) positioning of social actors in play
(2017: 236). By contrast, the study of linguistic or language ideologies, which
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emerged in the late 1970s from the fields of American linguistic anthropology,
is inherently grounded in the study of reflexivity (see for example Lucy 1993).
This field of study developed from an increased interest in methods and prac-
tices in the ethnography of communication (Gumperz and Hymes 1975; Bauman
and Sherzer 1975), i. e., the anthropological approach to the study of discourse
as text in context. It focuses on speaker rationalizations about language structure
and usage through analysis of both explicit discourse about beliefs on the one
hand and rationalizations that could be inferred from close attention to meaningful
practice on the other (Silverstein 1979; Woolard 1998; Jaffe 2020), both aspects
being understood as “site/s] of ideological work” (Gal and Irvine 2019: 165-241,
emphasis in original).

In contrast to a Marxist view of (singular) ideology as “false consciousness”
(Woolard 1998: 7; Kroskrity 1998: 17), the plural ideologies are addressed in the
field of linguistic anthropology as culturally — that is, socially, geographically and
historically — situated modalities of language and sign production and use (Silver-
stein 1998; Schieffelin et al. 1998). These are never just about language. Instead
they are always to be understood as interlinked with more general beliefs on the
meanings of social practices not limited to talk or writing, and encompassed in the
term “metapragmatics”, referring to speakers’ reflexive ability to rationalize semi-
otic practice (see, for example, Silverstein 1993). This also implies that signs are
ideologically understood by speakers as occurring in certain places, or as account-
ing for spatial distribution structures. For example, types of interactions can be
reflexively associated to types of places according to ideological categorial oppo-
sitions such as town and country, as we will see in the case study below. In turn,
contrasting linguistic and semiotic ideologies can also be understood as spatially
distributed.

The importance of context calls for a situated analysis of language production.
Most specifically, as we will see, the spatial aspects of context and the construction
of discourses of space and place call for an ethnographic approach. Before moving
on to the presentation of our case study, we will now present different approaches
to the analysis of space and place, and review some of the work in the field of the
discourse analysis of space and place from a sociolinguistic perspective.

Indeed, the concepts of space and place can have many diverging and distinct
definitions coming from various academic traditions and ideologies. In turn, dif-
ferent concepts of space and place will afford for different methods of discourse
analysis. Discourse analysis offers a great number of perspectives for studying the
linguistic construction of space. Here the perspective will be that of an ethnograph-
ically informed study of place production, which calls for a review of the relation-
ships between space and place. Then approaches to place formation in linguistic
and semiotic anthropologic discourse analysis will be presented.
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2.3. Space and place

Atleast since Henri Lefebvre (1974), cultural geographers (as well as discourse-ori-
ented linguists) usually agree on the idea that space is a social construct. Indeed,
the Marxist sociologist theorized the idea that space is produced through practice,
and differently so in different societies or at different stages in history. Diverging
from a layperson’s conception of space as what there is when there is nothing
(more technically known as Euclidian space, Low 2016; Harvey 2006), Lefebvre
conceives of three levels on which space is produced, never presupposing empti-
ness, but rather accounting for the power relationships at stake at each level.!

First Lefebvre identifies what he calls practices of space or “perceived space”
(1974: 38), referring to the fact that each society is organized spatially in practice,
through effectively existing architecture, urbanism, transportation, though these
might not be cohesive, or consciously organized by planners, they are coherent
and can be deciphered through analysis (see Hausendorf and Schmitt this volume).
Out of this space produced in practice, or rather upon it, are the representations
of space, or dominant conceptualizations of space, those of architects, urbanists,
and planners. This second level of spatial production is referred to as “conceived
space”. The third and final level of spatial production according to Lefebvre is
representational spaces, or “lived space”, that of the dominated, of the unofficial,
usually that of artists and that of the critical social scientist (1974: 43).

As suggested by Jaworski and Thurlow (2010: 8), each of these levels of spatial
production can be a site for discursive production. Indeed perceived or experien-
tial space is produced through spatial practice, and therefore, if we understand
discourse as language in practice, it participates in the production of this type of
space. For example, certain forms of discursive interaction happen in and afford
for certain spatial models dialectically. Thus, certain spaces are defined by the type
of linguistic practices (discourse) that can and will happen there, such as informal
chit-chat at the local bar, a register which is integral to the perception of this par-
ticular space.

At the level of conceived space, that of abstractions, norms and legitimate
conceptualizations of space, discourse, in a broad sense, is also central. Indeed
laws, norms and abstractions need to be formulated through semiotic, and often
linguistic means. For example, the setting up of a sign marking the limits of a
municipality is an instance of language in practice, which participates in the con-
stitution of conceived space.

Interestingly, this shift from the Euclidian paradigm in social sciences is linked to Ein-
stein’s theory of relativity, which contends that time and space should not be addressed
separately (Harvey 2006), which also spawned the conceptualization of chronotopes in
literary analysis by Mikhail Bakhtin (1981), as we will see below (Section 2.4).
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Finally, lived space is obviously a site of discursive production at the meeting
intersection of perceived and conceived space, as things are said about space and
in space. The case study that will follow gives extensive detail about the construc-
tion of lived space, through the analysis of the linkages between perceived and
conceived space.

Though this shows the relevance of Lefebvre’s and his followers’ (such as Har-
vey 2009) theory of the production of space to the analysis of discourse of space, the
less directly Marx-influenced field of Humanistic Geography also brings forward
important elements for the analysis of discourse in space. Indeed, geographers such
as Yu-Fi Tuan ground their analysis on that of the production of place through mean-
ing making by humans (including discourses, Tuan 1977, 1991). This approach is
particularly relevant to us because of the phenomenological entry point it offers:
instead of departing from space in general, the analysis is grounded on experience.

Based on Heidegger’s notion of dwelling, and being in the world (Dasein,
1996), this approach stresses the importance of inhabiting and feeling at home.
This notion of dwelling is equally important to cultural anthropologists such as
Tim Ingold, who includes relations to the non-human in his conceptualization of
place and calls for research on the human experience linked to the production of
meaningful practice in place (Ingold 2000). Even though Ingold doesn’t address
specifically the importance of discursive practice in the production of place-mean-
ing, from a linguist’s point of view, one could not understand meaning while
excluding completely relations to text in context.

Though the point of focus and main theoretical backgrounds to these tradi-
tions in geography and anthropology differ, they are by no means incompatible.
As Setha Low puts it, “It is the spatial location of subjectivities, intersubjectivities
and identities that transform space into places — that is, lived spaces of human and
nonhuman importance” (2016: 32). Hence, Lefebvre’s three levels of social pro-
duction of space can be mobilized in the analysis of what we might call discourses
of dwelling or, to put it another way, discourses of place.

2.4. Discourses of place and chronotopic formulations

As we have seen, our focus in this chapter will be on how people talk about place
and give meaning to space through discursive practice understood as any semiotic
meaningful practice. In her study of gentrification processes in the Washington
DC neighborhood Mount Pleasant, Gabriella Modan develops a rich and insightful
methodology for the analysis of discourses of place. Drawing from the linguistic
anthropology, sociolinguistic, and ethnography of communication tradition, she
shows how, despite the fact that people don’t necessarily talk to each other, their
(discursive) recognition of the fact that they live in the same place, creates a sense
of community even if the political stakes in a gentrifying neighborhood produce
opposition and conflict (Modan 2007: 282-283).
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Britt (2018) offers an account of discursive resistance of inhabitants against
derogatory media depiction of their place of dwelling or origin in Flint, Michigan.
Leeman and Modan (2009) analyze how signage in Chinatown affords for the
productions of a sense of place in sociohistorical context. Johnstone (1990) offers
an account of storytelling about place in “mainstream” middle-America and con-
tends that narratives have a central function in the production of a sense of place.
These are but a few examples of the great diversity of how the relations between
discourse and place can be addressed.

Additionally, discourses of place which occur in or about what is understood
as being the same place can turn out to be divergent and contrastive, depending on
the various groups who inhabit a place and their specific perspectives. Neverthe-
less, ethnographies addressing the way people talk about where they live and their
surroundings have also shown regularities in discursive practices about place. For
example, Basso’s work on Western Apache place naming and narration shows how,
despite the very many different ways of calling places, Apache place names always
refer to mythical narration with moral values attached (Basso 1996). Thus, space
is made meaningful to a particular group (Feld and Basso 1996). Drawing from
this work, Nevins (2008) offers an analysis of Apache place naming in English, as
reenactments of traditional practices, which at the same time contrast from them.

Discourses of place cannot be reduced to the referential content of texts about
places. Indeed, the sheer fact that places are talked about and the way they are
talked about should be understood as a form of practice of space, or an instance of
dwelling which should be attended to. As we will see in the following case study,
the social situation from which a register for speaking of place comes is itself
reflexively qualified by the discursive production of place. All in all, the analyz-
able linguistic data for understanding processes of entextualization (Bauman and
Briggs 1990) are also — somewhat metaphorically — sites of ideological production
(Gal and Irvine 2019: 167-172).

Furthermore, as the studies on place names suggest, discourses of place are
always also ways of situating these in time and history. Drawing on Mikhail
Bakhtin’s concept of chronotope (1981), contemporary linguistic anthropologists
account for the fact that speakers situate their discourse in place and time, notably
through Asif Agha’s concept of “chronotopic formulation” (Agha 2015: 404). This
refers to the fact that language users draw on ideologies of language in space and
time and produce place and history in particular fashions that should not be isolated
from one another. In turn, chronotopic formulations afford for the placement of
images of personhood in space and time, since, as Bakhtin points out, the image of
the human being is “inherently chronotopic” (1981: 85).

One good example of chronotopic formulations as a discourse analytic tool is
Harkness’s study of the use of kinship terms in a South Korean Christian commu-
nity. Whilst traditional Korean language use prescribes differentiated kin terms
when addressing older or younger siblings, Christian communities only use one
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term, thus indexing an egalitarian community, that of the Christian church, which
is itself associated to a locale, or place: the church itself. This contrastively informs
the analyst of a social/spatial positioning of speakers with regards to the dominant
(non-Christian) society (Harkness 2015).

Other examples of this include the chronotopic production of spatialities and
temporalities in a rural Amazon town (Browne Ribeiro 2019) or on the Mexi-
can-US border (Yeh 2017), modalities for notation of genealogy in space within
semi-nomadic communities (Gal 2010), practices of avoidance of names, places
and kin (Ball 2015), or metalinguistic discourses accounting for the transformation
of a place in history (Hill 1998). What all these works have in common is their
sensitivity for the situatedness in spacetime of personal characterization through
discourse, and the discursive production of social stereotypes inherently linked
to forms of spatio-temporally and socially situated discourse, termed registers,
through a process of enregisterment (Silverstein 2003b: 541; Agha 2005).

This process is carried out through the contrastive production of relatively
opposed stereotypes including speech forms, but also other signs such as para-
verbal ones, body language, but also clothing, occupation, place of residence, etc.
(Agha 2007). Registers are reflexively formed notably, but not only, through dis-
cursive practice and the attribution of qualities (qualia) to semiotic practices (Gal
2013; Harkness 2015; Ingebretson 2017). In the following section we will look at
how two accounts of what can be considered as the same place can be understood
as pertaining to diverging registers, linked to different chronotopic formulations
and social categories with different modes of dwelling in a rural environment and
indexing contrastive semiotic ideologies.

3. Case study: Rural places in discourse, space and time
3.1. Introduction

In this section I present a case study of the discursive construction of place using
an ethnographic perspective as a critical standpoint for discourse analysis. The
data presented here is drawn from ethnographic work conducted in Ferri¢res-sur-
Sichon, a village with a population of around 600 at the very South of the Bourbon
Mountains (Montagne bourbonnaise), a hilly area in the Allier district (départe-
ment) in rural central France, and around 25 kilometers to the South-East from the
nearest city of Vichy.

Before looking at transcripts of a conversation I had with Néné and Danielle,
two 80-year-old ladies I met in Ferriéres and whom I had asked to teach me the
local language, known simply as Patois, we will look at a presentation of the
municipality (commune) on its website, as it appeared until January 2020. This text
is presented as being addressed to a visitor, and not only a visitor of the website,
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but also a visitor of the municipality. The second text is composed of excerpts from
a conversation I had with the two ladies, who would often talk about the town and
its surroundings, but using a register that contrasts rather starkly with that of the
website.

3.2. The welcoming interaction in place

3.2.1. Analyzing a website welcome page: Discourse and the touristic
production of a welcoming town

The page in Figure 1 is the first to appear when one arrives on the website, which
scrolls down to show following sections on this page. A menu on the left hand
shows the titles of other pages on the website. Most of the website is dedicated
to matters of concern to the local population, but some pages are also aimed to
potential tourists or persons interested in the history of the locality. This page,
with its greeting title “Welcome to Ferriéres-sur-Sichon”, is obviously addressed
to a newcomer. Indeed, someone who is welcome necessarily needs to be coming
from elsewhere, and the welcomer needs to have been there prior to their arrival.
This title thus frames the addressor as a local and the addressee as a newcomer. As
we will now see, the place named is further qualified in the following text, most
importantly through its parsing along a town/country distinction.

Bienvenue a Ferriéres sur Sichon !

Aving : des

Elections Municipales
2014

Les élus
Les commissions
Ul

Lintercammisnalité
Vichy Communiaibé
Les réumicns du
cansedl

Le persannel
comenunal

L commarse en
chifires

Les Maires de
Fermitres

Figure 1: Screenshot of the Ferriéres sur Sichon website welcome page, as it appeared
in August 2018 (Source: https://web.archive.org/web/20180831235208/http://
ferrieres-sur-sichon.fr/index.php)
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Bienvenue a Ferrieres sur Sichon !
‘Welcome to Ferriéres sur Sichon!’

A vingt-cing kilométres de Vichy et au carrefour des anciennes provinces du
Bourbonnais, de I’Auvergne et du Forez, FERRIERES SUR SICHON, dans
le cadre verdoyant de sa campagne environnante, le charme d’un petit bourg
accueillant et sympathique qui ne manque pas d’attraits.

‘At twenty-five kilometers from Vichy and at the crossroads of the former prov-
inces of Bourbonnais, of Auvergne and of Forez, FERRIERES SUR SICHON,
in the lush greenery setting of its surrounding countryside, the charms of a wel-
coming and friendly little town not in want for attractive features.’

[..]

Village a vocation agricole et forestiere avec son commerce et son artisanat,
FERRIERES se tourne aujourd’hui vers le tourisme vert avec son arboretum,
son moulin, ses sentiers de randonnées.

‘A village with an agricultural and forestry calling, with its own commerce and
its craftsmanship, FERRIERES nowadays turns to green tourism, with its arbo-
retum, its mill, and its hiking paths.’

Original and translated first and final paragraphs of the welcome page

On the website, Ferricres is situated and qualified through the town/country oppo-
sition. Most importantly, after having been located in relation to the city from
which the newcomers will likely have arrived, and qualified as a historical fron-
tier land, the municipal space is parsed into two units: the countryside in which
it is located, and the little town that it is. In the sentence that follows the name of
Ferri¢res, the countryside is presented as a frame (“cadre”) and as an environment
(“environnante” shares the form and etymology of this English word and has been
translated as ‘surrounding’) only qualified by the abundance of the green color
with the word “verdoyant”, an adjective I’ve translated as ‘lush greenery’ to render
the presence of the radical for green (“verd-") and the sense of opulent vegetation.
The surroundings, which nonetheless are part of the municipal area, are therefore
presented simply as a background qualified only as countryside and through the
abundance of vegetation. This distinction is relevantly illustrated in the picture
beneath the text, where the blue, grey and tile colors of the built area is surrounded
by the green and yellowish trees.

In contrast to its surroundings, the town is depicted with human qualities in the
following section of this nominal sentence: it is welcoming and friendly. Obviously,
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a town couldn’t be welcoming or friendly without inhabitants who do the welcom-
ing and are characterized by friendliness, so this qualification, as opposed to that
of the countryside, implies that the town is populated. Furthermore, it locates the
title greeting in the town rather than in the surrounding countryside. Also, as the
screenshot of the webpage shows, the name of the municipality stands out in the
middle of the paragraph which details its qualities and attributes, foregrounded by
the use of uppercase and blue lettering. This stresses further the association of the
municipality name with the main village.

In the final paragraph, which resonates in tone and form with the first one,
what constitutes the place is further elicited in the forms of types of activities
carried out locally. Interestingly, their enumeration is ordered: first, trades in the
primary sector of extraction are cited, (agriculture and forestry), then trades in the
secondary one (commerce and craftsmanship), and finally one in the tertiary sector
(green tourism).

The primary sector activities are framed as the essence of what the town is, as
in the translation the word “calling” intends to render the idea conveyed by the
original French “vocation”, which usually implies something that someone was
meant to be doing by essence, originally a priest considered to be predetermined
by God to join this profession.? The relation with vegetation covered by the terms
“agriculture and forestry” echoes the first paragraph’s reference to the surround-
ing countryside, and therefore associates the municipality’s raison d’étre with the
fixed rural background.

Commerce and craftsmanship, the secondary sector activities, are framed as
coming in addition to the agricultural and forestry activities through the prepo-
sition “avec” ‘with’. Along the country / town opposition, these activities can be
located in the welcoming and friendly little town rather than in the countryside
surroundings. Therefore the relatively more urban setting of the small town is
implicitly represented as a development from the fixed lush green background. The
fact that this section of text consists of a noun (“village”) and its qualifiers with no
verb reinforces the semantic effect of presupposed qualities, as opposed to what
the village is now turning to.

The expression “green tourism” in this text calls for thorough analysis.?
Firstly, “tourism” could be understood as an ‘industry of welcoming’, a framing
that points directly to the initial greeting, and indirectly frames the addressee more
specifically as a tourist. Secondly, the use of the color term “green” echoes with
that of “greenery” which was used in the first paragraph to qualify the outskirts

2 https://www.cnrtl.fr/etymologie/vocation

3 My analysis here focuses on the discursive form of this expression rather than on the
structure and developments of green tourism in France, issues addressed in Rogers
(2002) and Beteille (1996).
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of the community. Therefore the “turn” that the town is depicted as taking can be
understood as double. On the one hand, it turns towards newcomers with a busi-
ness-oriented interest. On the other, it turns towards its outskirts, as resources in
this business relationship.

Indeed the detail of what could be understood both as tokens of the “attractive
features” mentioned in the first paragraph, and as parts of what is offered within the
framework of green tourism, the “arboretum”, the “mill”, and the “hiking paths”
can also be classified according to the countryside / town opposition. While the
“arboretum” can obviously be equated to the lush greenery, and the hiking paths
to the surrounding countryside, the mill suggests a built environment, proto-indus-
try, and therefore can be equated to the town rather than the outskirts. It is indeed
located in the very center of town. Additionally, the arboretum could be understood
as linked to “forestry” and the primary sector, the mill can be classified as indexing
a secondary sector activity, while the hiking paths could be categorized as a specif-
ically green tourism resource. Thus, green tourism is also shown as creating a con-
nection between heterogeneous resources, with a view to welcoming foreigners.

One final comment can be made on the markedness of the expression “green
tourism”. Indeed this formulation presupposes the non-qualified, unmarked form
of “simple”, “ordinary”, “non-colored” tourism. In France, this type of unmarked
tourism is associated to other types of landscapes: the coast in the summer and
mountains in the winter, to which city folk converge massively in holiday periods.
However, the facts that Ferriéres is nowhere near the sea and not high enough in the
mountains to afford profitable ski slopes are not the discriminating criteria for qual-
ifying it as a destination for green tourism. Indeed, another way of understanding
this expression is simply as a synonym for rural tourism (see Béteille 1996: 13, 17).

This analysis of territorial parsing through linguistic practice sets the frame
for a certain appraisal of the place and its purpose. This is essentialized notably
through the use of non-verbal structures and the lexical discursive positioning of
the surroundings with relations to the center of the small town. As we will see
further on, the dehumanized quality of this text also contributes to constructing
the place as a fixed object, rather than the dwelling place of certain people. Before
coming back to the analysis of this webpage, let us turn to excerpts from the tran-
script of a conversation I had with Néné and Danielle.

3.2.2.  Welcoming in town and accounting for welcoming in the surroundings

I first arrived in Ferriéres with an interest for the local linguistic practices called
Patois by inhabitants and was rapidly introduced to these two ladies, who accepted
to have me as a guest and student. From 2013 onwards, I spent many afternoons
having coffee in Néné’s kitchen in their company.

Although my first interest had been to learn Patois, which I did partially rather
quickly, the two ladies would always discuss more day-to-day matters, such as
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events occurring in the area, news from people, gossip, and especially what they
would call in local (nonstandard) French “parler de dans I’temps” ‘talking about the
olden days’. Having both been brought up in sharecropper families in hamlets to
the North of the community, they would remind each other of people who lived and
worked with them, of changes in the area since their young days, of the war, among
many other topics. It is worth noting that the fact that they were speaking in Patois
tended to draw the discussion towards what they would usually speak of, as both of
the women would have spontaneously spoken to me in French, had I not asked them
to speak Patois. During my talks with Néné and Danielle I experienced first hand the
local hospitality, when they offered me coffee and conversation in French or Patois
as [ stayed with them for afternoons during my time in Ferriéres. In their discourse,
they also mentioned through reported speech other instances of welcoming that took
place within the community limits, usually in one of the hamlets or “villages”, as
they are called locally, where they would stop when taking several kilometer long
walks around the area referred to as the “surroundings” on the website. Let us look
more specifically at how this is done in Néné’s discourse. Néné usually drew on a
very specific discursive pattern to account for her walks: the enumeration of place
names, which could be understood as a discursive instance of what Ingold calls
wayfaring, a form of dwelling along a path, rather than traveling simply from point
A to point B (2007: 81, examples of this can also be found in Basso 1996).

Transcript 1*

755. NEN kan i marchin anvin ma béla seu (0.8) alor (.)
ne partisan

when I walked with my sister in law so we
would leave

d’itcheu (.) wva choulé:r (.) chi boudeu va cho
rigon (.) ne dwalan

from here to choulér to boudeu’s to cho
rigon we went down

ve .h ne dwalan ve: “man vou s’apeul yan” eu: -h
-h -an pm

to we would go down to “how’s it called down
there”

756.FEL “~léy mort”

4 Transcription conventions are adapted from Sidnell (2009: xv—xviii). Sections between
< and > signs indicate the segment on which the comments in double parentheses are
applicable. Sections between " signs indicate an interrogative intonation.
Transcription of Patois is adaptedf from French orthography. Vowels followed by an n

“an”, “in”, “on”) are nasal vowels resembling those existing in French. As opposed to
French, the letter s is always silent, and the letter g always occlusive, for a full develop-

ment on French phonology, see Tranel (1987).
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.NEN

.DAN

NEN

.DAN

.NEN

.DAN

.NEN

n[on non]

no no
[non ] v’agiyon
no at agiyon

v’agiyon (.) v’agiyon apre ne r’montan

at agiyon at agiyon then we would go back up

va chi [gari ]
to gari’s
[va chi] gari:::
to gari’s
<((hardly audible)) chi [janti]>
to janti’s
[chi ] janti:::(0.5)
le: chi
to janti’s
the: to
janti chi pajan
janti’s to pajan’s

Recounting her travels by foot around the countryside, she cites the names of the
places she would walk through, and her occasional difficulty to remember some
names is dealt with by her cousin Danielle’s interventions. Here the sheer fact of
naming places in the surroundings give them form and body, and makes them more
than only surroundings: inhabitable places rather than empty space (Schubert this
volume, refers to this as “driving tour”, a particular type of linearization strategy
through which space is construed through the specific viewpoint of someone walk-
ing through that space). Moreover, Néné sometimes pauses and juxtaposes the
name of one or several people who used to live in those places.

Transcript 2

777,

778.

779

780
781

NEN

DAN

.NEN

.FEL
.NEN

((..)) n’”éyan toujor in kafé (.) dé n’andreu (0.8)
we would always have a coffee (.) in a place

[wi:: ]

ye::s

[kan n’pasan] chi janti (.) le luk e 1 eliz .h

<((excl.)) a:

when we passed by janti’s (.) luc and elise

ah

ba “voualé binto pa vouz araytd non”>

well "“maybe you won’t stop ((here)) no”
<((laughing)) mhm>

(0.8) alor y fayan in kafé

so they made a coffee((she goes on to give as
second example of another person in a place
towards the other end of the community where they
would also have coffee))
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As we are having coffee and a conversation in Néné’s kitchen, she qualifies the
context in which we are located through a generalization that situates this type of
interaction with relations to the town and its outskirts. In Transcript 1, this place
is explicitly described as the point of departure, and it is paralleled with the other
names. The enumeration of many place names (hamlets) along the path she would
take during her walks, combined with the temporal adverb highlights the frequency
of occurrence of the type of interaction she then mentions. The metric parallelism
between the co-occurring phrases for “a place” and “a coffee” illustrates a neces-
sary link between the two, and “a place” is framed as the ordinary context for “a
coffee” (turn 777). The places here should be understood as sites in the outskirts
rather than in the town, despite the parallel with the place where we are sitting
having coffee, which is in the main village.

Association of a specific place name (Janti’s) with a man and a woman’s first
names (Luc and Elise) specifies what is meant by “having coffee”: what is rel-
evant here is having coffee with people who live in these places (turn 779). By
breathing in and using an exclamatory intonation, Néné frames her discourse as
direct reported speech presented as coming indistinctly from the couple. What’s
relevant here is not who said this exactly, but what was said and how. Indeed, the
formulation of the greeting utterance contributes to the chronotopic framing of the
reported interaction.

The greeting utterance represented in turn 779 is formulated both negatively
and interrogatively. The interrogative marking occurs on the suprasegmental level
of intonation (transcribed as “text"). As for the negative marking, it occurs through
the use of the negative particle pa (very similar to the French pas, and possibly a
loanword), and emphasized through the use of the negative adverb norn at the end
of the utterance. Hedged through the use of the modal adverb binto ‘maybe’, the
possibility of the passers-by not stopping is framed as an antiphrasis, which rein-
forces the obviousness they will stop, through humorously marking the incongruity
of the utterance. In turn, this emphasizes the regularity and commonality of these
coffee breaks at acquaintances’ homes during walks around the countryside, as
already made explicit by Néné.

3.3. Places and people

3.3.1.  People living in places

As we have seen, Néné describes places in the countryside surrounding Ferriéres
as locales for discursive interaction around a hot beverage (and most likely, from
my experience of conversing with her, gossip, see Besnier 2009). Let us note now
that this framing is nevertheless located in the past through the use of the imperfect
tense in Transcript 2 n’éyan ‘we would [usually] have’. By contrast, in Transcript 3
below, which is drawn from an earlier moment in the conversation we had that day,

printed on 2/9/2023 7:44 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

Discourses of place: The formation of space and place through discourse 197

Néné uses the present tense to talk about the country and people. The following
excerpt came just after another instance of Néné reciting place names to form a
trail or path through discourse about the countryside.

Transcript 3

221. NEN une mai- na mwézon
<((French) ) one hou-> one house
222 . DAN wi
yes
223. NEN na mwézon va l1l’ni- na mwezon
one house at le ni- one house
224. DAN euld oul[i: n’'y a] méd pu la- ef[:::]
oh my yes there’s only ((her)) left the:

225. NEN [abite ] [la ] marcelle
((that’s)) inhabited marcelle
226. DAN la marcelle
marcelle
227. NEN la marcelle
marcelle
228. DAN wala:
oh my:

229. NEN eu: va: eu- eu: va chi va va va ch- va leéy such
(.) la georgette
hum at- hum hum at chi’ at at at ch- at ley such
georgette

Occurring in a context where she was reciting a plurality of names of places, the
repetition of the substantive na mweézon ‘one house’ emphasizes the rarity of occur-
rence of people still living in rural hamlets, but conversely implies the (former)
normality of finding people living in these places. The emphasis on the presence of
this single inhabited house is further marked by Néné’s repair at turn 221. Though
she has been speaking in Patois most of the time, she (almost) switches to French,
which can be understood as her addressing to me as she would have, had I not
asked her to teach me Patois. This switch to an unmarked code can be understood
as a mark of her wanting to tell me something aside from the fact that she is
showing me Patois, and therefore the importance of the information she wishes to
convey, 1. €., that there is only one inhabited house left. Here Néné uses the same
discursive structure as in Transcript 2 to associate given names with place names
through simple juxtaposition or paratax, the absence of predication implying that
the people are just there and implicitly formulating the close link between places
and people.

5 See Section 3.3.2. below.
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3.3.2.  Grammaticalized link between people and places

At the final turn of Transcript 3 (229), Néné’s hesitation reveals two contrasting
locative prepositions, which appeared extensively in Transcript 1: chi and va. The
analysis of these sheds light on both the town/country opposition seen in section
3.2.1., and the extremely close ties between people and places in discourse in
Ferriéres. In this utterance, Néné, who is looking for the name of the next hamlet
to cite, very distinguishably utters the two forms, which could be translated as
‘at’. Examples of these also appear in the two first transcripts: “chi boudeu” (t. 1,
turn 755), “chi janti”(t. 2, turn 779) “chi pajan” (t. 1, turn 763) as opposed to “va
choulér” (t.1, turn 755) and “v’agiyon” (t. 1, turn 758). Transcript 3 only features
instances of toponyms introduced by the preposition va: “va I&y such” (t. 3, turn
229) and “va I’ni” (t. 3, turn 223).

The preposition va® could be translated literally as ‘towards’, and includes a
sense of directionality as well as that of approximate location, but is also used in
the place of at in English. It is used either for names of cities, towns as in va Far-
rére (‘at Ferriéres’ or indeed for some hamlet names. It could also be used, some-
what informally to introduce the name of a person whose home one is referring to,
“va la Danielle” would mean ‘at Danielle’s’ for example.

As appears in the translation proposed, the preposition cki, cognate of the French
chez’ , could also, — and somewhat more normatively — be used to indicate the home
of a person, as in “chi la Danielle”, with the same meaning as above, which justifies
why “chi boudeu” was translated ‘at Boudeu’s’ in Transcript 1. Even though it is
understood that it is not the name of a person living there but the name of the place,
the fact that this name is a patronym is recognized by speakers, as well as the fact
that the place is named after someone who might have lived there in the past.

One hamlet is understood by speakers as having only one correct preposition,
and some hamlets with a patronym-like name can also be introduced by va and not
chi (for example “va bkouza” for ‘at bkouzi’. However, what is particular to the
chi preposition is that, apart from introducing specific people’s homes (which va
can do as well), it only ever applies to hamlets, and never to cities or towns, thereby
grammatically marking the distinction between the countryside and the relatively
more urbanized village center or cities. Furthermore, as seen in the expression “va
chi gari” (t.1, turns 760-761), the obligatory use of the preposition chi does not
exclude that of the preposition va just before. Therefore, whilst va cannot be asso-
ciated solely to the non-countryside, chi introduces only countryside toponyms.

¢ This is usually translated in local French usage by the preposition a ‘at’, but the trans-
lation to French vers ‘towards’ also occurs.

7 This distinction also applies in local French usage, where the preposition chez is used
with similar distribution as the Patois chi.
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As seen here, and in stark contrast from the dehumanized empty frame depicted
in the website’s description, Néné and Danielle’s discursive practices account for
an extremely close link between rural places outside the village center and the peo-
ple who live there. To illustrate further the contrasting discourse that appears on the
town council’s website, let us now turn back to the introductory text of which the
first and final paragraphs were analyzed in section 3.2.1. We will now show how
inhabitants in Ferri¢res and their voices are depicted in the two central paragraphs
of the presentation webpage.

3.4. Who speaks and who doesn’t in a discourse of tourism

Pierre ENCIZE, érudit local, a écrit “I’histoire de FERRIERES se perd dans la
nuit des temps...”. Ici, gours, grotte, rochers, bois et chdteaux dévoilent légen-
des et mysteres. Le village tirerait son nom des ouvriers forgerons qui, en cet
endroit, auraient bati barrage, fonderie et forge pour exploiter le minerai de fer.
‘Pierre ENCIZE, a local learned man, once wrote “the history of FERRIERES
disappears into the dawn of times...”. Here, rimstones, caves, boulders, woods
and castles disclose legends and mysteries. The village could draw its name
from blacksmith workers who, at this place, are said to have built dam, foundry
and forge to exploit iron ore.’

Certains objets du site archéologique du hameau de Glozel, datés par la tech-
nique du carbone 14 ou par thermoluminescence, attestent la présence de
[’homme aux environs de Ferriéres de nombreux siecles avant notre ere.

‘Some items from the archeological site of the hamlet of Glozel, dated by car-
bon 14 or thermoluminescence techniques, confirm the presence of man around
Ferrieéres many centuries before our era.’

Original and translated second and third paragraphs of the welcome page

In Néné and Danielle’s discourse, the potential for situated face-to-face interaction
was explicitly and implicitly central in the description of rural territory and places.
The register mobilized here offers a very different participant structure (Goffman
1981; Hanks 1996: 163—165) and cites other types of discursive interactions than
those that appear in the transcripts reproduced above.

3.4.1. A speaking place with speaking features

In the analysis of the other paragraphs of this text, I mentioned the fact that besides
the greeting-title of the section, no one was represented as speaking. By contrast,
in this section, the presence of direct reported speech is not the only instance of
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someone’s (or something’s) words being referred to. Indeed legends and mysteries
are said to be “disclosed”, the performative baptismal act of naming the place is
referred to explicitly, and historical discourse about the presence of human beings
in the area is said to have been confirmed. The explicit citing of these discursive
types calls for analysis of the participant structure in each one.

We have seen above that the village was qualified through personification,
here, this trope is mobilized once again, as features of the territory are represented
as speakers telling stories (legends) and revealing secrets (mysteries). Likewise,
the village is placed in an active position in the naming process referred to, as it
is presented as “drawing its name”. Notably, the entire sentence reporting this
baptismal event is conjugated in French with the conditional mode,® which in this
case suggests that the speaker cannot vouch for the veracity of what he or she is
writing, and therefore that this discourse is itself reported (Brés, Azzopardi and
Sarrazin 2012). Lastly, objects from an archaeological site and their interaction
with scientific techniques are those who confirm facts about the history of the land.
In contrast from all these speaking objects, the only named human speaker in the
text stands out.

3.4.2.  The human speaker, history, legends and prehistory

Pierre Encize, the local priest from 1886 to 1918, is described as “a local learned
man”. His written sentence could be interpreted with links to the subsequent
reported discourses. Indeed the temporal expression “the dawn of times” literally
refers to a legendary event, of the same type as those that the features of the ter-
ritory might disclose. Furthermore, the “history” of Ferriéres can be understood
as instantiated through narration of the origins of its name, a narrative framed as
unverified knowledge, and therefore also bearing legendary qualities.

In the next sentence/paragraph, the temporal expression “long before our era”
can be seen as an alternative chronotopic formulation for “the dawn of times”, this
time outside the frame of legendary discourse, with reference to the Christian era,
an academically legitimate period. Therefore, the confirmation of human presence
in very ancient times can be understood as pointing back to Encize’s reported writ-
ings. This alternation between formulations of prehistoric times shows a paradigm
of scientific/historical/prehistorical versus legendary discourses, relative to which
Encize’s sentence is positioned.

The addressors of the text are themselves located rather near the cited priest,
not only in that they use written media to talk about the history of the place, but
also simply through the fact of citing, which frame his words at least as being

8 Rendered in the English translation through the modal verb ‘could’, and the phrase ‘are
said to have’.
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citation-worthy. Citing “history” explicitly, and referring to legends, is also a com-
monality between the text produced by the local learned man and the writers of the
webpage section. Therefore, through this citation, the website welcomers embrace
a position of legitimacy, at the very least comparable to that of the educated priest.

3.4.3.  Muted people in discourse and place

One important aspect of the participant structure in reported interactions is the
positionality of people who do not talk, or who are not represented as speaking.
First, the people who named the village after the blacksmiths are erased through
passivation of the sentence. Secondly, the people reporting the baptismal story are
only suggested through the use of the conditional mode. Thirdly, the blacksmith
workers are only depicted as working — and not speaking — beings: they are not the
ones to name their village in this short narrative. Finally the focus on the Glozel
hamlet items and the techniques used to date them erases not only the people who
found the items and dug them up, but also those who in search for positive evi-
dence, went all the way to using ultra-modern dating techniques.’

Analysis of the text therefore shows that it presupposes the existence of speak-
ers on the municipal territory at different times, but that these are quasi-systemat-
ically backgrounded, to the advantage of the only one person explicitly cited, and
the addressor of the text itself. As an educated priest, Encize holds a legitimate
voice emanating from a social category which is not that of the peasant majority
in the village at the time. By citing him rather than anyone else, the addressors of
the text (the very same ones who welcomed the reader in the title) underline the
authoritative quality of Encize’s text and of themselves, while at the same time
positioning themselves (who are writing, like him) closer to him than to the mute
blacksmith workers, prehistoric men, or the talking objects whose discourse is
indirectly reported, or even erased.

With the two remaining paragraphs almost entirely erasing personal voices and
carrying out a process of commodification of landscape where features are ordered
and depicted as inert means of production, this text develops what one might call
a mise en scene of rurality, where an empty background of greenery is set behind
the village foreground. In this text, participant structure is organized so as to fore-
ground legitimate (“learned”) speech and to ground mythical elements into inan-
imate features of the surrounding, whilst representing the speech of a welcoming
(knowledgeable) townsperson.

In this chronotopic formulation the past and the present seem homogeneous
and continuous, with the notable exception of the mentioning of a “turn” to “green
tourism”. Set within a historical/mythical space, this account of the place gives

> The controversy around this archaeological site is well documented in Grivel (2004).
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central importance to what is said, rather than to the fact of saying it (level of the
narrated event, rather than the speech event, Jakobson 1984: 44).

Contrastively, the two retired sharecroppers I had ethnographic encounters with
accounted for their experience of the rural setting in which they had always lived
by populating the outskirts of the main village with names (toponyms and pat-
ronyms). Rather than referring to the things that were said in conversation, they
focused on the fact that things could be said (in the past), and that each hamlet was
a locus for hospitable encounter. Metonymically framed as “having coffee” or “one
house [that’s] inhabited”, these interactional settings are accounted for as parts of
a vanishing but not so ancient past.

In this chronotopic rendering of rural place, speakers are foregrounded, as well
as interaction per se, regardless of the supposed content of narration. The impor-
tance of the voices of peasants, and their conversations is foregrounded rather than
the natural surroundings. In the former sharecroppers’ formulation, two competing
chronotopes overlap. First, that of the past, with its vividly populated countryside,
to which the profusion of place names resembling personal names bears witness.
Second, that of the present, and of the old women’s nostalgic positioning towards
the first chronotopic formulation.

4. Conclusion

In this case study, I have shown how a place is constructed discursively at various
levels of language in practice. I started out by showing how a territorial opposi-
tion between a relatively more urban town center and its rural surroundings was
depicted at the level of explicit spatialized formulations in a website discourse. I
showed how, more implicitly, this opposition drawn from explicit discourse could
be used to explain other textual features at various scales, from arrangements of
written words on the webpage all the way down to the use of prepositions by speak-
ers when naming places.

I then showed how, along this ideological distinction between town and coun-
try, the distribution of places for discursive interactions within this oppositional
space occurred differently in the two sets of data. Analysis of the website text
showed that only voices from the town center were foregrounded, while in the
interaction transcripts, my interlocutors evoked discursive interactions distributed
all over the territory. This stresses the importance of citational processes (Nakassis
2013) in the process of producing place, as the two contrastive discourses about
Ferriéres draw out very different participation frameworks with one (the website’s)
being implicitly located closer to the town than the other (the old ladies’ discourse),
which is obviously oriented much more toward the countryside.

Finally, in order to fully grasp the contrastive nature of diverging discourses
about a place, I showed the importance of attention to spatial relations insofar as
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they never occur independently from temporal ones. I showed how in the website
discourse, a depiction of Ferrieres was formulated chronotopically with relations
to ancient history and science on the one hand, and to mythical and legendary dis-
course on the other. By contrast, in Néné and Danielle’s discourse, I showed how
the focus was put on history having occurred in the past fifty years to ordinary
people: the experience of depopulation of the countryside. Again, this distinction
in chronotopic formulation can be understood as an example of the ideologically
mediated opposition between the quasi-mythical history of great men, located in
the (urban) center, and the relentless passing of time and disappearance of ordinary
encounters between peasants, situated in the (rural) periphery.

These results show how multimodal and multiscalar discourse analysis offer
a highly relevant entry point to the study of “lived space”, a phenomenologically,
historical and materialist perspective suggesting that no description is only descrip-
tion. This pragmatic approach to discourse about space and place justifies the
importance of considering the performative dimension of description. Ultimately, it
questions the existence of a neutral, apolitical “voice from nowhere” (Nagel 1986;
see also Silverstein 1996) which could describe objective territory and foregrounds
the importance of language in the material arrangement of our experience.
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8. Imaginary spaces in storytelling

Vivien Heller

Abstract: The construction of an imaginary space is constitutive for storytelling.
This article addresses the question of how this is accomplished in face-to-face
interaction. For this purpose, structuralist, interactional, multimodal and architec-
tural conceptualizations are discussed. It is shown that imaginary spaces are inter-
actional and multimodal achievements that involve the use of linguistic, bodily and
material resources as well as socio-cultural knowledge. Furthermore, it is argued
that architectural spaces play an important role in storytelling. They are associated
with expectations about what types of activities can take place in them and they
entail specific affordances that can be used to evoke and furnish imaginary spaces.
Based on video recordings of a family dinner, a case study compares two interac-
tional architectures, the dining table and the dining room, in terms of their inter-
actional implications. It will be shown and discussed how different interactional
spaces are established for joint imagination by the way in which participants of
an interaction use the affordances of their material surroundings. While the dinner
table is used as a projection surface for evoking an imaginary space and as a reser-
voir of potential props, the dining room is transformed into a stage; the affordance
of acting with the whole body makes complex bodily practices of telling-and-en-
acting possible: a body torque serves as a narrative resource to simultaneously
represent two characters and to further enrich the imaginary space. The narrative
uses of the dining table and room are part of the dynamic arrangement of the inter-
actional space that is needed for the story to be told.

Keywords: displacement, layering, architectures-for-interaction, interactional
space, gaze, gesture

1. Introduction

Although storytelling in interaction can be considered a well-studied practice, the
role of space has remained comparatively underexplored so far. While formally
and structurally oriented traditions of narrative research were primarily interested
in the narrative text and its semantic patterns (e. g., Labov and Waletzky 1967),
conversation analytic research initially focused on the interactive process of sto-
rytelling, its sequential organization and embedding in everyday social interaction
(for an overview see Mandelbaum 2013). However, recent work in multimodal
interaction research suggests that space is constitutive for storytelling in at least
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two ways: First, at the core of storytelling is the shared envisioning of a past or fic-
tional event that takes place in a spatial setting that exists only in the imagination.
In the course of a telling, the teller refers to imaginary characters, events, places as
if they were present, a process that Biihler ([1934] 1999) refers to as “Deixis am
Phantasma”. He emphasizes that participants must develop a shared vision of an
imaginary space. This requires the speaker to reorganize the indexical ground in
a recognizable wayj, i. e., to “instruct” the addressee to relate mentioned referents,
deictic actions or enactments not to phenomena in the here-and-now, but in an
imagined space. In this sense, “imagination” in storytelling can be understood as
a special way of “seeing in common” (Goodwin 2018: 300). For a pragmatics of
space this raises the question of how this reorganization of the indexical ground
is organized interactively in storytelling and which linguistic, bodily and material
resources tellers use to evoke an imaginary space. Furthermore, this article will
also address the question of when and how reference shifts occur between the
here-and-now of the interactional situation and the imaginary space in the course
of telling.

The second way in which spaces are constitutive to storytelling stems from the
fact that storytelling is in itself a situated practice: it takes place in physical spaces
within which participants establish and dynamically arrange a shared interactional
space for their activity. With the recent developments of conversation analysis and
related approaches (e. g., Streeck, Goodwin and LeBaron 2011; Mondada 2013),
building, among others, on Kendon’s (1990) “context analysis”, the analytic inter-
est has been extended to the interrelation of interaction, body and space. As a result
of this research, the concept of space was further differentiated and conceptualized
as both an interactional achievement and as a resource (Hausendorf 2013; Hausen-
dorfand Schmitt 2016). This research has also led to the distinction between differ-
ent types of spaces — architectural, interactional, imaginary. It is therefore of great
interest to a pragmatics of space to explore the question of what role these types
of spaces play in storytelling. Closely interwoven with this is the question of how
tellers and listeners use, construct and manage these spaces.

In the first part, the article discusses different conceptualizations of imaginary
space in research on storytelling. It starts with structural accounts which focus on
the story world and treat space as a background of the narrated course of events
(Section 2.1). Conversation analytic and multimodal approaches are then presented
which take into account how participants interactively create imaginary spaces
using linguistic (Section 2.2) as well as bodily and material resources (Section
2.3). Thus, the distinction between the imaginary space of the story, the interac-
tional space and the individual gesture space becomes relevant. Following the turn
of interaction research towards architectures-for-interaction, the article highlights
and discusses the material and spatial affordances narrators (and listeners) make
use of to evoke and furnish the imaginary space of the story world (Section 2.4).
The second part of the paper presents a case study (Section 3) that illustrates how
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participants use the spatial affordances of their material surroundings for arranging
interactional spaces and creating joint imaginary spaces. The analysis compares
two different “architectures-for-interaction” (Jucker et al. 2018: 86), the dining
table and the dining room, in terms of their affordances for joint imagination.

2. Conceptualizations of space in research on storytelling
2.1. Imaginary space as “background”

Exemplary for structural accounts that focus primarily on the global structure of
“narrative texts” is the study by Labov and Waletzky (1967), which examines elic-
ited and audio-recorded stories of personal experience. Storytelling is conceptual-
ized primarily in terms of its temporal dimension, as a “method of recapitulating
past experience by matching a verbal sequence of clauses to the sequence of events
which (it is inferred) actually occurred” (Labov and Waletzky 1967: 287, empha-
sis added). Labov (2013: 20) assumes that the temporal organization is due to the
“egocentric principle”. According to this principle, the teller presents the sequence
of events in the same order “that it was originally presented to the protagonist”.
With regard to the role of space, the formulation that the events were “presented”
to the teller is revealing. It suggests that they were only involved in the event as a
spectator and not as a social actor with a body moving. It is therefore not surprising
that Labov limits the subjectivity of perception primarily to the temporal dimension.
Space — or rather the place of the narrated action — is only relevant in the structural
element of the “orientation”, which functions as a kind of background information
or stage setting for the action and is usually described before the actual story begins.

Baynham (2003) and De Fina (2003) challenge the prioritization of time and
the conceptualization of orientation as a structural element that is only relevant at
the beginning of the telling. They refer to such approaches as “backdrop accounts”
(Baynham 2003: 348) of space in narrative and suggest rethinking space in narra-
tive as a discursive process and to describe “spatialization as an indexical process
through which individuals, groups and institutions invest material space coordi-
nates with social meanings” (De Fina 2012: 111). Other criticisms raised against
Labov’s restrictive conceptualization are that, because structural accounts concen-
trate on the tellers’ activities, they cannot account for the fact that the “orienta-
tion” — like storytelling in general — is an interactional achievement (Sacks 1972;
Jefferson 1978; Giilich and Quasthoff 1986; Hausendorf and Quasthoff 1996; Man-
delbaum 2013; Goodwin 2015). Furthermore, the narrow focus on the “narrative
text” was accompanied by the fact that only the narrated space of the story came
into view. The question of how exactly displacements are achieved and what role
physical spaces and bodies have for creating joint imagined spaces has been largely
ignored.
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2.2. Imaginary space as an interactional achievement

The question of how displacements are actually accomplished is taken up by both
rather cognitively oriented and interactional approaches. Chafe (1994) is pri-
marily interested in how perception or consciousness changes in the course of
displacements and distinguishes between two modes of consciousness. Whereas
the “immediate consciousness” is affected by the here-and-now of the immediate
environment, the “displaced consciousness” receives its input “through the pro-
cess of remembering what was present in a distal extroverted consciousness, or
alternatively through the process of imagining what might be present in such a
consciousness” (Chafe 1994: 195). Although Chafe’s study is concerned with lan-
guage use in interaction, he focuses primarily on the individual consciousness and
on how changes in consciousness on the part of the speaker become linguistically
manifest. Unlike Chafe, Auer (1988) distinguishes between two pragmatic modes
of language at the level of interaction. While the “situated mode” is characterized,
for instance, by empractical speech and frequent reference to entities in the imme-
diate environment, the “displaced mode” is more detached from the interactional
situation and is typical of “generic statements [...], reports, narratives, descrip-
tions, recipes, fantasies, etc.” (Auer 1988: 277). Neither of these authors discusses
the interactive achievement of imagined spaces in the strict sense. It is interesting
to note, however, that both refer to narrative practices and that they do emphasize
the fluid transitions between the different modes.

In the following, the focus will be on approaches that examine displacement as
an interactional achievement. Literary studies and micro-sociology use a variety of
terms to refer to this phenomenon: “Auskupplung” (‘disengaging’, Bange 1986),
“bracketing” (Goffman 1974, Iser 1993), “keying” (Goffman 1981), or “Verschie-
bung des Wirklichkeitsakzentes” (‘shifting the accent of reality’, Bergmann 1998,
drawing on Schiitz 1971).

From a linguistic perspective, Biihler refers to this process with the notion
“Deixis am Phantasma” (‘deixis in the imagination’, Biihler [1934] 1999). He dis-
tinguishes between three subtypes of deixis in the imagination, of which only the
first two are relevant here. All three share the commonality of a reorganization of
the indexical ground, yet they differ in how this is done. In the first subtype, the
teller refers to absent entities as if they were present and integrates them within
the immediate perceptual space: “what is absent is summoned into the present
space” (Biihler [1934] 2011: 157). While in this case the speaker’s origo, i. ., the
“here-now-1 system of subjective orientation” (Biihler [1934] 2011: 117), does
not “wander”, in the second subtype the teller shifts their origo into an imagined
space. This means that they take their postural-tactile body schema with them and
become connected with the imagined scene. Reference to imagined entities is then
calibrated relative to this imagined position in the imagined space. Even though
Biihler was not yet able to investigate this empirically himself, he assumed that
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the listeners also transpose themselves. If displacements are conceptualized as
an interactional achievement, as Biihler assumes, the question arises as to which
resources are required to achieve this. Biihler assumed that both linguistic and
bodily resources, such as pointing, play a role. Before we turn our attention to the
linguistic resources, we first will look at the sequential organization of storytelling,
as the latter also helps participants coordinate the joint transition from the here and
now of the interactional space to the narrated world. According to Hausendorf and
Quasthoff (1996: 127 ff.; see also Quasthoff et al. 2017), the organization entails
a series of communicative tasks or “jobs”. While the introductory jobs help the
participants to prepare for the transition from the here and now of the interaction to
the narrated world by creating a thematic frame for the storytelling (“establishing
topical relevance”) and “topicalizing an event” (e. g., through a “story preface”, cf.
Sacks 1995), the orderly return from the narrated world is accomplished within the
tasks of “closing” and “transition”. The actual constitution of an imaginary space
is achieved through the job “elaborating/dramatizing a course of events”, which
usually requires the teller (and also the listeners) to produce a “big package” (Sacks
1995: 354) which unfolds the story in a reporting or staged manner.

Schwitalla (2012) proposes a division of linguistic resources into those that
mainly serve the construction of an imagined spatial scene and those that are respon-
sible for orientation and locomotion in the already established space. For the con-
struction of an imaginary scene, which at the same time represents the perceptual
space of the main character, toponyms, such as country or city names (“es war in
RUSSIand” — ‘it was in Russia’, cf. Schwitalla 2012: 165), but also terms for built
physical places (“da lieen sie uns an so einen wall stellen” — ‘they made us stand
against a rampart’, cf. Schwitalla 2012: 165) are used, often in combination. Other
resources are names for locations that are imbued with socio-symbolic meanings.
For instance, Georgakopoulou (2003) shows how a group of young women living
in a small town develop a certain system of ways to refer to local “hang-outs”,
i. e., potential meeting places that are associated with different socio-symbolic
meanings (e. g., decent or disreputable). These function as a resource for the devel-
opment of possible scenarios of dating men and narrative plots, i. e., configurations
of characters, events and actions. Spatial reference can also be made with the help
of terms that evoke spatial meanings metonymically, for example, terms for social
categories (“my math teacher”) or social events (“in math class yesterday”) that
connote a particular place, e. g., a classroom. Likewise, the naming of objects, e. g.,
“blackboard”, can evoke typical rooms.

Once an imaginary space is established, verbs (and, depending on the lan-
guage, their prefixes) serve the spatial orientation and locomotion within the imag-
inary space. The perspective usually starts from the main character (Schwitalla
2012: 182). For imaginary movement, e. g., from room to room, locomotion verbs
and adverbial complements (“gehen wir in d=sauna” — ‘we enter the sauna’, cf.
Schwitalla 2012: 185), but also verbs of perception and communication, represent
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important resources. The examples show that the “orientation” is not only relevant
in the “abstract” (Labov and Waletzky 1967), but also in the course of the telling.
They also demonstrate that spatial reference generally relies on inferences and the
social and cultural knowledge of the recipients. Therefore, the level of detail and
explicitness of the spatial orientation always needs to be adapted to the addressee
(Schegloff 1972; Schwitalla 2012) and to the point of the story (Schwitalla 2012;
Dingemanse et al. 2017). Narratives of escape, border crossing and migration often
feature very detailed spatial and route descriptions (e. g., Baynham 2003; De Fina
2003; Schwitalla 2012). However, the establishment of a narrative space can also
be very brief if it is not relevant to the story or if the narrator can assume the nec-
essary knowledge on the part of the listener.

A final resource that warrants mentioning is constructed dialogue. Here, the
teller acts out one or more figures that belong to the story world (Goffman 1981:
“change of footing”) which is at the same time evoked or kept present in the partic-
ipants’ imagination. Because both the teller and the enacted figure remain present,
Bakthin (1981) uses the term “layering of voices” or “polyphony”. Tellers use
not only linguistic, prosodic and dialectal (Couper-Kuhlen 1999; Giinthner 1999,
2000; Kotthoff 2011) but also bodily resources (Goodwin 2007; Ehmer 2011;
Stukenbrock 2014) to stylize story characters and thus position both the enacted
figure and themselves as a teller. In this respect, Ehmer distinguishes between
different degrees of expressivity: the animation of characters can involve personal
and temporal deictics and/or phonetic, syntactic and bodily means.

2.3. Imaginary space as a multimodal achievement

Recent efforts to systematically link multimodal and narrative research (Konig and
Oloff 2018; Heller 2018; Zima and Weil3 2020) describe the interactive organiza-
tion of displacements with regard to the temporal coordination of physical, mate-
rial and linguistic resources. Although previous studies in the field of embodied
interaction were mostly not interested in the practice of storytelling per se, but
rather used it as a field of investigation for multimodal phenomena, previous ges-
ture research revealed that displacements are not restricted to the dimension of
voice, but may also involve a layering of corporeal and spatio-temporal frames
(Haviland 1993; Liddell and Metzger 1998; Barber 2005; Ehmer 2011; Murphy
2011; Stukenbrock 2012, 2014; Heller 2019). Such layering is created for drama-
turgical performances or “replayings” (Goffman 1974), which not only report but
reenact an event, thus allowing the listener to “vicariously reexperience what took
place” (Goffman 1974: 504). By embodying a fictional or real character with their
whole body, tellers simultaneously transform the physical space into a fictional
or “surrogate space” (Liddell 1995, 1996 drawing on Fauconnier 1985; Ehmer
2011). In this process, the coordinates of the physical space can be “imported”
and used as points of orientation in the narrated world (Haviland 1993; Heller
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2019). Alternatively, tellers of a story can create a “token space” (Liddell 1995) by
virtually “placing” (Haviland 2000; Clark 2003) or “depositing” (Streeck 2008)
tokens, for example a protagonist of a story, in the gesture space. In the course of
the telling, the teller can then repeatedly point to these entities and thus establish
global coherence (McNeill 1992; Miiller 2003). The two types of imaginary spaces
are associated with certain perspectives. While token spaces are established from
the perspective of the narrator, enactments in a surrogate space reflect the perspec-
tive of the character. Note, however, that the perspectival stance can continuously
change in the course of the telling (e. g., Quasthoff 2002; Heller 2018).

When telling their stories tellers do not only rely on verbal and gestural-deictic
means for contextualizing the displacements involved; they also make active use
of gaze. Sidnell (2006) shows that tellers withdraw their gaze from the recipients at
the beginning of a reenactment; gaze can then be used as a resource for embodying
a protagonist’s action. Through reestablishing mutual gaze at the moment of the
“point” of the narrative, tellers signal the end of the reenactment. However, origo
displacements are not only indicated at the “edges” but also in the course of reen-
actments, for example, when tellers temporarily recruit a recipient as a co-actor by
taking up the gaze in order to perform dialogue sequences in the narrated world
(Thompson and Suzuki 2014) or refer to virtual objects or figures in the imaginary
space through gaze direction and pointing gestures (Stukenbrock 2012).

2.4. The turn towards architectures-for-interaction

So far, multimodal narrative research has concentrated primarily on the bodily
resources that co-participants use to jointly construct an imaginary space. With
the turn of interaction research towards architectures-for-interaction (Jucker et al.
2018; Hausendorf and Schmitt this volume), the physical space in which storytell-
ing takes place and the ways in which it is used for storytelling have become an
object of research.

Schmitt and Deppermann (2010) present a case study examining a sequence in
which a teacher at a film school exemplifies the concept of dramaturgical structure
to students in a narrative performance. In order to reconstruct the establishment of
a narrative space, the authors, unlike Biihler, do not merely distinguish between
perceptual and imaginative space, but rather, similar to Gibson (1979), assume four
types of spaces: (i) the physical/architectural space, which exists independently of
the participants, (ii) the interactional space, which is arranged by the participants
for the purpose of acting together, (iii) the individual behavioral space, which
includes the gesture space and can be expanded by standing up and moving around,
and (iv) the imaginary space, which is symbolically constructed through verbal
and bodily means. These spaces correspond to different participation roles of the
teller: With his body he is co-present with other bodies in the physical space; as a
teacher he sits with the students in the shared interaction space. Through his kinesic
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activity in his individual behavioral space, he enacts the figures on the stage of the
imaginary space he has constituted as a narrator within the interaction space. In
a similar way, Ladewig and Hotze (2020) demonstrate how narrators use kinesic
and verbal resources to partition the gestural space into conceptual spaces (e. g.,
interactional space, narrated space, metanarrative space) that are used, on the one
hand, to shape the narrated world and, on the other, to manage the interaction.
While these studies conceptually include physical space in the analysis, they do
not yet systematically describe the specific affordances of different interactional
architectures for storytelling.

Hausendorf and Schmitt (2016) argue that architectures-for-interaction, even
before they are used by the participants, give clues as to what they are made for.
In this sense, they represent socially established solutions for recurring interactive
problems or tasks (Hausendorf and Schmitt 2016: 16; Linke 2012, 2018). One
example of an architecture-for-interaction is the dining table. People gather around
it not only to eat but also to converse. Taking a historical perspective, Linke (2018)
examines how the spatial configurations around and on the dining table change in
parallel with the transformation of sociopolitical orders. The respective config-
urations entail different “suggestions” for how the dining table can be used as a
place for eating and communication. The fact that built spaces not only prefigure
and constrain certain types of interaction but also interactional orders and roles,
becomes particularly clear in the example of the interrogation room (LeBaron and
Streeck 1997). While interactional architectures have the potential to shape inter-
actions, they are also shaped and rearranged by the co-participants. Jucker et al.
(2018) point out that interactional architectures differ in how rigidly they suggest a
particular use; they distinguish between heavily (ticket office), moderately (living
room) and weakly (public town squares) structured settings. With regard to story-
telling, this raises a number of questions: (i) In what kind of architectural spaces
is this practice typically performed? (ii) Which locations or positions (e. g., sitting
or standing) do different architectures-for-interaction provide for the participants
and how are they used to fulfil role-specific tasks of tellers and listeners? (iii) What
consequences do different spatial arrangements have for the achievement of co-ori-
entation (participants’ here for sensory perception), co-ordination (participants’
here for bodily movement) and co-operation (participants’ here for social action)
(cf. Hausendorf 2013; Heller 2016) in establishing imaginary spaces? (iv) Do
storytellers (and listeners) use concepts of architecture-for-interaction to establish
imaginary spaces? The following case study addresses some of these questions by
examining the dining table and dining room as interactional architectures for joint
imagination.
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3. An exemplary case
3.1. Data and method

The case study is based on video recordings of an extended breakfast of family
members who have not seen each other for a long time: the two brothers Marten
and Pete, Pete’s new partner Julia and his two children, Jacob and Ella (pseudo-
nyms). The recordings were made with a 360-degree camera. To represent relevant
bodily actions, stills were extracted from the videos and temporally aligned with
the related verbal utterance. The participants have given their written consent for
the publication of the stills. For reasons of brevity, mostly only one of the two
perspectives is integrated in the transcripts (based on GAT 2, Selting et al. 2011).

For the case study, a narrative sequence was chosen in which the narrator uses
different architectural segments to build an imaginary space together with the lis-
teners: the dining table and the dining room. The storytelling is an illustrative
narrative (Schwitalla 1991) about a habit of a film character from a crime film
by Edgar Wallace, the detective inspector, who often utters a seemingly surprised
“hm” when being approached.

I explore the use of different interactional architectures for creating and shap-
ing an imaginary space by taking into account the entire process of storytelling.
The storytelling begins at the table (Section 3.2) and is continued in the dining
room (Section 3.3). The analysis proceeds in two steps. First, I focus on the respec-
tive architecture-for-interaction as such and describe how (much) the furnishing,
its placement in the house and its arrangement is purpose-built for certain types of
interaction. As a second step, | examine how the affordances of “sitting together at
the dining table” or “standing and walking in the dining room” are actually used for
the establishment of imaginary spaces. For this purpose, I draw on the basic archi-
tectural concepts of “visibility”, “grasp-ability” and “walk-on-ability” (Gibson
1979: 119 f.). Hausendorf and Schmitt (2016) use these concepts to analyze how
perceptions, movements and actions are made possible and expectable through
architectural manifestations. Drawing on Biihler’s ([1934] 1999) notion of dis-
placement and multimodal narrative analysis (Konig and Oloff 2018), I also recon-
struct the perspective from which an imaginary space is established and describe
which linguistic, bodily, material and spatial resources are used for this purpose.

3.2. Creating an imaginary space at the table

3.2.1.  The architectural space I: The dining table

The first part of the storytelling takes place at the dining table. The dining table is
a common place for conversations; place and activity are so closely linked that a
special name has even been established for it: “table-talk” or “dinner-table conver-
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sations” (Keppler 1995; Blum-Kulka 1997). Figures 1 and 2 show the dining table
where the storytelling takes place:

Figures 1 and 2: The dining table

The dining table is located in a private residence (an old farmhouse), separated
from but close to the kitchen. Both the placement of the table in the dining room
of a private home and the things on it — sets of cutlery and plates, dishes, food
etc. — as well as their somewhat careless arrangement make it a private dining
table and distinguish it from a dining table in a restaurant or a conference or work-
ing table (although it can be converted to the latter). The table is surrounded by
six chairs of the same type. The sameness of the chairs can be read as a semiotic
expression for the expectation that interactions among equals take place here, as
they are typical for democratic societies (cf. Linke 2012: 206). The arrangement of
the chairs around the table invites the participants to sit, i. ., not to move around,
but to remain engaged in the activity and attentive to those involved in it. Linke
(2012: 203) refers to this as still-setting (“Still-Setzung”) of bodies, which in the
nineteenth century became accepted as the normal posture for the purpose of con-
versation. Furthermore, taking a seat arranges the participants’ bodies so that they
are in close proximity and turn their “personal fronts” (Goffman 1963: 25) towards
each other, with the tabletop concealing the lower and immobile body segments.
Visual attention is thus focused on the eating-related and communicative actions
performed with the upper body and head.

An essential element of the table is its flat (here: rectangular) surface. First of
all, it affords placing things on it — dishes, food, etc. — that can be either used in
the intended way (for eating) or functionalized for other activities such as story-
telling. It also allows the seated participants to put down their forearms or hands.
On the table’s surface, a set with plate, cup and cutlery delimits each participant’s
individual transactional segment, i. e., “the space into which he looks and speaks,
into which he reaches to handle objects” (Kendon 1990: 211). At the same time,
the participants also share the eating utensils in the middle of the table as an over-
lapping and “joint transactional segment,” which Kendon (1990: 211) refers to as
“o-space”. The o-space is the “space between the interlocutors over which they
agree to maintain joint jurisdiction and control” (1990: 211). In interactions that
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take place while standing or walking, the o-space must be actively established
by the participants turning towards each other and establishing an “F-formation”
(Kendon 1990: 211) or, in Goffman’s (1963: 95) words, an “eye-to-eye ecologic
huddle.” The spatial arrangement of seats around the table largely relieves the
participants of this work. It is characterized by the fact that “co-orientation” (“per-
ceived perception,” cf. Hausendorf 2003: 258, 2013) and “co-ordination” (the
movement necessary to stay within each other’s range of perception, Hausendorf
2013: 292) can be achieved easily and without much effort, even if participants are
not positioned face-to-face but side-by-side.

Overall, this embodied configuration — the immobility of the lower body seg-
ments and the bodily-visual orientation of the sitters towards a common center — is
designed for a longer-lasting “focused interaction” (Goffman 1963) in which the
participants can establish various topics and mobilize, direct and monitor the visual
attention of their co-participants.

In this sense, the dining table is essentially a social piece of furniture. By
handing each other eating utensils, eating, and talking, the participants in our case
study interpret and use the table as a locus of “sociable consumption” (Hausendorf
and Schmitt 2013: 41), and the focus of the conversation shifts fluidly between
the shared eating activity in the here and now and the talk about spatio-tempo-
rally distant events. Therefore, the dining table can be considered a “moderately
structured setting” (Jucker et al. 2018: 87). It is a physical arrangement that is not
purpose-built for one specific type of interaction, yet communication is frequent
and also partly pre-structured by its arrangement. The dining table, then, is not an
architecture-for-interaction made specifically for storytelling. It can also be used
to plan leisure activities, to negotiate contentious issues, to comment on food,
etc. (Keppler 1995; Heller 2012). However, the placement of the dining table in
a private sphere, where the interactions that take place between family members
and friends cannot be observed by outsiders, makes the dining table an ecological
niche for informal and personal communication, in which storytelling fits particu-
larly well.

3.2.2. Establishing a discourse space for storytelling

The story told in this case study recounts how the actor Heinz Drache, in the role of
the inspector, enters an English manor, waits in a kind of reception room or house
library and is approached by the owner of the house just in the exact moment when
he starts to take a sip of coffee. The punch line of the story is the seemingly sur-
prised “hm”, which from the narrator’s point of view is typical of the actor Heinz
Drache. We enter the joint meal at the point where Marten produces a gustatory
“hm”, which is used by Pete as a starting point for the storytelling. To do this, he
must first create a context in which his story thematically ties in with the ongoing
conversation.
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(1) Establishing “Heinz Drache” as a topic

001 MAR | <<f> HM:::;> |
| ((takes a bite of the roll)) |

002 (1.0)

003 PET DAS |war, |
that was

| ((1lifts the knife and looks at JUL)) |

004 JUL ((turns gaze to PET))

005 (0.9)

006 MAR <<nasal> ausgeZEICHnet;>
excellent

007 [MH: :; ]

008 PET [hEInz (.)] heinz DRAche;

020 PET ((puts bread on plate, rests elbows on table,
clasps hands together))

021 |heinz | DRACHe, (0.3)
| ((raises right index)) |
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022 PET SCHAUspieler,
actor

| ((nods)) |

The telling has a food-related comment as its starting point: Marten bites into
his roll and produces a lengthened and appreciative vocalization, a gustatory
“<<f> hm:::;>”. Pete, who is buttering his bread, picks up this vocalization with
a meta-discursive comment: “that was”. Simultaneously, he re-functionalizes his
knife to produce a variant of an “index up” gesture (Streeck 2011: 65), which
mobilizes the visual co-orientation of the co-participants. Simultaneously, he looks
at Julia, who turns her gaze to him. Marten collaboratively completes Pete’s turn
(Lerner 1992), which is ignored by Pete and replaced by an alternative completion:
“heinz DRAche”. With this name he refers to an actor with whom the two brothers
associate this vocalization. Julia receives this informing with a smile in the direc-
tion of Pete’s daughter Ella, whereupon Marten and Pete engage in imitating the
actor and another artist for a few seconds (not shown in the transcript). Thus, a
topical relevance (Hausendorf and Quasthoff 1996) has already been established
when Pete takes up “Heinz Drache” again. Pete initiates the communicative task
“topicalizing” (Hausendorf and Quasthoff 1996) by which the transition of the
turn-by-turn talk into the storytelling is achieved with a bodily action: he puts
his bread on the plate and rests both elbows on the table with the hands clasped
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together. In this way, he reorganizes his transactional segment: arms and hands are
no longer bound by operative acts of eating but can be used for communicative
purposes. The posture signalizes that the eating activity is temporarily suspended
and that talk becomes the main activity. From now on, affordances of the table that
are relevant for the storytelling activity come to the fore. The tabletop is no longer
treated as a carrier of eating utensils but as a demarcation between narrator and
listeners and later also as a projection surface for what is being narrated.

With his next move, Pete verbally states the topic, which is again accompanied
by an “index up” gesture that summons the visual co-orientation of the co-partic-
ipants, who (with the exception of the daughter) establish mutual gaze and smile
in response. The following utterance categorizes “Heinz Drache” as an “actor”,
thereby prompting the listeners to build up more specific expectations about the
topic of the conversation. At the same time, the speaker moves both hands briefly
away from his upper body into his gesture space in an open, slightly curved and
vertical position. His gaze is directed into the interaction space, while the other
participants are now all looking at him. One function of this gesture is to emphasize
the verbal categorization. At the same time, the pragmatic gesture also serves to
hold the visual attention of the audience and direct it to the gesture space, thereby
creating a jointly perceived space for what is about to come. Together with the
social category “actor”, the gesture thus foreshadows that this — still empty — space
will be used for a play and thus prepares the audience for the establishment of a
fictional scenario.

With the continuer “hm_HM?”, Marten displays both understanding and align-
ment with the telling activity (Stivers 2008). Pete is thus assigned the role of the
teller who has the right to hold the floor until story completion while the other par-
ticipants assume the interactive role of the listeners. At this point, the participants
have created a discourse space for a telling, whereby “space” is to be understood
as a metaphorical notion for the interactively established agreement to invest time
and attention for Pete’s story.

3.2.3.  The transition from here to there: Creating and populating an imaginary
space

Next, Pete establishes the imaginary space of the story world by introducing two
characters through linguistic and bodily means.

(2) Introducing the characters

024 PET (-) IMmer den inspektor mit m |trEnchcoat- |
always the inspector with a trenchcoat
|moves hands

from shoulders to center)) |
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025 in alten &h (.) edgar WALlace filmen.
in old uh edgar wallace films
026 (0.3)

027 JAC hm hm,
028 PET so eddi Arent |der BUTler, |

029 like eddi arent the butler
|holds rh palm up beyond table

edge |

030 |ne, [=der | REINkommt und
S0; ]
you know,=who walks in and
stuff

| ((leans upper body forwards)) |

031 MAR [((smiles, rests elbows on the table)) ]
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Within the short pause, Pete produces another pragmatic gesture. While his elbows

still rest on the table, he looks at his hands, with the eyes almost closed, and lets

the index fingers circle each other twice. With this gesture, the narrator indicates
that he is continuing the telling; at the same time, the circling movement can also
be seen as an indication of moving forward to the story beginning.

Subsequently, the speaker introduces two characters and relies on a practice
which I call “evoking space-through-character”. This practice contains four recur-
ring elements:

i. Embedded enactment of a category-bound activity. First, the speaker states
which character the actor usually impersonates: “always the inspector with a
trench coat”. “Inspector” is a social category that is “inference-rich” (Sacks
1972). Thus, the noun does not merely denote the character but is metonym-
ically associated with particular spaces (Schwitalla 2012). Embedded in the
utterance and temporally coordinated with the noun is a brief enactment of
a category-bound activity (Sacks 1972), the putting on or closing of a typ-
ical piece of clothing. Since this activity is tied to the social category, its
enactment mobilizes further common expectations about attributes associ-
ated with the category, such as typical characteristics, actions, habitats of an
inspector.

ii. Evoking an imaginary space through lamination of corporeal frames. For the
enactment, the speaker takes his elbows off the table and physically positions
himself so that the hands are free to move while his gaze is directed into the
interactional space. The change in posture indicates a “change in footing”
(Goffman 1981: 128): the upper body of the speaker becomes the upper body
of the actor at the moment of the gesture. The effect is a “lamination of bodies
or corporeal frames” (Ehmer 2011: 155; Stukenbrock 2014: 87; Heller 2018,
2019), in which the speaker bodily places himself in the role of the actor. The
embodied displacement goes hand in hand with evoking an imaginary space,
which is constructed from the character’s perspective. By putting himself in
the place of a character who acts in space, the speaker instructs the audience to
reorganize the indexical ground by fading out the actual configuration of the
dining table and to “see” it instead as a stage for fictitious events. Thus, the
bodily displacement also contextualizes the fictional frame.

iii. Multiperspectival setting of the stage. The displacement into the character is
realized solely at the corporeal level; at the verbal level, the speaker remains in
the role of the narrator who recounts the event from the observer’s perspective.
Thus, he acts in two roles simultaneously: verbally as a narrator, and corpore-
ally as a character in the story. Schmitt and Deppermann (2010: 207) describe
such a “splitting” of the speaker into two roles with the term “role mix”, in
which linguistic and bodily resources are used to simultaneously perform dif-
ferent tasks. These brief role mixes bring about a multiperspectival “setting [of]
the stage” (Dingemanse et al. 2017: 137) for the story.

printed on 2/9/2023 7:44 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

Imaginary spaces in storytelling 225

iv. Expansion. The introduction of the character is expanded by the speak-
er-as-narrator, with the effect of fleshing out and enriching the imaginary sce-
nario (Kinalzik and Heller 2020) both spatially and socially. Here, the speaker
makes reference to a context that is charged with cultural meaning: “in old
uh (.) edgar WALlace films”. The knowledgeable listener is thereby instructed
to call up knowledge about genre-specific places. This is precisely what Jacob
indicates in line 27 through a display of understanding.

Another actor-character combination, “eddi arent the butler”, is introduced in
a very similar way. At first, we only hear and see the narrator who projects an
enactment by using the vagueness/focus marker (Ningelgen and Auer 2017) “so”
(‘like’). Embedded in the verbal utterance is a brief enactment of a category-bound
activity of the butler (i) with which the speaker places himself in the role of the
character (ii). Temporally coordinated with the noun phrase, he holds the open
hand with the palm upwards in front of the slightly bent upper body to enact the
carrying of a tray. In addition to verbal and physical resources, the dining table
itself is also significant here: by moving towards the edge of the table, the speak-
er-as-butler implicitly instructs the audience to blend the edge with a threshold.
Now the edge becomes a material anchor that entails further spatial implications.
The attentive spectator can activate their spatial knowledge and virtually comple-
ment the door frame and the spaces on both sides of the door without them actually
being explicitly mentioned. Notably, the imaginary space is also characterized by
a specific social ecology. Together with the social category of the butler, the enact-
ment evokes a socially structured living space: the room the butler enters is the
living space of the house owners (the table surface), the space he comes from is
the working space of the servants.

Again, the speaker acts in two roles at the same time (iii): while his voice takes
up the role of the narrator, his body impersonates the character. Next, the intro-
duction of the character is expanded (iv). Together with the following turn-con-
structional unit, which is prefaced with a tag question that marks the knowledge as
already shared, the speaker moves his upper body towards the edge of the table. In
this way, he enacts a typical activity of the butler and simultaneously enriches the
imaginary space. Verbally, he uses the deictic verb of motion “reinkommen” (‘to
come in’). The verb denotes a bodily movement to a place “where either the speaker
or the addressee is located at either the coding time or the reference time” (Fillmore
1997: 77). In the present context, this place is deictically anchored to the here-and-
now of the narrator. Thus, the verbally described movement is not a movement
towards the speaker’s actual origo in the here-and-now but a movement within the
narrated space (where the table surface represents the inside of the house). Marten
displays his understanding and amusement through a smile. The fact that he rests
his elbows on the table demonstrates that he, just like the teller, has suspended the
eating activity and is devoting his attention entirely to Pete’s telling.
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According to Biihler’s ([1934] 1999) systematics, Pete’s bodily displacements
constitute an instance of the second type of deixis in the imagination. While the
teller remains seated, his upper body is moving, acting and perceiving from the
character’s perspective. The character’s speech, however, is not yet animated. In
this part of the story, then, the displacement is confined to the corporeal and spatial
dimension, while the teller’s voice is reserved for the narrator. For both teller and
audience, this requires a reorganization of the indexical ground, which involves
relating what is heard and seen in a specific way. Remarkably, the imaginary space
of an English manor is hardly described explicitly but rather evoked — through cul-
turally charged references to film contexts, bodily enactments of category-bound
activities that also exploit material resources such as the edge of table. These
resources are combined with deictic verbs of motion to invoke both a socially and
spatially structured imaginary scene. In their study of place references in story
beginnings, Dingemanse et al. (2017) observe that initial verbal place references
provide an anchor for other story elements and tend to build up expectations about
activities and actors. The present case shows that this also works the other way
round: The bodily enactment of actors and their category-bound activities also
provides a basis for the listeners’ inferences and expectations about space and
setting.

3.2.4. Elaborating a course of events in the imaginary space

After characters and place are introduced, the narrator turns to the communica-
tive task of “elaborating and/or dramatizing” (Hausendorf and Quasthoff 1996)
a course of events which encompasses (3) the inspector’s request for entry
and greeting at the front door, (4) offer of coffee inside the house, (5) receipt
of coffee and departure of the lady of the house, (6) waiting in the living room
with the coffee cup. To make it easier for the reader to understand how differ-
ent imaginary spaces are established in this segment, each event is presented
separately.

(3) Request for entry and greeting at the front door

031 PET ((moves hands from shoulders to center))
032 un_er kam immer REIN,

and he always came 1in
033 irgendwie meistens |SO ne klingel |

somehow usually a bell like this
| ((pulls down hand)) |
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oder |klock klock KLOCK, |

or clock clock clock
| ((knocks 3x at empty space beyond table
edge) )

(0.7)

|und dann die DAme | des hauses,

and then the lady of the house

| ((places hand in empty space over the table
surface)) |

oder irgendwer (.) macht AUF,
or somebody opens up
und SO-

and like

(0.8)
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040 |<<t> JA; =is mister MH mh | zuhause,>=
well is mister mh mh at home
| ((Looks to the left)) |
041 =und dann (.) |<<h> ja ha> kommen sie doch
REIN.>|
042 and then yes do come in

| ((looks to the right)) |
043 <<t> |HM.> |
| ((looks to the left, nods)) |
044 (0.6)

By putting the imaginary trench coat back on (line 31), the teller again places
himself in the role of the inspector. He then jumps into the role of the narrator
(line 32) and verbally introduces two alternative door scenarios (ringing the bell
or knocking). The narrator does not need to mention the inspector verbally again
when enacting this; the pronoun “he” refers anaphorically to the previously embod-
ied inspector. Short enactments (ringing the bell, knocking) are embedded in the
verbal telling, with the modal “so” projecting the bodily action. The enactments are
coordinated either with a nominal phrase, which contains a familiar architectural
element (“SO ne klingel” — ‘such a bell”) or the onomatopoeic knocking (line 34).
The mentioning of the bell and the enactment of the knocking evoke the image of a
front door and a building to which it belongs. Since doors are architectures-for-in-
teraction and associated with particular types of interaction, e. g., greetings and
conversational openings, this architectural concept can also be used as a resource
by the narrator to activate a certain script knowledge.! During the enactment, the
gaze is not directed towards the listeners but towards the imaginary door. Again,
the speaker simultaneously acts in two roles: verbally, he depicts the action from
the perspective of the narrator, while he bodily enacts the inspector. By placing the
ringing and knocking just above the edge of the table, the listeners can blend the
edge of the table with the doorstep and complete the doorframe in their imagina-
tion. This also implies that the surface of the table now becomes the inside of the
house. In the role of the narrator, the speaker then refers to the lady of the house
(another social category that even entails a place reference) and simultaneously
places his right hand in the empty space over the table surface. At this moment
the hand becomes a token for the lady, with the effect that the listeners can “see”
the lady in the house. For the description of the subsequent event, another deictic
verb of motion (“aufmachen” — ‘open the door to sb.”) is used, which is deictically
anchored in the here-and-now of the narrator.

Then, the quotative “and (she) like” projects a constructed dialogue involving
the inspector and the lady (lines 40—43). This is the first time that a longer enact-

I I would like to thank Heiko Hausendorf for drawing my attention to this aspect.
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ment is performed. The enactment of the dialogue involves a change of footing
(Goffman 1981: 128): the teller’s voice animates the characters’ voices, making
the teller multivoiced (Volosinov 1986: 120) or polyphonic (Bakhtin 1981). The
teller no longer uses the table edge and table surface. Instead, the systematic use of
different pitch registers (cf. Tannen 2007; Giinthner 1999), postures and head/eye
movements (Ehmer 2011) enable the listeners to reorganize the indexical ground
and identify who is speaking. While the lady’s voice is marked throughout by a
high pitch register, an upright posture and a leftward gaze, the inspector’s voice
is marked by a lower pitch register, slightly bent torso and a rightward gaze. This
invites the listeners to imagine two people facing each other.

The subject of the dialogue is the request for admission and thus a change of place.
The deictic verb of motion “come in” is deictically anchored in the imaginary
space and leads both the inspector and the listeners into a new space: the interior
of the house. The pause (line 44) marks the characters’ transition.

(4) Offer of coffee inside the house

045 PET |<<h> kafFEE, > |
coffee
| looks to the right)) |
046 |<<t> JOA.> |
yes
| ((looks to the left, raises both hands, palm
open)) |
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047 kafFEE bekommen,

got coffee
048 (0.6)
049 MAR ((laughs briefly))
050 PET | IMmer in unter mit untertasse,

always in sau with saucer
| ((takes his cup and holds his other palm
under it)) |

051
right?
052 MAR <<:-)> ja STIMMT;>
yes true
053 (0.6)

After the pause, the constructed dialogue continues, with the teller using the same
resources to assign his voice to different characters. After the enactment of offering
and accepting a cup of coffee, the résumé “got coffee” with a change from present
tense to past perfect and a decrease in body tension marks the end of the staged
dialogue, which Marten approves with laughter. Parallel to the next utterance (line
50), the speaker picks up his breakfast cup and holds his left hand flat under it.
He thus removes a “thing-at-hand” (Streeck 1996), i. e., an object that is available
and grasp-able in the setting, from its primary context of use. By holding his palm
under the mug, he transforms it into a cup with a saucer. The speaker’s gaze at
his hands invites the listeners to direct their visual attention towards the object.
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A response solicitation marker (Jefferson 1978) secures the participants’ shared
understanding. Together with the pause, it also marks the end of this segment.

(5) Receipt of coffee and departure of the lady of the house

054 PET ((turns to the left, l1lh grasps something
imaginary))

055 |HIER, |
here (you are)
| ((brings 1lh in front of upper body to rh)) |

056 |ich HOle den den herrn schon.= |
I’711 just go get the man of the house
| (( leads 1h past upper body to the right)) |

.fe
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After the handing over of the coffee has already been described from the narrator’s
perspective, the speaker jumps back in the story and re-enacts this event. Using his
upper body, he displaces himself into the character of the lady and enacts the fetch-
ing of the coffee by turning to the left (line 54). At the same time, his right hand
continues to hold the breakfast cup, which the audience is expected to ignore at this
moment. When his upper body is turned forward again and his left hand crosses
his right, he acts out the lady’s “here [you are]” (line 55). The local adverb marks
the handing over of the coffee; together with the meeting of the hands it instructs
the audience to now include the real cup in the enactment as a representative of the
coffee just handed over in the story.

The speaker then moves his left hand across his torso. By further animating the
lady’s speech and having her say “T’ll just go get the man of the house” (line 56), he
turns his left hand into a token for the lady. The hand thus becomes a symbol for the
referent and employs a depictive practice that Streeck (2008) refers to as “model-
ling”. The audience can now see the lady moving out of the room while the inspec-
tor, represented by the right hand with the mug, remains standing in the imagined
room. To use Biihler’s terminology, the teller has created an instance that represents
the first type of deixis in the imagination (“The mountain comes to Mohammed”):
something absent (the lady) is summoned into the existing perceptual order. In this
way he establishes a “token space” (Liddell 1995), i. e., a kind of miniature stage
or miniature world (Streeck 2008) in front of his upper body. Compared to the
introductory segments, the speaker uses voice and body in the opposite way: While
his hands depict the event from the observer’s viewpoint, his voice enacts the event
from the lady’s (i. e., the character’s) perspective. We will see in a moment that this
reversal in resource use is related to the story approaching its climax.

(6) Waiting with the coffee cup

057 =irgendwie dann |STEHt er da immer so, |
somehow then he always stands there like
this
| ((brings 1h under the mug)) |
058 I (=) I
|lets his eyes wander)) |
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The next narrative segment sets up the climax of the story. For this, the teller first
switches to the role of the narrator and announces a typical characteristic of the
inspector (“and then he always stands there like that”). Projected by the modal
deictic “so”, the teller puts himself physically in the inspector’s place and enacts
how he looks around with the coffee in his hand.

3.2.5. How the dining table is used to create an imaginary space

The way the teller (and the listeners) handled things on the table (or stopped doing
so by putting down the cutlery) marked a change from talking as an accompanying
activity to talking as the main activity. In the course of the telling, the table was
treated as a projection surface for evoking an imaginary space. Through enact-
ments of category-bound activities that were accompanied by movements towards
the edge of the table, the latter was turned into a material anchor point that had fur-
ther spatial implications. The teller then relied on the listeners’ spatial knowledge
and ability to virtually complement a door frame and the spaces on both sides of
the door. Likewise, inferentially rich context reference (“old Edgar Wallace films™)
counted on the listeners’ knowledge about typical settings and events.

It also became visible that the table afforded opportunities for different types
of displacements. The teller either used his upper body in order to assume the role
of a character (character perspective) or he used his hand as a token representing
a character (observer perspective). In the former case, the table was also used as a
reservoir of potential props from which the narrator could select “things-at-hand”,
for instance a mug, and incorporate them into his enactment. Enactments of a char-
acter did not extend to all origo dimensions at once but were limited to the dimen-
sion of the body or the voice. This supports Stukenbrock’s (2014: 73) suggestion
that the origo should be conceptualized “not as a big, sealed unit where all three
dimensions are invariably bound together, but rather as a flexibly constructed, mul-
ti-facetted package whose different dimensions can be unpacked independently.”
Furthermore, it could be observed that the teller switched flexibly between the two
types of displacement and perspectivations depending on narrative and interactive
requirements (cf. Quasthoff 2002). For instance, longer enactments occurred in
those structural elements that prepared the climax of the story.

3.3. Creating an imaginary space in the dining room

3.3.1.  The architectural space II: The dining room

For the climax of the story, a part of the dining room was transformed into a stage.
Again, we first examine the spatial architecture of the dining room as such. There is
a mostly empty area in front of the dining table that is stand-on-able and walk-on-
able. This space is actually just a passageway, for example from the kitchen to the
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dining table, and is not specifically designed for conversing in. At the same time,
the lack of a strongly pre-structured layout means it can be used flexibly. When
used accordingly, the room can be perceived as a space of its own: to the front it
is demarcated by the rectangular table, to the sides by two walls, to the back it is
separated from the room behind it by trusses.

Figure 3: The dining room

For the storytelling activity, the area of the dining room was turned into a stage
where the actor could move his whole body in a three-dimensional space. Such
greater mobility is associated with a privileged and prominent visibility (Hausen-
dorf and Schmitt 2013: 10). A central difference to the spatial configuration at the
table is that the actor on stage is now further apart from the other participants,
whose seats are turned into an auditorium. The spatial separation of stage and audi-
torium, of actors and spectators, is similar to the spatial configuration in the theater
(Turner 1982: 112) and associated with an asymmetry of perceptual perspectives:
While the actor is acting and perceiving in an imaginary space on stage — i. e.,
generally not looking at the audience — the latter remains seated, turns around on
their chairs if necessary and directs their gaze towards the actor for the duration
of the performance. Furthermore, the establishment of a temporary stage gener-
ates expectations regarding the nature of the further storytelling activity. Since the
place of a “stage” is closely connected with the notion of “drama”, the transition to
the stage also suggests that the story is approaching its dramatic climax.

3.3.2.  Transforming the dining room into a stage

To perform the climax of the story on a virtual stage, the teller must first transform
the physical space of the dining room into an imaginary space.
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(7) Wandering and looking around

059 PET |geht RUM und guckt sich um, |
walks around and looks around

| ((gets up)) |

060 PET ((goes to the back))

061 | GUCKT so- |
looks like this
| ((looks over the shoulder while walking)) |

062 loh o BUcher und so; |
oh o books and stuff
| ((continues walking)) |
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063 [|setzt AN,
I']
starts
| ((holds the cup briefly to his mouth, looks
to MAR)) |
064 MAR [ ((looks at PET attentively, smiles)) ]
065 JAC [((looks at PET)) ]

066 MAR ((leans backwards, smiles))
067 (0.7)

While the teller gets up and slips inside the skin of the inspector, he describes his
action from the narrator’s perspective (line 59). The simultaneous description and
embodiment enable the teller to take the character from the old to the new imagi-
nary space. By tilting his head and looking overtly into what is actually an empty
space, he instructs the audience to reorganize the indexical ground and laminate an
imaginary reception room onto the architectural space in front of the table. Parallel
to his walking as an actor, the teller also describes the action from the narrator’s
perspective, using deictic verbs of motion and perception (walking around, looking
around) that support the construction of an imaginary space.

The subsequent description “looks like this” accompanies another action of the
inspector, this way making it noticeable. At the same time, it signals the beginning
of the enacted talk. In the next moment the teller transposes himself not only phys-
ically but also with his voice into the inspector and acts out his comment “oh_o
books”. The enacted “noticing” (Schegloff 2007: 219) of the inspector further
enriches the imaginary space; the listeners are now encouraged to see the inspector
with his coffee cup in a kind of library. The plural “books” and the teller’s slightly
upward gaze are enough to trigger the idea of a library. Like doors (Section 3.2.4),
libraries are an architectural concept that can be used as a resource in storytelling
to evoke a certain spatial image and, beyond that, expectations about typical inter-
actions that take place in it. With “and so” the teller’s voice returns to the narrator
role. In the same way, the narrator employs a description (“starts (to drink)”) to
enhance the relevance of an action that is actually banal, the bringing of the cup to
his mouth. This action is interrupted shortly before its endpoint. Together with the
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emphatically clear speaking, this break in expectation results in the building up of
suspense. In this moment, the teller looks at Marten and Jacob and checks whether
they did in fact register the detail (line 63), which both confirm through smile and
gaze (line 64-65).

Once again, the teller acts in two roles at the same time: the action performed
is continuously commented on from the narrator’s perspective. It is remarkable
that this mix of roles, which could already be observed during the telling at the
table, is now also continued on stage. This suggests that it has a special function
for the illustrative storytelling (Schwitalla 1991). The narrator’s commentary on
the action serves to instruct the audience where they should focus their gaze. They
should not simply receive the enactment in one way or another but direct their
attention to certain details that are important for the point the teller is trying to
make. By interweaving the narrator’s and the actor’s roles, the teller accomplishes
what Goodwin (1994) refers to as “instructed vision”, 1. ., the progressive accom-
plishment of observable and reportable embodied actions.

3.3.3.  Enacting the point of the story

Acting with the whole body enables the teller to embody two persons at the same
time with different parts of the body and to enact the climax of the story with a
multidimensional displacement.

(8) Being surprised by the house owner from behind

068 PET |und genau in DEM moment, |
and that very moment
| ((turns his back to the table)) |
069 ((moves left arm backwards upwards, then index
downwards step by step))

070 JAC [ ((laughs, smiles)) ]
071 PET [kommt der HERR die treppe runter] (woher auch
immer),
comes the gentleman down the stairs (or from
wherever)
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072 | <<h> AH inspektor [Ja;>
ah inspector yeah
| ((points backwards with his head)) |

073 ((sips his cup))
074 | <<h> HM: ;> |

075 | ((turns around with the cup at his mouth)) |

With a time reference to the central point of the event, the teller foreshadows the
decisive event, thereby mobilizing the attention of the audience. At the same time,
he puts his body in the required position (line 68) by turning his back to the table.
Now a “body torque” (Schegloff 1998) enables the speaker to embody two char-
acters simultaneously, each with a different form of displacement, and to depict an
event for which their spatial constellation is essential.

Schegloff (1998: 536) defines body torque as a postural configuration that is
characterized by “divergent orientations of body sectors above and below the neck
and waist, respectively”. In the cases described by Schegloff, these postural con-
figurations enable interlocutors to “display engagement with multiple courses of
action and interactional involvements, and different ranking of those courses of
action and involvements” (Schegloff 1998: 536). Because lower body segments
generally provide the baseline home position for upper segments (Kendon 1990:
248), the co-participants can recognize which of the two simultaneous activities is
to be continued. In the present example, the teller uses the body torque as a narra-
tive resource for the simultaneous enactment of two characters. While most parts
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of his body embody the main character of the inspector, the forefinger of the arm
pointing upwards becomes a token for another character and traces how he comes
down an imaginary staircase behind the inspector. Furthermore, the audience not
only sees another figure but also adds another floor to the imaginary space.

With the help of body torque, the speaker assigns individual body parts to
different personae: his body becomes the inspector’s body and acts and perceives
from his perspective (character viewpoint). His left finger becomes a token for
another figure (observer viewpoint) and depicts how he approaches the inspector
from behind. Interestingly, this approach is first depicted gesturally and only then
described by the narrator (line 71) by mentioning another architectural concept,
“the stairs” (line 71), which, together with the person reference “gentleman” and
the deictic verb of motion “coming down” further confirms the impression of a
large and stately house already implicitly evoked before. By only revealing after-
wards who exactly the index finger represents, the teller manages to increase the
suspense even further. At the same time, the description also functions as a prel-
ude to another constructed dialogue, whereby a brief head pointing (Wilkins et al.
2007) in the house owner’s direction indexes who is speaking. By bringing the left
arm close to the body, the speaker then places himself completely in the role of
the inspector, who at first remains in his position and takes a sip of coffee, then —
supposedly surprised — turns around and utters a high pitched “hm”. This “hm” is
the point of the story. It is solely enacted and not verbally commented on. At the
moment of the punch line, the teller for the first time produces a multidimensional
displacement involving the dimensions of body, voice, space and time, with every-
one present looking at him.

3.3.4. Leaving the stage: Closing and transition

The following actions contribute to the communicative task of closing and transi-
tion. This involves the participants leaving the world of the story and returning to
the here and now.
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(9) Appreciation of the performance/story

076 MAR ((laulghs)) ]
077 JAC [ ((laughs, slams fist on table))]
078 JUL [ ((smiles)) ]

080 PET [ ((shakes head)) ]
081 [ | IMmer. I']
always

| ((forms a circle with thumb and index,
briefly bends knees)) |

082 MAR [ha ha °h ]
083 es 1is Original-=

it is orginal
084 =er MUSste erst Ansetzen [bevor die NACHste

handlung einse-]
he first had to put on (the cup) before the
next action could begin
085 PET [ ((goes back to his
chair)) 1

¥
E

[

i

i

The listeners show their appreciation of the punch line of the story through loud
laughter, slamming the fist on the table and throwing their upper bodies back and
forth (lines 76—78). This release of tension embodies a moment of shared affec-
tivity. Simultaneously, Pete switches back to the role of the commentator, thereby
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dissolving the imaginary space. As a commentator, he conveys his affective stance
on the inspector’s unexpected and incomprehensible quirk by shaking his head.
The typicalityof this quirk for the character is further emphasized through a ges-
ture of precision grip (Kendon 2004), which is accompanied by a brief kneel-
ing and an “always”. With his return to the table, the teller performs the “transi-
tioning” (Hausendorf and Quasthoff 1996) to the turn-by-turn talk, in which the
participants continue to imitate the inspector for a short while before turning to
another topic.

3.3.5.  How the dining room is used to create an imaginary space

The simultaneous description and embodiment of the inspector in the transition
from the table to the dining room enabled the teller to take the character along from
the old to the new imaginary space and to establish a conceptual link between the
two spaces. By simultaneously walking and looking around and verbally describ-
ing the action, the imaginary space of a reception room was laminated onto the
three-dimensional space of the dining room. This space was stand-on-able and
walk-on-able and thus afforded the speaker greater mobility and a privileged and
prominent visibility. The result was a spatial configuration similar to that of a
theater, with a separation of stage and auditorium and an asymmetry of perceptual
perspectives. While the teller-as-actor acted and perceived in the imaginary space,
the audience directed their visual attention to the stage. The affordance of acting
with the whole body made complex bodily practices of telling-and-enacting pos-
sible: a body torque was used as a narrative resource to simultaneously represent
two characters and at the same time to further enrich the imaginary space. Remark-
ably, the simultaneous telling-and-enacting continued on stage. The accompanying
commentary of the narrator served to direct the co-participants’ attention to certain
details that were important for the point of the story and thus to accomplishing an
instructed vision of the climax.

4. Conclusion

The article discussed different conceptions of imaginary space in narrative research.
What comes into the focus of investigation in each case is closely related to the
technical development and scientific use of recording methods. Studies that rely
on audio recordings mainly discuss and elucidate audible phenomena that could be
traced in the transcript: the orientation as a structural element of the narrative text
as well as linguistic resources for creating an imaginary space and for orientation
and locomotion within this space. Video recordings have given research a possibil-
ity to also explore bodily and material resources as well as the architectural space
in which the storytelling takes place.
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Taking Biihler’s ([1934] 1999) notion of displacement as a starting point, pre-
vious research has generated a fairly detailed knowledge about linguistic resources
for establishing imaginary spaces. A range of resources have been described, includ-
ing those that actually do not refer to places, buildings, furniture and so on, but
rather to social categories or events. The spaces associated with these categories or
events then need to be inferred by the audience. This shows that creating imaginary
spaces in storytelling heavily relies on socio-cultural knowledge. Furthermore,
previous research demonstrated that the choice of forms and the level of detail and
explicitness with which joint imaginary spaces are established are adapted to the
recipients and to the type and point of the story. Multimodal research has concep-
tualized displacements as layering effects and has shown that such layerings are
not restricted to the dimension of space but can also involve voice and body. This
research has just begun to describe in detail the narrative use of different bodily
resources and their coordination throughout the process of storytelling. Research
considering the physical spaces in which storytelling takes place has furthered
our knowledge by distinguishing between different conceptual spaces: architec-
tural space, interactional space, individual behavioral space, imaginary space. The
notion of architectures-for-interaction has been introduced to point to the fact that
architectural spaces provide clues for how they can be used for interaction. The
interplay between different architectures-for-interaction and storytelling has not
yet been systematically examined.

The case study has made a first attempt to explore storytelling within two
everyday interactional architectures, at the dining table and in the dining room.
The analysis showed how the dining table is designed for sociable consump-
tion, in which storytelling also has its place. It was also demonstrated how the
interlocutors make use of its specific affordances for evoking imaginary worlds
in highly flexible ways. The narrative use of the dining table and room is part
of the dynamic arrangement of the specific interactional space that is needed
for the story to be told. Within the emerging interactional spaces, the respective
architecture-for-interaction was used in certain ways, while others were ignored.
For the duration of the telling, the dining table was no longer used for eating, but
instead treated as a projection surface and material anchor point for the recipients
to construct spatial phenomena such as a door. Furthermore, the table provided
a reservoir of potential props from which the speaker could select “things at
hand”, for instance a mug, and incorporate them into his enactment. As a stand-
on-able and walk-on-able space, the dining room, or more precisely, the pas-
sage area in this room, though not specifically designed for talk, nevertheless
allowed for complex practices of telling-and-enacting and for simultaneously
representing two characters at the climax of the story. The affordances of the
interactional architectures were thus sequentially coordinated with the commu-
nicative jobs of storytelling: while the introductory jobs and the preparation of
the climax were accomplished at the dining table, the punch line of the story was
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produced in the dining room. The transition to the next activity was achieved
by returning to the table and resuming eating. Furthermore, telling at the table
never involved a displacement in more than one dimension. In contrast, the din-
ing room, which allowed more mobility and visibility for the teller, was used
for a multidimensional displacement in the dimensions of body, voice, time and
space.

This shows that interactional architectures do indeed play a central role in
storytelling. In the course of a storytelling activity, dynamic changes between
physical spaces can take place. This requires teller and listeners to adapt their
mutual co-orientation and co-ordination and to flexibly reconfigure the indexi-
cal ground. Throughout the entire process, linguistic, bodily, material and spatial
resources were coordinated to evoke, enrich, expand and finally dissolve an imag-
inary space.

In addition, interaction architectures played a role in another respect. Teller and
listeners drew on concepts of architecture-for-interaction, e. g., door, bell, books,
to evoke certain spatial ideas that were relevant to the story. Mentioning individ-
ual details is apparently sufficient, as these concepts are part of the participants’
social-topographical knowledge (Hausendorf and Schmitt 2016) that is activated to
relate these individual elements to typical places such as an entrance or reception
room.

An important task for future research is to investigate storytelling in differ-
ent — private and institutional — architectural spaces in order to better understand
if and how architectures-for-interaction invite and shape storytelling. It also needs
to be clarified what effect various architectures have on the selection of resources
that tellers (and listeners) mobilize for the establishment of imaginary spaces. For
the study of these phenomena, it is important not to forget that actors may ignore
architectural affordances or use them in different ways than expected.
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9. Developmental perspectives on doing talk about
space

Anna Filipi

Abstract: The study of the spatial skills of young children has occupied consid-
erable research interest. Increasingly, the analytical interest in this research has
been on children’s spatial language ability beyond simply showing understanding
and use of a large number of spatial words. Miller et al. (2016), for example, point
to the importance of young children’s ability to supply information or to describe
the spatial placement of objects in an environment which they claim is key to the
development of spatial skills linked to future success in science and mathematics.
However, while the content of what children say is important, so too are their
pragmatic abilities to take into account their co-speakers’ spatial perspective, how
much information they can assume them to have, and how to assess an overall spa-
tial outcome. This chapter will start with an overview of the research on children’s
development of skills in spatial interaction more broadly, and then focus more spe-
cifically on research concerned with the interactions of children aged 7 and 10-12
using a map task. The aim in doing so is to highlight the ways in which studies of
interaction can elucidate what children are able to do when they are obliged to take
spatial perspectives into account, use spatial terms in their instructions and talk
about the outcome of the spatial task.

Keywords: map-task, children’s interaction, multimodality, preference organisa-
tion, frames of reference, Conversation Analysis, cognition, sociality

1. Introduction

Talk about space is an important, everyday social activity. People experience the
world spatially when they take part in physical activity to drive, walk, play sport;
when they shop, cook, eat and use objects; when they follow and give instructions
for a range of purposes; and in the case of children, when they play and engage
in formal and informal learning activities in the home and at school. As many of
these activities involve interaction, space occupies a central place in our interac-
tions, and is reflected in the ways in which we talk about and share our spatial
experiences of the world. For this reason, developmental perspectives on spatial
skills and cognition, and the ways that we use language to talk about space, have
been a preoccupation of researchers in a number of fields including anthropology,
psychology, education and linguistics.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110693713-009
In: Andreas H. Jucker and Heiko Hausendorf (eds.). (2022). Pragmatics of Space, 251-277. Berlin/Boston:
De Gruyter Mouton.
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An underlying theoretical interest in this work that has sparked debate has been
the question of universality, and the relationship between language development
and conceptual learning. Spatial cognition is claimed to have potential for elucidat-
ing how the two are connected (Bloom et al. 1996; Dasen and Mishra 2010; Landau
et al. 2010; Shusterman and Li 2016). One view, that adopts a neo-Whorfian, lin-
guistic relativity position, holds that language shapes concepts and impacts cogni-
tive development (Levinson 2003). A more cognitive view proposes that concepts
exist independently of language and that language is the vehicle to give expression
to concepts not essential to their acquisition (Pinker 2002). A third contends that
language and conceptual development occur in parallel to each other (Tomasello
1995).

In relating linguistic relativity to spatial interaction, a major issue is whether
the same cognitive processes are at play in cultures that, for example, adopt a
particular frame of reference in navigating their way through space. Specifically,
the issue is whether the frame of reference is geocentric, where the viewpoint is
environment-centred, or whether it is egocentric, where the viewpoint is object- or
viewer-centred. An underlying motivation is to understand whether these “pref-
erences” can be explained by differences between cultures, resolution of which
might provide evidence for or against universality.

Notwithstanding that the above issues remain contested, or at best unanswered,
exploring what children do with language provides an opportunity to understand
the sets of skills they draw on at different moments in time. Included in such a
skill set is how they use interactional resources to solve issues that might arise
as they work to restore intersubjectivity; how, when and if they take the perspec-
tives of others or engage in spatial tasks that involve collaboration when talking
about space; and how they provide feedback and assess outcomes. Furthermore,
acknowledging the indexicality of children’s (inter)actions, where space is a mat-
ter for perception, understanding and sensemaking, irrespective of whether such
interactions are space-sensitive, is important. The above gives rise to the need for
close attention to how children use language in situ, which is a major concern of
pragmatics. In the process of such close attention, which is the interest of the cur-
rent chapter, opportunities may also arise to “see” how spatial cognition is actual-
ised or made visible as children work collaboratively to reach understanding in the
interests of completing a map task.

This chapter starts by providing a necessarily brief overview of spatial cogni-
tion broadly and developmentally, a brief discussion about young children’s devel-
opment of perspective through the lens of Theory of Mind (Baron-Cohen et al.
2000), and displays of cognition through interaction and storytelling. It will then
focus primarily on the interactions of older children’s (aged 7 and 10-12) prag-
matic spatial skills in research that has used map tasks. In this part of the review,
the focus will be on how children take each other’s perspectives and knowledge
states into consideration when providing task instructions and route directions for
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path drawing, and what this looks like at the two sets of ages. Next the chapter
briefly describes the data and analytic approaches used for the analysis of the six
samples presented from the closing phase of a map task where the analytical con-
cerns are with preference organisation and multimodal turn design. The analyses
are intended to illustrate and build on the discussion of pragmatic skills focused
on in the review. The conclusion will summarise key findings and suggest impli-
cations.

2. Previous studies
2.1. Spatial frames of reference and children’s spatial cognition

Three components of spatial cognition which have provided a locus for the study of
differences between languages are deixis, topology and frames of reference (Bow-
erman and Choi 2003; Levinson 2003). A speaker’s frame of reference is the one
selected for direction-giving and navigation through space, and for locating objects
in an environment. Investigations of spatial navigation have found important dif-
ferences between cultures, as there are for social norms more generally (Bruner
1990). As Bruner notes, culture is the locus where meaning through language is
shaped and reshaped, internalised and externalised. In western languages such as
English, speakers adopt an egocentric frame of reference while in languages such
as Arrernte, Guugu Yimithirr and Tzeltal, they adopt a geocentric frame of refer-
ence (Brown 2013; Brown and Levinson 1993; Dasen and Mishra 2010; Levinson
2003; Wilkins 2006). In an egocentric frame of reference, the speaker’s viewpoint
is intrinsic, object- or viewer-centred or deictic (Tversky 1996), also referred to as
relative by Levinson (2003). In using an object-centred perspective, the object in
an environment is the anchor or origo so that space (or movement through space)
is expressed in relation to the object (its left, right, front and back). In taking a
viewer-centred perspective, the speaker is the origo so that objects or landmarks
are described with reference to the speaker’s left, right, front and back. In a geocen-
tric frame of reference, the viewpoint is extrinsic or environment-centred (Taylor
and Tversky 1996; Tversky 1996) or absolute (Levinson 2003). Speakers use the
fixed coordinates of north, south, east and west or other references to features in
the landscape such as uphill and downhill to describe landmarks or to direct each
other through an environment.

Turning to children, Acredolo (1977) and Piaget and Inhelder (1967) described
children’s spatial development as starting with an intrinsic, own viewpoint first,
inherent in the sensorimotor stage (Piaget and Inhelder 1967), so that concepts
and spatial terms left, right, and the topographical in, on, back, front, up and down
in relation to their position in a space are in place from the age of five (Johnston
1988). By the age of ten, children show increasing use and experience of the con-
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cepts, necessary for more abstract conceptual and spatial development. Devel-
opmentally, this can be described as a process of movement through a projective
perspective necessary in coordinating different perspectives of an object and the
self that will lead to an understanding of Euclidean concepts related to measure-
ment and distance in a landscape (but see Mandler 2007, for an alternative view).
However, Dasen et al. (2009) found that in cultures where both egocentric and
geocentric frames of reference are available, a geocentric frame is visible as early
as the age of four if children’s deictic gestures are taken into consideration before
the onset of the verbal terms. This finding echoes those in studies concerned with
exploring the importance and the need for the study of gesture and embodiment
in interaction as a window on how very young children (aged from 9 months, and
therefore before lexical onset) can participate in interaction through the highly
supportive actions of a carer (e. g. Filipi 2009).

Children’s understanding of space becomes more complex in map reading
where there is a geometrical correspondence between the environment and its
symbolic or graphic representation. This understanding is later acquired (Liben
and Downs 1993). Two skills are at play here. The first is mental rotation. Mental
rotation, developmental onset of which is contested (Johnson and Moore 2020)
but thought to develop from the age of 3 to 5 (Frick et al. 2013), is associated with
success in science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) (Laski et al.
2013; Uttal and Cohen 2012). In map reading, mental rotation requires the ability
to align a map with an environment with an upright or upward and straight-ahead
orientation. This means that what is at the top is what lies ahead (Shepard and
Hurwitz 1984). Map reading also requires understanding the conventions of map
graphics such as landmarks, symbols involving cardinal terms, and the representa-
tion of topographical features. Pragmatically, when communicating to others for
navigation or wayfinding purposes, it also requires understanding what, how much,
and how to “tell”, evident in information structure and in taking a speaker stance.
Speakers need to decide what might be accessible as local knowledge only, as well
as decide how far speakers need to go. The second skill is perspective-taking. This
pertains to how speakers position their viewpoints and that of others by assuming
different orientations as they see the imagined environment from an external point
of view, important as they imagine themselves moving through the space (Miinzer
et al. 2018). Perspective-taking, as in understanding the perspective of others from
which spatial perspective develops, appears in infancy.

2.2. Development of perspective in infants

Research on the development of perspective has been largely dominated by devel-
opmental psychology, a more recent and major thread of which is Theory of Mind
(Baron-Cohen et al. 2000). Theory of Mind holds that children are able to take
the perspective of others by attributing intentions to them, necessary for a shared
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knowledge status. Joint attention through infant gaze and pointing are the actions
cited as being crucial to, and providing evidence for, a Theory of Mind (Lisz-
kowski 2013). Tomasello and Carpentar (2007) maintain that 12 month old infants
follow the gaze of others for “prosocial” reasons, and, as Tollefson (2005: 92)
notes, that they create a “shared perceptual space...(where) cooperative actions
can take place”. An interactional lens that is focused on the ordered ways in which
turns unfold turn-by-turn, fundamental to Conversation Analysis, permits attention
to how carers’ responses to infants’ actions launch a sequence of talk (Filipi 2009;
Jones and Zimmerman 2003; Kidwell and Zimmerman 2006). Importantly, it also
uncovers how infants can shape how others respond to them through the action of
monitoring others (Kidwell and Zimmerman 2006).

Two further points arising from Theory of Mind are the development of mem-
ory and the accumulation of experience through language. Equally applicable to
the development of spatial cognition (Haun et al. 2011; Levinson 2003), experience
includes participation in interactions with others (Wootton 1997) that begins with
embodied participation which is antecedent to verbal participation, and increas-
ingly involves multimodal turn designs as words are acquired (Filipi 2009).

Finally, as Lillard and Kavanaugh (2014) and Matthews et al. (1980) contend,
Theory of Mind develops from participation in early storytelling such as pretend
play because it requires taking the perspective of others that also provides a rich
source of perspective-taking necessary for identity construction (Filipi 2022). Both
Filipi (2022) and Heller (2019) show how a multimodal analysis that pays attention
to the properties of embodiment and prosody, exposes how children are able to
participate at very young ages (15 months and 19 months respectively) in storytell-
ing. Filipi’s study examines how the child initiates pretend play through embod-
ied resources using toys and objects that are immediately available in the space to
become characters and important artefacts in the development of the story. This is
achieved through her co-participating mother’s facilitating actions that enable the
child to take the role of the parent who takes her babies (the toys) for a walk in
the pram. She needs to manage obstacles as she moves out of the play space, and
she constantly recruits the mother’s assistance through “multimodal packaging”
(Filipi 2019) where verbal and non-verbal resources (vocalisation, gestures and
other embodied actions) are fundamental to turn design. In Heller’s (2019) study
of a child aged 19 months, the dimensions of displacement of space and person
become the focus through a storybook reading activity. The multimodal analysis
makes visible how verbal resources are combined with depictive and deictic ones
together with the storybook itself as the child engages in “nonverbal discussion”
that invokes absent characters and an imagined space not of the here and now. The
study provides a powerful example of a very early instance of decontextualised talk.

It is evident from the above review that a range of important aspects of spatial
cognition are in place early in a child’s life. Importantly, these features emerge,
are displayed and are practised through the children’s participation in interaction
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that also sheds light on their pragmatic skills — displays of their own knowledge
states and conjointly those of others with whom they interact. These skills create a
foundation for children as they venture forth into the world to interact with a wider
range of people which allows them to accumulate different sets of experiences.
Interaction thus provides the locus for spatial cognition to emerge as children “do
space” (Jucker et al. 2018). This means that the stances they take to the environ-
ment and to each other are done with reference to the interactional space in which
they occur rather than being isolated or divorced from it (Filipi and Wales 2010). It
is with these notions in mind that we turn our attention to how older children (aged
7 and 10-12) make sense of space in a map task, and how they make visible their
sense-making through the ways in which they interact with each other to complete
the task.

The map task, as the review below will show, is a specific genre. As an activity
it requires children to interact to complete a task: the drawing of a path on a map. It
therefore provides a window on children’s use of spatial language and interactional
competence. It also offers displays of how children use gesture to express spatial
concepts when terms are absent. The aim here is to provide a snapshot only of a
very specific activity type.

2.3. Map task based interactions of children aged 7 and 10-12

As the actions of wayfinding and direction-giving associated with maps involve
differentiated and asymmetrical access to information, it becomes important for
speakers to establish what knowledge is common or can be assumed to be shared,
and what knowledge needs to be established both at task beginning and ongoingly.
Speakers also need to manage problems that might arise that threaten understand-
ing or lead to non-understanding. Finally, there is the need for speakers to orient to
task closing by providing an assessment of the task outcome.

Managing the first contingency requires speakers to attribute an epistemic state
to their coparticipant about what is already known or shared (landmarks that they
have in common for example). In interactions involving route directions, and (in
map tasks) instructions, this is displayed in recipiently designed turns that are for-
mulated with appropriate (and sufficient) information. In referential tasks, children
as young as five have been shown to launch repair when this sufficiency principle
is breached (Morisseau et al. 2013).

Investigations of how, and indeed, if children establish shared features, have
revealed that children either assume a shared starting point (Filipi 2016), defined
by Carletta and Mellish (1996) as a risk-taking approach, or use a try-mark-
ing device (Sacks and Schegloff 1979), sequentially located in a pre-sequence
(Schegloff 2007) or pre-start (Psathas 1991; Filipi 2016); this is also referred to as
the question introduction by Anderson (1995). Anderson et al. (1991) described the
tendency in some of the younger children in their study to formulate instructions
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as though they alone had responsibility for introducing information, which they
labelled as adopting a “separatist” view. This is in contrast to the older children’s
actions of taking into account their co-participant’s perspective and knowledge
states, which involve a more interactional, and therefore a jointly achieved and
distributed responsibility for information sharing.

With respect to the verbal formulation of instructions using maps, younger chil-
dren (aged six) have been reported to produce vague instructions that are focused
on landmarks rather than the overall direction of the map task environment. This
contrasts with older children (aged 12) who use directional terms and environmen-
tally relevant information such as reference to roads (Blades and Medlicott 1992)
in their wayfinding. Together with greater redundancy found in the older children’s
instructions in map tasks, Blades and Medlicott (1992) and Anderson (1995) con-
clude that the older children’s strategies result in greater accuracy and therefore
success in instruction-giving.

The above affirms that the work of establishing a shared epistemic status does
not belong to one speaker. Coparticipants also contribute by providing feedback,
by repairing, by asking questions and by working on problems collaboratively
(Anderson et al. 1991, 1994). Repair in particular becomes important for the chil-
dren who assume shared landmarks. It is well established that through repair,
speakers are able to establish and maintain intersubjective understanding when
breakdown occurs (Goodwin 1980; Schegloff 1992; Schegloff et al. 1977). While
all children display a range of ways of initiating repair (clarification or confirma-
tion checks, for example), older children have been shown to deploy a broader
range of resources (Anderson et al. 1991, 1994; Filipi 2016, 2009, 2010). A striking
example was analysed by Filipi and Wales (2009) through the use of the deictic
verbs come and go, deployed to establish a common reference point on a map after
protracted trouble.

Finally, particularly relevant to map tasks are ways in which children structure
phases in a larger sequence of activity, including openings and closings. In Filipi
and Wales’ (2010) study on comparisons between the adults and children’s assess-
ment phase in a map task closing, they found that all groups produced first assess-
ments (pervasively present in interaction) but that only the adults produced imme-
diate second assessments in response to them (see Pomerantz 1984 for a discussion
about how first assessments generate second assessments). The adults also held off
talking about the completed maps while the children did not, prompting a conclu-
sion that the children were much more intent on the results or the outcome of the
task. Fault-finding, associated with “doing disagreement”, and therefore relevant
to preference organisation (Pomerantz 1984), was also touched on as being done
differently with a higher number of bald formulations in the younger children’s
interactions. As the specific resources used to do fault-finding were not the focus
of Filipi and Wales’ (2010) study, these will be analysed here in the next section to
illustrate some of the key concepts touched on in the review.
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3. Analysis of cases

As the above review suggests, previous research has shed light on the differences
and similarities between children with respect to speaker stance and to how infor-
mation is packaged and co-constructed; for example, to show the range of prag-
matic resources they use as they work on map tasks and direction-giving. Impor-
tantly, because the interactions are indexical (or locally situated), children differ
greatly within age groups as well as across them with respect to the resources used.
This means that although the task is the same, the outcome will differ based on the
(co)actions of the speakers as they manage local contingencies that arise.

In this section I analyse a set of pragmatic skills that emerge through the micro-
analyses of the closing stages of a map task in order to illustrate some of the
key ideas just discussed. Two points will drive the focus: differences in the pref-
erence organisation of fault-finding and differences in multimodal formulations.
The samples chosen for the former are of interest because of the importance of
preference in pragmatics. They also illustrate important differences between the
two age groups. From the point of view of spatial understanding and children’s
instruction- and direction-giving, the presence of fault finding is (retrospectively)
an indication of the difficulties the children faced in being able to take their co-par-
ticipant’s perspective, or in taking a collaborative stance in the task, or in using
spatial terms. The latter issue is particularly pertinent to the discussion in the sec-
ond set of samples (multimodal formulations) that will show the younger children’s
frequent recourse to and reliance on gesture.

The data for analysis is drawn from the interactions of 16 children working in
eight pairs. Some of this data has been previously analysed in Filipi (2016) and
Filipi and Wales (2009, 2010). Eight children were aged seven, while the other
eight were aged between 10 and 12. In terms of ethical considerations, the project
was explained to all participants, and consent for the children’s participation was
obtained from the parents.

The map task is based on the well-established “information gap” task (Warren
1985 cited in Seedhouse 1999: 151) common in the second language classroom.
It has also been used extensively by researchers (for example, Anderson 1995;
Anderson et al. 1991, 1994; Filipi and Wales 2009, 2010, 2016) to investigate both
adult and children’s interactional/pragmatic skills more broadly in an experimental
but interactive context, noting that the assessment phase, unlike the task itself, is
a naturally occurring event.

The task required the children to work in pairs with maps that were similar.
One speaker (the information giver (IG)) was assigned a map with the route drawn
on it that led to a finishing place marked by an X for the older children, and either
a balloon or a kite on the younger children’s maps. The other (the information
follower (IF)) was assigned a map without the route, and either with the same
landmarks, some of which were differently located, or with landmarks that were
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missing from their map. The children were required to work together without look-
ing at each other’s maps so that the IF could draw the route onto their map. They
did the task twice by swapping roles. Instructions to the children included the need
to work together to complete the task and locate the final finishing place. They
were told that they could show each other their completed maps at the end but
not while they were doing the task. They were also told that there would be some
differences between the maps with respect to landmarks so that they needed to find
out what those differences were. Additionally, the younger children were given
the task instructions in the form of a story, which was to help a character find the
route taken by their kite or balloon, and to locate its final resting place. Finally, the
younger children were asked to read the names and labels of the landmarks before
task commencement to ensure that problems in reading would be avoided.

The analysis of the transcripts was conducted using the methods and findings
of Conversation Analysis (Hutchby and Wooffitt 2008). Conversation Analysis is a
powerful tool for uncovering systems at play in talk-in-interaction through its focus
on interaction as a set of ordered, shared practices and procedures that are used
by speakers to accomplish and interpret social actions. Research in Conversation
Analysis has uncovered two major systems: 1) turn-taking that includes rules that
govern speaker selection and repair, and 2) sequence organisation that describes
how turns are ordered into larger units of talk (Schegloff 2007). The features that
are pertinent to the analyses below are preference organisation (Pomerantz 1984)
(specifically blame-attribution) in the assessment phase and the children’s multi-
modal turn designs.

Preference organisation involves a set of culturally shared principles (Pomer-
antz and Heritage 2013) to maintain “social solidarity” between speakers (Sil-
verman 1997). In politeness terms, this is akin to maintaining face, which, as
Goffman (1967) noted, is both a social and psychological construct that enables
speakers to protect each other’s public self-esteem. For Conversation Analysts,
face emerges and is situated in the actions of speakers as they work to maintain
affiliation and achieve agreement by minimising potential disagreement (Pomer-
antz 1984). Accordingly, in assessment environments, there is a preference organ-
isation for agreement over disagreement, revealed through different turn designs;
preferred actions are produced smoothly and immediately while dispreferred ones
are delayed or dysfluent.

The closings of one pair of seven-year-olds and one pair of 11-year-olds that
could satisfy analysis of both the blame attribution and the multimodal turn design
were chosen. Additional examples from other children are included to emphasise
key points. Some of the extracts have appeared in past publications (as indicated
in the extract headers); however, the analytic focus is new. The notations used are
from Jefferson (2004) with the addition of RH and LH to denote right and left hand,
the curly bracket { to denote onset of gesture, ---— to denote gaze , ,, , to denote
gaze disengagement and P— to denote pointing to. These are from Filipi (2007).
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4. Managing fault-finding in the assessment phase of the closing

Not all children apportioned blame on task completion; they accepted the outcome
even if it was less than accurate. What is interesting in the data-set, however, are
the episodes where the children went beyond acknowledging that there were inac-
curacies by escalating the action to fault-finding and blame attribution.

The first fragment from the older children in the assessment phase of the task
closing is explored in detail. It will be used as the basis for examining how the
children in the two age groups design their attribution of blame. The children’s
ages in the transcript appear in years and months.

In extract 1, Tom, the IF, is offering a display of how he orients to the action of
blaming as a delicate matter and as face threatening through the mitigating design
features of his turn.

Extract 1: Chris (IG) 11;0 and Tom (IF) 11;7 (extract adapted from Filipi and
Wales 2010: 3124-3125.)

1 IG: .. and (that’ll) be at the finish.

2 (2.2) ((IF looks down at his finished path))

3 IF: u:::m. (0.8) hh::{: (0.3) OKAY hh huh this looks
{----IG, IG ----IF

4 REAlly weird.=

5 1IG: ={let’s show each other.

{I’I

6 (1.1) ((IF,,,IG hands his map to IF who shows him
his;--- -IG))
7 oh- [(that’s not )
8 IF: {[no.
{ ((shakes his head,,,))

9 — huh huh {that’s why:: [I jus]t couldn’t-

[that wals REAlly
10 IG: [ (okay.)

[(°let’s compare
11 it.?)

{((-——=IG and rubs his forehead))

12 IF: REAlly weird.
13 (0.2)

14 IG: {go down up, down up.=
{ ((moving his hand across the two maps and
following the line on the map with his pencil))
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17
18

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

29
30
31
32
33
34

35
36
37
38
39
40

IF:
I1G:

IF:

I1G:

IF:

IG:

IF:

IG:
IF:

IG:
IF:

I1G:

IF:
IG:
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=yes,
yes,
(0.2)
it’s {just that-
{ ((moves hand towards IG’s map to locate a
landmark))

oo

°°oh you
[you- you said- said (go)] DOWN-
[>°°( went)°°® straight DO]JWN.<

(0.2)
coz there was:: (0.2) a wooden pole down there::.
°I went straight down to that.®

(0.2) ((starts to withdraw his hand))

.hh you should’ve- (0.3) um:: °oh okay®. awright.

(0.3)
{1YE::S I understand what happened.
{ ((moves forward in his chair towards Chris’s

map) )

(0.2)
[yep.]
[T knlow extACTly what happened.

(0.2)
so there wasn’t ( )
you shou[ld’ve done] more:: {ah north and south
things.
[ (two wooden poles)] {((-—-——IG))

yep.

(0.2) ((IF III))
°°yeah, °° {awright. [we’re finished.
[( grave[stones) ]
{((moves back in his chair and looks at
camera) )
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Tom initiates the assessment in line 2, where he is looking at his finished map, and
in line 3, where he offers a verbal assessment (this looks really weird). Subsequent
to the exchange of maps, he repeats the assessment but in an upgraded fashion
(Pomerantz 1984) that this time refers to the whole experience — that was really,
really weird (lines 9 and 12) — which together with the broken formulation — thats
why, I just couldn 't — sets up a possible upcoming action of fault-finding to under-
score what ought to have been done. In the next turn, instead of deflecting any
possible blame, which might be an expected, contingently fitted next response,
Chris compares the two maps in greater detail. In line 18, Tom elaborates his
fault-finding and apportioning of blame for the outcome through a dispreferred for-
mat (Schegloff 2007) — it s just that- you said — which is produced in partial overlap
but also with dysfluency through halting, hesitant prosody, and the repeated you
said (noting that the latter could also in part be a result of the overlap). As noted
above, in interaction, actions like apportioning blame are dispreferred (Pomerantz
1984) and speakers work to mitigate or soften actions that might threaten face.
They do this, for example, by delaying or pushing the disagreeing action into the
turn. This is exactly what occurs here. Tom prefaces his turn with the mitigator it s
just, thereby projecting a defence for his less than accurate rendering of the route,
and he also initiates the action of blame attribution in the same turn with raised
volume on DOWN. We note that Tom uses a direct reported speech device (DRS)
(Holt 1996) to accomplish this. This device is often found in disagreeing environ-
ments, and, as Wooffitt (1992) maintains, can be used to deflect any accusation
or suggestion that the speaker was mistaken. Again, this action makes a denial or
deflection a contingently relevant next action. However, Chris merely continues to
examine the two maps for differences.

In the next turn (line 23), Tom starts to provide a fuller elaboration of the
reasons for the less than accurate rendering of the route which is initiated with
because (coz) and then expanded into the fault-finding you should’ve (line 26).
He then reaches an understanding about where the problem was. This is displayed
through talk that is self-directed, as evidenced through the softer, decreased vol-
ume of °oh okay® contrasted with the raised volume and raised pitch in his yes —
YES I understand what happened — which co-occurs with the embodied action
of moving towards Chris. This is subsequently escalated to a more emphatic /
know extACTly what happened in his next turn as he proceeds to indicate that the
directions were wanting because of the absence of the coordinates (line 34) — you
should’ve done more:: north and south things. This formulation leaves little room
for Chris to question the veracity of Tom’s knowledge claim as he is not casting
doubt on Chris’s instruction through the DRS but rather finding fault with the way
the instructions were shaped. Escalation to a disagreement is thereby diffused.

In sum, the above analysis has shown that fault-finding, which implies criti-
cism of the other, is dispreferred; it breaks the principle of the need to avoid disa-
greements (Pomerantz and Heritage 2013). Dispreferred turns are flagged as such
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by the presence of markers of dispreference (Pomerantz 1984) such as delays, the
use of mitigation markers and dysfluency, evident in Tom’s turn. An additional
feature of fault-finding in this episode was the use of the DRS device.

In turning to the pragmatic resources that the younger children use when they
apportion blame, there are some interesting differences as well as similarities as
illustrated in the following three extracts.

Extract 2: Emma (IG) (7;11); Melissa (IF) (7;11) (extract adapted from Filipi
and Wales 2010: 3124)

1
2
3

14

15
16
17
18
19

20
21

IF: okay.
IG: we’re DONE!
IF: DONE!

((They look at each other’s maps and exchange
comments about the location of landmarks.))
IF:- you said to go under {the tBRI::dge.
T {((indicates a line under the
bridge with her pencil))

IG:-» yeah:::
(0.3)
but- (0.3) °oh°.
(0.4)
— {but I said go 1THAT way.{
{ ((LH fingers splayed across IF’s map))
{ ((hands return to centre
position))

(0.6)
— {this much {not that little much.
{ ((RH over her own map, uses thumb and index
finger to indicate distance.))
{ ((moves her thumb and finger to IF’s
map and indicates the smaller dis-
tance))
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22 I said (0.5) {that much,

{ ((repeats the measuring actions over
her map))

23 IF:- °oh°,

24 IG: {not this little much.
{ ((repeats the measurement actions over the IF’s
map) )

As with extract 1, the IF, Melissa, is the one to initiate the fault-finding. She does
so through the DRS device — you said to go under the 1BRIdge — but without any
softening of the action and without any markers of dysfluency associated with
dispreferred actions that were visible in extract 1. It is accompanied by the multi-
modal features of raised volume and pitch together with hand movements across
the page that leave no doubt about the location of the path in relation to the land-
mark. The IG, Emma, starts to agree with Melissa before she has properly exam-
ined the completed map, and then displays the beginnings of an opposite position
through but in line 17. This is followed by the change of state token o/, which is
whispered and, as in extract 1, indicates that it is self-directed as Emma realises
where the differences are in the final route depiction. She then goes on to deflect
blame attributed to her through format tying — but I said go THAT way — with raised
volume and in a staccato rhythm. Subsequently she elaborates through a series of
the deictic expressions this and that with accompanying hand gestures across the
map. Here she is using the DRS device as a direct self-report of what she claims
to have said (lines 19-24).

In the above, we can see a paired argument and counter argument through
a parallel structure or format tying design (Goodwin 1990a) (you said/l said).
Through format tying, children can display alignment or disalignment with a prior
speaker’s stance (Kdymen and Kyratzis 2014); the latter is the case here in the fault
attribution. Noteworthy here though is that the use of the DRS as a direct self-re-
ported speech device diffuses an escalation into an extended dispute. Through
these actions the blame is shifted to the IF, who does not reject it or question its
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veracity as evidenced through her sottovoce change of state token o/ (line 23). We
note further that the blame attribution is delivered multimodally, where gesture
and prosody are coordinated to contribute to its shape, and without any mitigation.

In the next extract where the task is repeated with a different map and where
the roles are reversed, the same direct and open fault-finding is visible.

Extract 3: Melissa (IG) (7;11); Emma (IF) (7;11)

1 IG: it’s not supposed {to be pointing down.
{ ((draws the line gesturally))
2 (0.4) ((the IF looks at the map))
3 IF: {you said to go (0.2) {like 1THAT.
{ ((starts to point on her page.))
{ ((draws the shape on the
table with her index finger))

4 (0.8)
5 it’s the same idea.

Here Emma (in the role of IF) can be seen to be openly resisting ownership for
the inaccuracy of the rendered route in reaction to Melissa’s implied criticism it s
not supposed to be pointing down. Again the DRS device through format tying is
an important resource to accomplish this work; it creates a paired disagreement
sequence. However, Emma’s disagreeing stance is subsequently dissipated in her
elaboration in line 5 where she suggests that a close, even if not exact rendering of
the path is close enough (the same idea). Similar actions are visible in the interac-
tions of a second pair, Tim and Conrad.
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Extract 4: Tim (IG) 7;8; Conrad (IF) 7;6 (extract adapted from Filipi & Wales
2010: 3123.)

8 IF: ... you said (0.2) start from the top.

9 (0.4)

10 IG: no I said start (0.8) {start from the top like
that

{((takes the map off IF
and proceeds to show the
direction of the route on
the map with his pencil))

Here Tim and Conrad can be seen to be openly disagreeing. The DRS device is
used for the blame attribution (including self-reported speech) that results in a you
said/l said format tying, paired disagreement sequence. The IG’s disagreement in
line 10 is achieved through his negative construction in turn initial position without
delay and without dysfluency.

In all four of the above episodes, the DRS device when used by the IF can be
seen to be an important resource for avoiding responsibility for the inaccurate out-
come as it deflects blame away from oneself and to the coparticipant. Differences
in turn design in the fault-finding environments of the map closings for the young
children revealed absence of softening of the disagreeing action in turn initial
position, suggesting that there is an important age related pragmatic difference
with respect to preference organisation. The finding aligns with studies in Conver-
sation Analysis and ethnomethodology of young children including pre-schoolers’
disputes (e. g. Danby and Theobald 2012; Goodwin 1990a, 1990b). The collection
in Danby and Theobald (2012), for example, describe how disputes are openly and
directly designed in ways similar to the actions in the above fault-finding environ-
ments. They also maintain that through such open disputes young children are able
to accomplish a range of social functions such that children’s disputes constitute a
set of important social practices for young children.

5. Multimodal formulations

In turning to spatial considerations, paying multimodal attention in the analyses
permits the emergence of another important difference, the use of gesture and
prosodic emphasis in the formulation of children’s spatial instructions and assess-
ments. This is illustrated very nicely in extract 2 where Emma uses a parallel
structure extensively (this much, that much with her index finger and thumb, lines
21-24). Her verbal deictic formulations co-occur with a range of hand gestures as
she moves from her own map to her right to the IF’s map to her left as she reports
the instructions that she gave by way of accounting for the inaccurately drawn
route. The position of her thumb and index finger to indicate measurement in the
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representation of distance on the map, co-occurs exactly with her verbal articula-
tion of this much, that little much and her reformulated repeat not that much, not
this little much. Also important here are her displays of perspective sensitivity. This
is achieved by her use of the deictic and spatially proximal tAis in taking her own
perspective on the first round of explanations (line 21), and her subsequent shift to
the deictic and spatially distal ¢that in taking the IF’s perspective (line 22). Notably
for the interaction, this action succeeds in eliciting understanding from the IF in
line 23, suggesting that the deictic shift may have been launched as a pursuit to
elicit the IF’s agreed stance that the IG was not to blame.

The use of gestures in the young children’s instruction-giving was a pervasive
feature in the data-set. In extracts 3 and 4 above the children follow the line of
the map with their finger. They also typically draw a line in the air or on the table
with their finger or point to their left, right, up and down. This is illustrated in the
following example:

Extract 5: Tim (IG) 7;8; Conrad (IF) 7;6

1 IG: {. . .you turn a bit (0.9) {you turn that way..
{((following the path with his pencil))
{((P- to his own right))

Here, the egocentric term right is conveyed gesturally not verbally. Such an action
makes it essential for the children to constantly look up from their maps in order to
see the gesture. In drawing lines in the air or to indicate measurement as in extract
2 above (this much with the accompanying physical demonstration with finger and
thumb), the children provide evidence of having sound Euclidean concepts even
if they are not expressing them using measurement terms. There appears to be a
preference organisation here for gestural depictions that either accompany their
verbal instructions or that are used alone without the corresponding lexical terms
(as in the above where that way (right) is conveyed gesturally).
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In contrast, the older children’s instructions were much more verbal, and spe-
cific verbal measurements were included. The following extract illustrates. It is the
second of the tasks for this pair, the first appears in extract 1 above.

Extract 6: Tom (IG) (11;7); Chris (IF) (11;0) (extract adapted from Filipi and
Wales 2009: 66; the IG is seated on the left-hand side of the photo.)

1 IG: ... then {go:: (1.1) .hh huh (0.3) sou{::th
t{we::{st °or:
{((---5IF,,, and draws the direction in

the air close to his map))

{((IF---5IG))
IG: { ( (Moves
RH down then up to the right then down again))

2 (0.4) left dow::n diagonal® {(0.9) for about 6
{6 ))
3 trcentimetres, >you sort ov< come to the:
(.)°1si::de.”®

4 (1.3) go down a couple ov centimetres from there

5 (0.5) and then go to the tright. (.) °and put a
cross.

6 (0.4)

7 yeah.

8 (0.3)

9 that’s the end.”®

10 (1.1)

11 IF: {rokay. ( )

12 { ((===>IG, -——>IF))

13 (1.8) ((they exchange maps and examine them))

As we saw in extract 1, Tom as IF, suggested that the absence of the cardinal terms
was the cause of the inaccuracy in his drawing of the path. Here in the role of IG,
Tom is designing his instructions to include these terms. However, what is interest-
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ing here is that he reformulates his turn as he switches to the terms associated with
the egocentric or relative frame of reference. This is evident in line 2 where south
west is reformulated into left (for west), down (for south) and diagonal. Co-occur-
ring with these is his hand movement with his pencil as he moves his hand across
and down the page to accompany his instructions; these physical actions (behind
the page) are not visible to Chris. This suggests that these embodied actions are for
himself and not for the benefit of Chris, the IF. Their use contrasts with the ways
in which the younger children were using their gestures to help them produce and
depict a clearer set of instructions for the IF. Similar deployment of gesture was
reported by Klann-Delius (1987) in young children in board game explanations
which can be argued to require spatial representation. Also noteworthy in the above
extract, is that as Tom gives a further set of instructions he switches to the page
as a reference point away from the landmarks which makes measurement in cen-
timetres relevant. This action provides evidence of constant shifts in perspective
and referencing in order to progress the task. It also minimises the need for repair
and the inevitable disruption to the flow of the instructions that repair causes (also
noted by Anderson 1995). The use of gesture in spatial tasks is therefore also dif-
ferently organised and appears age related.

6. Concluding discussion

To a large extent, the notion of development is loaded and carries a suggestion that
with age, skills are acquired that lead to better ways of achieving tasks and social
functions. Such a view may tend toward deficit models. It potentially devalues
the indexicality of interaction as children deploy pragmatic resources to manage
a diversity of local contingencies that are simply different rather than limited or
wanting. Children need to be able to participate in, influence, and negotiate their
own roles and those of others in play and for a range of other everyday functions.
They call on a variety of resources fit for tasks that change over time, and they
deploy these resources in highly coordinated ways to accomplish these actions.
Accepting such a view of development brings with it a cautious drawing of
conclusions about children’s pragmatic competencies at different ages. To some
extent, with the exception of the landmarks and the creation of the story context
to engage the younger children, this is made possible because the task that the
two groups of children were given was the same and the maps similar. Wagner et
al. (2018) underscore the need for analytically defensible approaches in drawing
conclusions about development or change over time. This could include studying
comparable sequential environments, for example, with indexicality or context
sensitivtiy as a caveat of course by emphasising that that contexts are not identical.
In the data drawn on for this chapter, the children were not investigated over time
either. With these limitations and the need for caution in mind, we can nonetheless
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point to some striking differences even if the cohort is small which in itself calls
for further caution in generalising findings.

First, all the children in the selected data set for this case-study drew on a set of
interactional pragmatic resources to not only achieve task outcome but also to talk
about the task and assess the outcome, both pragmatically important actions. As
described in Filipi and Wales (2010), assessment becomes a relevant action when
some kind of outcome is involved. Assessments are pervasive in conversation, and
examining how and at what ages children produce them in their interactions with
each other, provides an opportunity to understand children’s pragmatic skills at
different ages.

In choosing to focus on (negative) assessments in this chapter, in the naturally
occurring segment of the task, features endogenous to the interaction were sought
that related to both the sequence organisation and to turn-taking. Analysis revealed
that children in both age groups used the direct reported speech device (DRS) found
in disagreeing environments (Holt 1996) to both initiate the fault-finding with
an inaccurate map rendering and for deflecting blame. An important difference
between the children in the two age groups emerged in preference organisation.
The older pair softened or mitigated the criticism or dispreferred action through
turns that were marked by dysfluency, delays and the mitigation marker (just),
while the two younger pairs of children were bald and direct in their fault-finding.
These features are associated with preferred turn designs (i. e. without disprefer-
ence markers), making disagreement an acceptable rather than a face threatening
action. The fault-finding for the younger children was also sequentially organ-
ised through format tying (I said/you said) found in children’s disputes (Goodwin
1990a; Koymen and Kyratzis 2014).

In regard to the DRS, the younger children’s use of the direct self-reported
speech device when in the role of the IG, diffused escalation into a protracted
dispute as it was used to account for and show evidence for the veracity of the
instructions. So the younger children simply accepted the IG’s account while in the
older children’s sample the IF pointed to the need for a different set of instructions
that could convey information through spatial terms.

The second set of findings related to the multimodal design of children’s turns.
Here there were also striking differences. In adopting an egocentric perspective,
the younger children only used a limited number of topographical terms fop, down,
under. While they did not use verbal left and right, they did depict these gesturally.
References to measurement were also only done through gestures and through the
use of the deictic this/that with accompanying gestures, prosodic emphases and
physical reference to the page. Shifts in perspective were achieved through these
deictic terms. The gestures were also pivotal to their explanations in accounting for
the path drawn or for describing the path. In contrast, the older child, Tom, clearly
oriented to the conventions of map reading by using (and requesting use of) the car-
dinal terms. Notably, he was also sensitive to his co-participant’s need to understand
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spatial instructions by shifting to the relative frame and to the topographical features
of the map on the page, which could be argued was a feature of redundancy, cited by
Blades and Medlicott (1992) as important to task success. Tom also used gestures
but only to guide his own instruction formulations as they were not visible to the IG.

These differences suggest that the younger children selected here, together with
those from the wider data-set reported in Filipi (2016) and Filipi and Wales (2009,
2010), had a range of pragmatic skills and interactional resources to describe
movement through the imagined environment on the map. However, their lexical
resources (words for left and right and measurement) at least in this context, did
not emerge. The specific multimodal design of their turns may well suggest that
gesture (and indeed gesture together with prosody; Hiibscher and Prieto 2019)
continue to be antecedents to verbal language when children engage in complex
tasks where there is asymmetrical access to information.

In closing, Dorneyei (2005: 125) states that speakers vary in the ways in which
they package and convey information demonstrating “an individual’s preferred
and habitual modes of perceiving, remembering, organising, processing and repre-
senting information”. However, as both the review and the above analysis show, in
doing talk about space, children’s cognitive processes emerge as they are brought
to bear on shaping, reshaping and adapting their spatial talk to make meaning
conjointly.
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10. Encounters in public places: The establishment
of interactional space in face-to-face openings

Federica D’ Antoni, Thomas Debois, Elwys De Stefani,

Philipp Hénggi, Lorenza Mondada, Julia Schneerson and
Burak S. Tekin

Abstract: This chapter illustrates and discusses the practices through which indi-
viduals progressively engage in interaction. It begins with a presentation of seminal
analyses of openings in phone call conversations, and then focuses on openings of
encounters between unacquainted people in public places. In particular, the chapter
presents and reviews openings as analyzed from the vantage point of Conversation
Analysis (CA). This approach contributes significantly to the systematic analysis
of the sequential, moment-by-moment organization of openings, on the basis of
telephone conversations. This chapter demonstrates that this approach has been
extended to the study of how people manage co-presence, including in unfocused
interactions, and eventually engage in face-to-face encounters. Whereas classic
conversation analytic studies highlighted the relevance of emergent temporalities
in the organization of openings, this chapter insists on the importance of spatiality
in their interactional accomplishment. By so doing, it highlights the different ways
in which space features and is made relevant in social interaction. The chapter
shows that verbal/vocal and embodied resources are fundamentally involved in
the constitution of space, as well as the situated spatial arrangements of individu-
als’ bodies in the local environment. These resources enable individuals to build
dynamic interactional spaces.

Keywords: openings, social interaction, conversation analysis, interactional space,
video-recordings, multimodality

1. Introduction

Openings of social interactions are crucial for individuals engaging in a common
activity: they are the locus where they organize their joint entry into interaction,
and mutually establish and ratify the kind of relationship, the context and the activ-
ity they engage in. Openings also go hand in hand with the achievement of a
shared interactional space, enabling physical proximity and contact between the
prospective participants. This chapter discusses existing scholarly work on open-
ings of social interactions. It focuses on encounters between unacquainted persons

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110693713-010
In: Andreas H. Jucker and Heiko Hausendorf (eds.). (2022). Pragmatics of Space, 281-315. Berlin/Boston:
De Gruyter Mouton.
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in institutional and public places, with particular attention to the role of space in
the emergence of the openings.

1.1. Openings

Openings of social encounters have been of interest to diverse disciplinary perspec-
tives. They have been analyzed overwhelmingly via the prism of greetings, which
have interested anthropologists, sociologists, and linguists alike. The reason for this
resides in the common assumption that greetings “mark the boundaries of conver-
sations” (Jucker 2017: 39). Accordingly, greetings have been analyzed as purely
formulaic units, as “illocutionary acts” (Searle 1969: 49) serving the purpose of
initiating a social encounter. This view was already challenged by Goffman (1971:
79), who described greetings as resources that “mark the transition to a condition of
increased access”, and as “ritual displays that mark a change in degree of access”.
(italics added; see also Schiffrin 1977; Ameka 2009). Goffman treated greetings not
as flagging the “boundaries” of an encounter, but as displaying a transition from less
to more social engagement. Interactional research of social encounters confirmed
that individuals coordinate their entry into interaction with embodied resources
(gaze, facial expressions, body postures, movements in space, etc.), which precede
the use of greetings or other vocal resources (Kendon and Ferber 1973; Mondada
and Schmitt 2010; De Stefani and Mondada 2010, 2018; Auer 2020). Greetings are,
in this perspective, “the end phase of incipient interaction” (Schegloff 1979: 34).

This chapter describes the embodied and vocal resources that individuals
employ as they engage in face-to-face interaction and which lead up to greetings,
highlighting the role of space in the establishment of mutual perception and access
in face-to-face encounters. Particularly, it presents the way in which openings were
analyzed in Conversation Analysis (CA), an approach that contributed significantly
to the systematic analysis of the sequential, moment-by-moment organization of
openings of telephone conversations (Section 2) and face-to-face encounters (Sec-
tion 3). While classic conversation analytic studies highlighted the relevance of
emergent temporalities in the organization of openings, this chapter also shows the
importance of space in their accomplishment.

1.2. The relevance of space in opening face-to-face encounters

All interaction requires some form of co-presence. This holds true not only for
face-to-face encounters (Section 3), but also for telephone conversations (Section
2.1), for videoconferencing and so-called “virtual” communication (Section 2.2).
Both face-to-face interaction and technologically mediated encounters rely on the
contemporaneous presence and availability of individuals in a particular place.
Even in distant conversations, individuals need to be present at a specific location
(e. g., when using landline telephones or desktop computers) and socially available
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for interaction. Clearly, co-presence is a spatio-temporal phenomenon, and a prac-
tical achievement of individuals, who may orient to the presence of other persons
in the same place in different ways. Co-present individuals may move into focused
interaction, thereby becoming participants. However, in doing so, they have to
coordinate their embodied and vocal actions in mutually witnessable and account-
able ways, in accordance with local contingencies. In this sense, although individ-
uals rely on their interactional histories and their expertise collected in previous
occurrences of “that” kind of openings, every interactional opening is organized
from scratch.

Since it relies on co-presence, interaction is always located in space. However,
interaction does not just happen in a “given” place; rather, individuals orient to
spatial features as they engage in an encounter, which may be fleeting — while indi-
viduals maintain their mobility and possibly utter a “passing greeting” (Goffman
1971: 75) — or more sustained, eventually leading to a stationary encounter through
the stabilization of a shared “interactional space” (Mondada 2009). Space is of
paramount relevance for interactants in different ways. For instance, research in
ethnography and anthropology has shown that in certain communities, the territory
in which an encounter takes place is associated with different sets of rights and
obligations. Youssouf et al. (1976: 800) showed that among the Tuareg encoun-
ters between strangers can occur “on our own territory, on the other’s territory or
on ‘neutral’ territory” and that “encounters on the desert [...] occur in situations
where assignment of territorial ‘rights’ are, at best, ambiguous”. This accounts for
a certain apprehensiveness and caution on the part of individuals approaching each
other. In his analysis of Mapruli greetings, as used by the Mamprusi people (north-
ern Ghana), Naden (1986: 165) noted that “[s]trangers [...] must be welcomed
if one is on one’s home ground, but need not be greeted in neutral space. In the
bush [...] clear range extends to the limits of perception, and one should greet any-
one within hailing distance, and beyond that, wave to anyone in sight”. While this
line of research produced a range of studies on specific cultures (see also Ameka
2009), it also called attention to the generic fact that the first moments of an emerg-
ing encounter happen when two individuals sight each other. In urban settings, this
may occur in short time and when individuals are spatially proximate (Kendon and
Ferber 1973). In vast spaces, such as the central Sahara Desert, “[t]he preliminary
stage of some encounters is a long one. The flat desert landscapes allow partici-
pants [sic!] to see each other from a great distance — perhaps as much as several
hours travel by camel” (Youssouf et al. 1976: 801). Clearly, co-presence in the
same “perceptual field” (Duranti 1997a: 68) makes initiating an encounter possibly
relevant, especially in areas where encounters between strangers are potentially
dangerous (Youssouf et al. 1976: 810). Mobility is thus a relevant dimension — for
individuals as well as for the analysts — in examining how an encounter is jointly
achieved, in particular by adopting converging trajectories that lead up to a station-
ary face-to-face encounter (Scheflen and Scheflen 1972; Kendon and Ferber 1973).
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Space might become relevant in other ways too. On the one hand, spatial ref-
erence (Schegloff 1972) is sometimes used as a means of self- or other-identifica-
tion, for instance in institutional phone calls (Section 2.1), but also in face-to-face
encounters. On the other hand, the talk produced (language choice, dialect, accent,
etc.) is analyzable by co-participants in terms of where one “comes from” (Mon-
dada 2018a), hence enabling them to orient, for all practical purposes, to ad hoc
categories that relate to the supposed geographic origin of a person.

This chapter examines how individuals who find themselves in situations
where they could possibly engage in interaction organize their co-presence and
their openings by mutually coordinating their embodied, mobile and vocal actions,
thereby actively (re)configuring their spatial environment.

2. Distant openings

Openings from a CA perspective were studied extensively by Schegloff (1967,
1968, 1979, 1986), who on the basis of landline phone call conversations demon-
strated and exemplified how a sequential analysis may reveal the intricate details
through which people organize the openings of their phone conversations. Virtually
all subsequent studies on openings within that approach, including those focusing
on face-to-face encounters, took Schegloff’s work as a reference point. Schegloff
described openings as starting with the ringing of the telephone (the summons)
and as collaboratively achieved through a series of sequences of turns-at-talk. The
following section (2.1) illustrates Schegloff’s analysis. The subsequent paragraphs
show how individuals adjust the organization of openings in a reflexive way to a
variety of institutional contexts, and how they reshape it in technologically-medi-
ated forms of distant communication (Section 2.2). The final section (Section 3)
measures the applicability of Schegloff’s model against openings of face-to-face
encounters in public places.

2.1. The systematicity of telephone openings

Schegloft’s (1967) analysis of more than five-hundred phone call openings enabled
him to come up with a set of ordered sequences that speakers go through in the
accomplishment of the initial moments of their encounter. These are organized as
follows:

1. The summons-answer sequence opens the channel for any talk to follow and
addresses the participants’ accessibility, “confirming [...] the availability of
an attentive ear and a mouth ready to speak [...]” (Schegloff 1986: 117) if
completed. In telephone conversations, the ringing of the phone constitutes
the summons, which projects as an appropriate answer picking up the receiver
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and producing a vocal answer. Schegloff (1968) pointed out three features of
summons-answer sequences: 1) their nonterminality, i. e., they cannot stand
conclusively of a conversation, but are preliminary to further talk; 2) their
nonrepeatability, i. e., once completed, the summons-answer sequence cannot
be reiterated; and 3) their conditional relevance, which ties the first action (the
summons) to the second action (the answer); “given the first, the second is
expectable; upon its occurrence it can be seen to be a second item to the first;
upon its nonoccurrence it can be seen to be officially absent” (1968: 1083).
Moreover, the caller has the obligation to talk upon the completion of the sum-
mons-answer sequence and the called person to listen.

2. Identification and recognition may occur in overtly articulated identification
sequences, but recognition can also happen without a dedicated sequence being
produced. What is at stake is the establishment of the participants’ individual or
categorial identities. By responding to a summons (e. g., with Aello) the called
person provides a “voice sample” (Schegloff 1986: 126), enabling the caller to
recognize their voice. According to Schegloff, a preference for recognition is
at work. If recognition does not happen, self-identification (e. g., by name) is
warranted.

3. The greeting sequence is reflexively tied to reciprocal identification (and rec-
ognition): “[...] it is with a greeting that each party asserts or claims recognition
of the other” (Schegloff 1986: 129). In the greeting sequence, a greeting by one
participant projects a return greeting by the other participant.

4. The “howareyou” sequence is initiated by one participant’s how are you?-ques-
tion, which projects an answer by the recipient. Schegloff identified three
organizational sets of answers — positive, negative and neutral, which each
lead to different sequential courses (Schegloff 1986: 129). While “neutral”
responses orient speakers towards closing down the “howareyou” sequence and
progressing to the next sequence, “positive” and “negative” responses make
sequence expansion relevant. Since the sequence organization of openings pro-
vides callers with the first opportunity to produce a ~ow are you?-question, the
“howareyou” sequence allows called persons to introduce a topic that thereby
gets prioritized with respect to the caller’s reason for the call.

5. The sequence organization of openings enables callers to reach the “anchor
position” (Schegloff 1986: 116), i.e., the sequential slot at which they can
introduce the “first topic” of conversation, thereby providing the “reason for
the call” (1986: 116). However, opportunities may also emerge that enable
participants to introduce a topic of conversation before the anchor position is
reached, e. g., after the how are you?-inquiry.

The first four sequences form the “core opening sequences” (Schegloff 1986: 117)

through which participants collaboratively work towards reaching the “anchor posi-
tion”. On occasion, participants may establish spatial reference as they go through
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the opening sequence, in particular as part of mutual identification or when making
relevant contextual features. The following excerpt illustrates a case in point:

Ex. I (Schegloff 1979: 57)

In response to the ringing of the phone (not transcribed in the original), Mar-
cia answers with “Hello”, thereby displaying her availability (summons-answer
sequence). In the following turn (“H’llo Marcia?”), the caller claims recognition of
Marcia based on the voice sample the latter has just provided. By answering with
just “Yea:h”, Marcia does not display recognition of the caller. In the subsequent
turn, the caller is again displaying recognition of Marcia’s voice, while at the same
time making reciprocal recognition relevant. Furthermore, with her expanded turn,
the caller offers a larger sample of her voice, giving Marcia again the opportunity
to recognize her (instead of opting for a dispreferred self-identification). Indeed,
after starting a response “Yea:h kind of-", Marcia produces a greeting followed by
what is likely a first identifying token (“hi C-"). The turn continuation (“you’re
home!”) offers an account as to why recognition happened so late and then pro-
duces the caller’s name “Carolyn”. In this case, Marcia displays recognition of the
caller by other-identifying her through her name. This identification crucially relies
on a “place formulation” (Schegloff 1972), i. e., on “you’re home!”. Therefore, this
excerpt illustrates the asymmetry of information between the caller and answerer
about who and where the other is, or is likely to be located. In times in which num-
bers were not displayed on the phone, the caller knew which person(s) to expect
when calling a particular number, the call-taker did not know who was calling.

Schegloff pointed out that openings that prima facie seem to deviate from the
ones described above are actually “variants engendered by a systematic sequential
organization adapted and fitted by the parties to some particular circumstances”
(1979: 68). For instance, in phone calls to emergency helplines, the opening
sequence is reduced to a “three-part summons/answer/acknowledgement” (Wha-
len and Zimmerman 1987: 178) by which participants display their orientation to
the main business to be accomplished in an emergency call. Although greetings
and “howareyou” sequences are absent in these openings, participants do not treat
them as missing (Whalen and Zimmerman 1987). Such institutional calls are thus
organized differently from ordinary calls. Their institutional nature is not given,
but rather results from the participants’ practical orientations and their sequential
ordering of turns (Drew and Heritage 1992; Schegloff 2004).
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In the opening of emergency calls, participants accomplish a number of interac-
tional goals: opening the interaction, identifying (i. e., self-categorizing) themselves,
and acknowledging the other’s identity, often by referring to the (geographical or
institutional) place they are calling from (Mondada 2011). By thus accomplish-
ing the opening sequence, participants pave the way for the actual reason for the
call, i. e., the request sequence (Zimmerman 1984; Whalen and Zimmerman 1987).
Zimmerman (1984) emphasized that this structure is an interactional achievement
by the participants, which shapes the context of the talk. Observing similarities
between institutional and ordinary phone calls, Schegloff warned against “coopta-
tion or preemption of a sequential feature of the talk by a social-structural formu-
lation of its context” (1991: 59), formulating a “paradox of proximateness” (1991:
64): the context’s relevance must be established on the basis of the details of talk.

The next excerpt shows how the institutional dimension of such service calls is
established, and also demonstrates the relevance of spatial references in openings:

Ex. 2 (Zimmerman 1984: 219)

In this case, the call-taker responds to the summons by self-identifying on the basis
of their institutional identity, which is itself related to a particular place (1. 1). In
response, the caller self-identifies by mentioning a location (“thuh Kit-Kat Club”,
1. 2) and an address. The caller’s turn is produced with a “try-marked” (Sacks and
Schegloff 1979) intonation, hence inviting some form of response, which the call-
taker delivers next (1. 3). The caller then mentions a further location (“Jim’s laundry-
mat?”, 1. 4), again articulated with try-marked intonation and thereby projecting the
call-taker’s response (1. 5). This second “place formulation” (Schegloff 1972) is to
be heard as not only the place where the caller observed “policeable trouble” (Zim-
merman 1984: 214), but also as providing for a “police locatable location” (Meehan
1989: 120), that is, a place formulation relevant for the access and intervention of
the police. This is confirmed by the caller’s subsequent turn-constructional unit
(1. 6), where they report the nature of the trouble and articulate yet another place
formulation, relative to the caller’s location. Hence, self-identification through a
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place formulation (1. 2) can be seen to serve the main business of the emergency
call, namely reporting policeable trouble in an adequate way, thereby facilitating the
delivery of the service (Zimmerman 1984; Whalen and Zimmerman 1987).

Place formulations are frequently also observed in radio phone-ins. They were
studied with respect to their sequence organization (Hutchby 1996; Fitzgerald
1999; Fitzgerald and Housley 2002), which intertwines with membership catego-
ries participants make relevant (Fitzgerald 1999; Fitzgerald and Housley 2002).
Here, callers may self-identify by mentioning where they “come from”, or the host
may other-identify them by articulating the caller’s name and their geographical
location. Among the particularities of radio phone-ins participants orient to in the
opening of the phone calls, is the fact that, before going on-air, callers talk to a
switchboard operator. A further specificity resides in the particular “participation
framework” (Goffman 1981) of the broadcasted call, with the invisible presence
of the listening audience (Hutchby 1996) that hosts and callers may make relevant.

Subsequent studies on institutional phone calls focused on prosody (Coup-
er-Kuhlen 2001; Szczepek Reed 2009; cf. Schegloff 1998) and embodied behavior
in call centers (Mondada 2008). The latter showed that the participants’ spatial
arrangement and embodied practices are important features of phone calls, espe-
cially of their openings, thereby rectifying the disincarnate understanding of phone
calls conveyed by previous studies. This is confirmed by video calls, in which the
visibility of callers and call-takers is a further organizational layer of openings.

2.2. Mobile phone and video call openings

With technological advancements, mobile phones are increasingly becoming ubi-
quitous in our social lives. A fundamental question is then, as Schegloff (2002: 297)
put it: “How should we understand cell phone use: Is it like any other phone use, or
do the technological affordances modify the terms under which such conversations
are initiated and conducted?”. Schegloff’s question addressed the interactional rele-
vance of the features of mobile phones in the organization of conversations. Differ-
ent from landline telephone calls, the ringing of mobile phones (through a variety
of summonses) may convey information about the (identity of the) caller, especially
if their number is saved. Therefore, answers to summonses may already display
sensitivity to the caller’s identity (Arminen and Leinonen 2006). Answerers often
tailor their responses to summonses through personalized answers (as opposed
to uniform summonses in landline calls). Conversely, the inability to identify the
caller may be treated as accountable (Arminen and Leinonen 2006).

The portability of mobile phones, and the mobility of their users, enable the
latter to receive and answer calls anytime and anywhere. Callers treat the answer-
er’s location as relevant by asking questions like “where are you?” in the openings
(Laurier 2001; Weilenmann 2003). The local contingencies of answerers, their cur-
rent activity and availability, may present constraints for interaction, to which they
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may orient while answering the call. For instance, Arminen and Leinonen (2006)
discussed an example in which a person takes a mobile phone call in the toilet of
a train, and this constrains their participation and engagement in the interaction.

Further technological developments make it possible for people distributed in
different places to connect by video calls. In the openings of such video calls, par-
ticipants orient to establishing a joint interactional frame (Licoppe 2017), in which
the parties involved in the calls are mutually visible and available to each other.
This mutual visibility is often achieved through “talking heads” configurations
(Licoppe and Morel 2012), in which people gaze at the screen while their faces are
appropriately visible to one another. The proper visual appearances of people are
essential, and they are treated as noticeable and accountable in the opening phases
of the video calls. While appearances establish the relevance of greetings, the latter
recognize such appearances and provide a resource for achieving and checking the
mutuality of audio-visual telecopresence (Zhao 2003). It is only after mutual vis-
ibility has been properly established and acknowledged that people move on with
their business. The participants’ visibility is treated as an institutional prerequi-
site, for instance, in the openings of courtroom hearings held via videoconference
before proceeding with the procedure (Licoppe and Dumoulin 2010).

The establishment of a joint interactional frame in video calls often involves
protracted sequences. In other words, a proper interactional frame emerges in a
stepwise fashion through successive forms of appearances, for instance, audio-ap-
pearances and video-appearances (Licoppe 2017). These are recognized and treated
as distinct, thereby occasioning the production of multiple greetings (De Fornel
1994; Licoppe 2017: 251).

In the light of these observations and findings, co-presence comes out as a
practical and materially/technologically-supported multimodal accomplishment
that can be achieved in different ways, in distant calls and virtual communication,
but also while sharing the same location, as the remainder of this chapter will show.

3. Face-to-face openings

Goffman has repeatedly shown that mere physical proximity is not yet co-presence,
and spatial co-location does not yet mean establishing a common interactional
space. This section takes up the analytical challenges that face-to-face openings
present and describes the initial moments of beginning encounters, with particular
attention to how movements and bodily assemblages in space contribute to the
emergence of openings.

Whereas the approaches presented earlier (Section 1.1) treated openings as
establishing a natural initial demarcation of the encounter to come, Goffman exam-
ined different kinds of co-presence in the same place, in particular in terms of
“unfocused” and “focused interactions” (Goffman 1963). He defined the “social
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situation” as more than just co-location in the same place, “as an environment of
mutual monitoring possibilities, anywhere within which an individual will find
himself accessible to the naked senses of all the others who are ‘present,” and sim-
ilarly find them accessible to him” (1964: 135). Perception, in line with Simmel
(1908), is crucial for establishing different types of social arrangements. Else-
where, Goffman spoke of “conditions of copresence”: “persons must sense that
they are close enough to be perceived in whatever they are doing, including their
experiencing of others, and close enough to be perceived in this sensing of being
perceived” (1963: 17). This defines a “gathering”, with “unengaged participants
bound by unfocused interaction” (1964: 135). Unfocused interaction concerns
not only “the management of sheer and mere copresence”, but also “the kind of
communication that occurs when one gleans information about another person
present by glancing at him, if only momentarily, as he passes into and then out of
one’s view” (1963: 24). Gatherings thus characterize forms of minimal orienta-
tion between individuals who are not yet “participants” to an encounter, but who
are sustaining “civil inattention” between them. By contrast, in an “encounter”,
co-present persons “jointly ratify one another as authorized co-sustainers of a sin-
gle, albeit moving, focus of visual and cognitive attention” (1964: 135). That is,
they engage in a focused interaction, defined in perceptive terms as “mutual eye-
to-eye activity” (1963: 92), in which an “ecological huddle tends to be carefully
maintained, maximizing the opportunity for participants to monitor one another’s
mutual perceivings” (1963: 95). These different forms of engagement have been
a source of inspiration for reflecting about openings, and in particular about what
precedes and leads up to an opening.

In order to characterize the different social arrangements observed, Goffman
used a variety of spatial notions: already in 1956, he spoke of “region behavior”,
distinguishing between a “front region” and a “back region” (1956: 66 ff); later,
he talked about “territories” (1971: 29), distinguishing between geographically
structured and fixed territories vs. more temporary, situational ones vs. egocentric
ones. Space is omnipresent in Goffman’s writings, be it in the form of architectural
affordances and constraints or in the manifestation of changing body arrangements.

Goffman also referred to sociological, anthropological and ethological
approaches to space, as well as to contemporaries such as Birdwhistell, Scheflen
and Hall, who were highly interested in movements in space and in spatiality.
These authors mutually influenced each other and had some impact on early stud-
ies in video-based conversation analysis, as provided by C. Goodwin and M. H.
Goodwin (see Mondada 2021). Hall (1966), who coined the term “proxemics” —
defined as the study of human perception and use of space —, was influenced by
ethology in his discussion of territoriality, as was Goffman. He observed important
cultural variation in the management of distance vs. proximity in different forms
of communication and co-presence (e. g., in crowded places). While Hall mainly
used photography, in his studies of kinesics, Birdwhistell (1952, 1970) used film
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for the detailed analysis of body movements in space. He influenced Scheflen
(1964), who proposed a hierarchy of units describing different levels of organiza-
tion in spatial terms (the point, the position and the presentation), inspired by the
structural linguistic definition of units (see Scheflen and Scheflen 1972: 4647,
fn.). All these units, at all levels, refer to the territoriality of the body, and are vis-
ible, measurable, photographable/filmable, and analyzable (Scheflen 1971). On a
macro level, echoing Goffman’s (1963) interest in forms of co-presence in space,
and in distinct body assemblages characterizing focused vs. unfocused interactions
(see Scheflen and Scheflen 1972: 35-36 exemplifying these distinctions), Scheflen
considered that the way bodies occupy space provides for a specific characteri-
zation of the event. On a more micro level, space intervenes in the orientation of
fine embodied details, indexed by head movements, gestures, or even movements
of the eyelids, working as “markers”, for instance indicating the end of a sentence
(Scheflen 1964: 321, fig. 1; Scheflen and Scheflen 1972: 48 ff).

This primacy of spatiality enabled a view of human interaction focused on the
body as it is mobilized in — and constrained by — its ecology (from the architecture
of streets and households to the minimal space required for a body to gesticulate).
These early studies produced further research highlighting the “proxemic shifts” in
an interaction (for instance by Erickson 1975, who obtained his PhD under Hall’s
supervision), the spatial dimension of “distant” vs. “close” greetings (Kendon and
Ferber 1973), and more generally the spatial “formations” (Kendon 1977) char-
acterizing the relative positions of the participants engaged in an activity. Several
decades later, these discussions would be influential for further work on “interac-
tional space” (Mondada 2009) and mobility in interaction (Haddington, Mondada
and Nevile 2013), as well as on architectures for interaction (Hausendorf 2013).

The spatial dimensions of emerging encounters in openings are the focus
around which this section is organized, thereby highlighting the specificities of
openings in face-to-face encounters, with a special attention to encounters involv-
ing mutually unacquainted people. The section first homes in on forms of co-pres-
ence describable as “unfocused interactions” (Section 3.1) before turning to the
emergence of “focused interactions” (Section 3.2) and the production of greetings
(Section 3.3). These distinctions, based on Goffman, shall serve to discuss research
on encounters in public spaces, which will be illustrated by video-recorded exam-
ples collected and analyzed by the authors within the project The five first words:
Multilingual cities in Switzerland and Belgium and the grammar of language
choice in public space (see Acknowledgments).
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3.1. Becoming co-present

Unfocused interaction is characterized by discrete mutual monitoring, which Goff-
man described in terms of “civil inattention”. This notion relates to social situations
where “persons are mutually present and not involved together in conversation or
other focused interaction” (1963: 83). Civil inattention enables unacquainted indi-
viduals to acknowledge each other’s presence through sighting, without projecting
any involvement in focused interaction. An example of this is the passing-by of
pedestrians in the street. Individuals briefly glance at each other from a distance,
and withdraw their gaze immediately afterwards, while coordinating their walking
trajectories. They mutually display civil inattention and avoidance to engage in
closer contact. This enables them to avoid collisions, while maintaining “a scan-
ning or check out area” (Goffman 1971: 11-12) in front of them to be ready to
glance at incoming pedestrians as they enter their scanning range.

Civil inattention is thus one important interpersonal way of regulating public
life, in which gaze constitutes an embodied resource to manage unfocused interac-
tion. This is illustrated in the following example, extracted from a video-recording
in which the cameraperson shadows a guardian (GUA) with his dog (DOG) during
their routine promenade, which leads to several encounters with other people (and
dogs). The recordings were done with the guardian’s agreement, and informed
consent was obtained by all pedestrians visible in the data presented. In this case,
a prospective passer-by (PAS) can be seen from afar, walking towards them (1. 1).
Suddenly the dog turns to the left:

Ex. 3 (corpus firstSwords—CH_DOGW 1024 0.22.51.0.23.18)!

! The data excerpts have been transcribed according to Jefferson’s (2004) conventions
for talk and Mondada’s (2018b) norms for embodied conduct.
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The dog’s turn to the left makes the guardian bend his upper body in the same
direction, gazing towards the dog (1. 1) while giving a corrective instruction (1. 2).
This is possibly overheard by the approaching passer-by, who directs her gaze
downwards, thereby possibly responding to the overheard instruction and interrup-
tion of the guardian’s trajectory. This can be assumed on the basis of the sequen-
tial relationship of “prior” and “next” — the passer-by’s gaze withdrawal follows
immediately after the guardian’s instruction. However, the dog does not comply
and instead turns around completely, walks backwards and sniffs at the edge of
the path (l. 2). The guardian comes to a stop and takes two steps back, still gazing
at the dog, while the passer-by directs her gaze forward again (1. 3; fig. 2). The
guardian comments on the dog’s non-compliance with his instruction (1. 4), then
takes two steps to the left and positions himself at the edge of the path, keeping his
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legs together and stable on the ground (1. 5; fig. 3-5). By doing so, he embodies
stationariness, while at the same time freeing up even more space for the approach-
ing passer-by. His body is oriented diagonally with respect to the edge of the path,
with his head turned to his right, and his gaze possibly directed to the passer-by,
displaying social availability. However, shortly thereafter, the passer-by lowers her
head, thereby avoiding mutual gaze with the guardian. A moment later, while she is
still in the guardian’s scanning range, she raises her left hand and strokes her hair
while tilting her head (1. 6; fig. 6). As she lowers her hand again, she gazes towards
the dog from the corner of her eyes (fig. 7-8). This is also the moment when she
is “just beyond the sight line” (Goffman 1971: 126), where she cannot meet the
gaze of the guardian. The excerpt shows a case in which one individual displays
social availability, the other avoids engaging in a focused interaction by skillfully
by-passing the establishment of mutual gaze.

Gaze behavior is also central to other examples of civil inattention, as observed
for example in elevators. Goffman (1971) showed that individuals in an elevator
face problems of equally allocating the available space while maintaining a posi-
tion oriented towards the elevator’s door. As a new person enters, passengers need
to adjust their position and, as people leave, adapt their position in order to obtain
more distance from co-present people, but paying attention not to perform what
could be treated as offensive avoidance behavior (1971: 32). Hirschauer (1999)
described the “practice of elevator riding” (1999: 226) as a situation characterized
by a “continuum of presence” (1999: 242), within which passengers can interact
maximally or minimally with one another. Similarly, in situations in which indi-
viduals are waiting for a service and find themselves in close proximity, they can
be seen to pursue only minimal engagement, thereby balancing the avoidance
of eye contact with others with the need for monitoring any change in the envi-
ronment of the co-waiters (Ayafl 2020). The following excerpt was recorded in a
waiting room of a medical practice in Italy, with the informed consent of all the
participants. It shows Giulio (GIU) silently entering the waiting room (w.r.) and
joining Lara (LAR), Elena (ELE), Silvia (SIL), Luca (LUC), and Paola (PAO)
waiting.

Ex. 4 (corpus firstSwords—IT DOCWAIT 1203 2.06.23-2.06.40)
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Giulio’s entrance in the waiting room passes the “physical/social threshold” (Pil-
let-Shore 2018: 216) around which he becomes co-present for the other individ-
uals in the room. Lara, Elena and Silvia momentarily gaze towards the door from
which he is entering, thereby acknowledging his entrance (I. 1; fig. 9), while he
makes his first steps inside and gazes towards the central area of the waiting room.
He briefly stops and closes the door behind him (fig. 13). Luca also briefly gazes
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towards Giulio, thereby acknowledging his presence (fig. 10). Luca withdraws his
gaze just before Giulio turns and gazes towards a corner of the room where some
seats are free, close to where Luca and Paola are seated (fig. 13). Paola now also
gazes at Giulio (1. 2; fig. 11-12). As he starts walking towards the corner, Giulio
gazes at the floor, thereby displaying social unavailability, then lifts his head and
briefly gazes towards the reception, and gazes down again (1. 3). When he comes
into closer proximity to Elena, she gazes to her left (fig. 14), thereby reducing
the possibilities to establish mutual gaze with Giulio. He again gazes towards the
corner towards which he is walking, while Paola gazes to the floor, equally dis-
playing social unavailability. Luca again quickly gazes towards Giulio, while the
latter approaches the free seat next to him (I. 4; fig. 15). Shortly thereafter, both
Paola and Luca gaze at Giulio by moving their eyeballs but keeping the position of
their heads stable and oriented forward (l. 5; fig. 16—17). By doing so, Paola and
Luca monitor Giulio’s conduct in a way that prevents the co-present individuals
to engage in focused interaction. Giulio then takes a seat, while looking towards
a little table situated in the corner of the room (1. 6). Once Giulio is seated, Paola
and Luca withdraw their gaze from him.

This excerpt shows that individuals becoming co-present acknowledge each
other’s presence through quick glances enabling them to monitor the conduct of
newcomers in a shared inhabited space. This also allows them to avoid engaging
in focused interaction by, for instance, withdrawing their gaze when they find
themselves in the newcomer’s proximity.

That the establishment of mutual gaze makes relevant a more sustained encounter
is also illustrated by Goffman’s (1963: 94) description of a waitress “who may pre-
vent a waiting customer from ‘catching her eye’ to prevent his initiating an order”.
Customers may thus look at waiters, thereby displaying an asymmetrical pre-engage-
ment, which waiters can witness without overtly engaging in mutual gaze.

Unfocused interaction is just one way in which individuals deal with co-pres-
ence. The following section shows how individuals who find themselves in co-pres-
ence move into focused interaction. The focus will be on the resources individuals
mobilize when approaching — and thereby constituting as such — a possibly pro-
spective co-participant and on the coordinated achievement of focused interaction,
based on the initiation and maintenance of mutual eye contact, enabling individuals
to gradually establish an encounter.

3.2. From co-presence to mutual engagement

Co-present individuals may establish “a communion of a face engagement” (Goff-
man 1963: 100), by moving to a mutually ratified state of participation, which can
be sustained for a brief moment of time or for hours. This progression from “mere
co-presence” to “full scale co-participation” (Goffman 1963: 102) is what gradu-
ally establishes focused interaction, in which participants share a “single mutual
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activity”. In focused encounters, persons may engage in talk, but they may also
engage in silent encounters, as is the case when two individuals walk together next
to each other without talking.

Goffman (1963: 104) observed that persons should display “some readiness for
potential face engagements”.

The transition from “mere physical co-presence into social co-presence” (Pil-
let-Shore 2008: 58, italics in original) entails multiple preliminary and preparatory
activities that lead to the establishment of a social interaction. In one of the first
studies focusing on these emergent activities, Kendon and Ferber (1973) described
the step-by-step organization of guests arriving at an outdoor birthday party and
engaging in focused interaction. These activities can be treated as the “pre-be-
ginning” (Schegloff 1979) or “pre-opening” (Mondada 2010) of an encounter.
Individuals first scan the local environment and sight, or exchange glances with,
potential prospective co-participants. They physically approach each other and
organize their way in the inhabited space. Similarly, pedestrians moving in space
as “vehicular units” (Goffman 1971) exploit the recognizability and projectability
of walking paths to achieve collision-free trajectories, mutually adjusting them as
they come closer (Mondada 2009). In order to do so, they need to adapt to the spa-
tio-material configuration of the surrounding environment. During the approach,
they may look away in other directions and, when reaching a closer position, they
may establish mutual gaze just before possibly exchanging the first words of the
transient encounter (see Sacks 1992; De Stefani and Mondada 2018).

The resources individuals mobilize when becoming physically and socially
co-present exhibit their social relationship and display the identification or rec-
ognitional work that is done in the very first moments of an encounter. When
individuals approach an unknown person, they face the practical problem of cat-
egorial identification of a potential co-interactant, based on the real-time scrutiny
of visually available “inspectables” (Schegloff 1979: 64). In encounters between
acquainted people, individuals mutually display recognition of the other as a known
person. Even when they happen to meet in unplanned encounters, minimal proper
conversation is expectable. Participants may thus use recognitional displays to
index that the other has been recognized or to orient to the surprise of unexpectedly
meeting in the same place (De Stefani and Mondada 2010, 2018).

While the abovementioned activities are preliminary to and preparatory for
an imminent encounter with continuously sustained talk, how interactants engage
with each other in continuing states of incipient talk merits additional attention.
Schegloff and Sacks (1973: 324-325) pointed out the following:

Persons in such a continuing state of incipient talk [e. g., “members of a household in
their living room, employees who share an office, passengers together in an automo-
bile”’] need not begin new segments of conversation with exchanges of greetings, and
need not close segments with closing sections and terminal exchanges. Much else would
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appear to be different in their conversational circumstances as compared to those in
which a conversation is specifically ‘started up’[...].

Taking into account multimodal details of embodied interaction during states of
incipient talk, Gonzalez-Martinez et al. (2017) focused on “fleeting moments of
co-presence” (Ryave and Schenkein 1974: 273) occurring between medical staff
who repeatedly meet during their working hours in the corridors of a hospital.
Whereas in some cases staff members engage in passing-by “ca va? checks”
(Gonzélez-Martinez et al. 2017) about the working situation, in other cases they
just minimally acknowledge each other’s co-presence. This transient co-presence
involves certain embodied practices: individuals meet each other’s gaze at a dis-
tance, briefly adopt a smiling face before shifting gaze orientation and adjusting
their walking trajectories. When coming closer, they direct their gaze downward
and continue to walk towards their destination. Such reflexive embodied behavior
displays a common understanding that they are not inviting each other to engage
in any mutual sustained activity.

On occasion, individuals coordinate their entry into a face-to-face engagement
through summons-answer sequences. Summonses can be initiated verbally/vocally
with resources that constitute the very first words addressed to the prospective
co-participant(s). These are recognitional address terms (e. g., personal names) or
hesitation markers like French eu/ followed by excusez-moi, as an attention-get-
ting device (Mondada 2009; cf. Schegloff 1979: 33-34).

Summonses can also be implemented in an embodied way. For instance,
approaching and positioning oneself in front of the counter is sometimes treated as
an “embodied summons” (Merritt 1976) in customer service interactions. Moreo-
ver, the summons-like character of “incipiently smiling” (Schegloft 2004: 81) has
been discussed (Kendon and Ferber 1973: 164, 188—189; Mortensen and Hazel
2014: 52; Pillet-Shore 2008: 278-279; see also Goffman 1971: 160).

Interactants-to-be have also been shown to use material affordances for “doing
summonsing”. This is the case for door-knocks (Pillet-Shore 2008; Tuncer and
Licoppe 2018), doorbell rings (Oloff 2010), or police car sirens and flashing lights
before traffic stops (Kidwell 2018).

The use of different resources for doing summonsing is often intertwined with
one another and temporally fine-tuned. Moreover, they do not always mandate an
overt verbal (go-ahead or blocking) response, but can be embodied-only instead,
such as when reciprocating the gaze, reorienting the body posture, slowing down,
opening the door, etc.

Concomitant with the progressive establishment of a mutual focus of attention
and the stabilization of a common interactional space (Mondada 2009, 2013), or
“F-formation” (Kendon 1990), is the delivery of the reason for the encounter. De
Stefani and Mondada (2018) have shown that in chance encounters between unac-
quainted people, the interactants orient to issues of accountability and legitimacy
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by producing the reason for the encounter as early as possible, thereby engag-
ing in a “ticketed” (Sacks 1992: II, 195) entry into interaction. This is shown in
the following excerpt, video-recorded in a bilingual Swiss town by shadowing a
reporter (REP) working for a local French-speaking radio station and engaging in
interaction with passers-by (here PED) in order to conduct person-on-the-street
interviews:

Ex. 5 (corpus firstSwords—CH_MICTROT 1022 MICFR _00.04.50-00.05.00)
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At the beginning of the excerpt, the reporter is scanning the area, inspecting the
local ecology for potential interviewees-to-be (1. 1). After 1.8 seconds, she directs
her gaze towards a pedestrian in her perceptual field (1. 1). This initial sighting
from a distance is unilateral as it occurs before the located “target”, who is look-
ing ahead, has displayed awareness of the incipient approach (1. 1; fig. 18). While
maintaining sustained gaze towards the pedestrian, the reporter verbally identifies
her with the category term la dame/‘the lady’ followed by the locative /a-bas/‘over
there’ (1. 2), thereby referring to the visual recognizability of the potential prospec-
tive co-participant (which is possibly also designed to be overheard by the shadow-
ing cameraperson). As she is walking towards the target person, the reporter again
singles out the pedestrian by uttering the category term la dame (note the prosodic
stress on the definite article), which co-occurs with the pedestrian’s shifting her
gaze towards the reporter (1. 4; fig. 19). They thus establish mutual gaze and hold
it for some time before the pedestrian withdraws her gaze and faces forward while
continuing to walk straight ahead (1. 5). It is at this point that the reporter begins
to accelerate her walking pace during the spatial approach (l. 5), thereby orienting
to increased visibility and to establishing a side-by-side body arrangement. The
pedestrian subsequently brings her gaze back to the fast-approaching reporter (1. 5;
fig. 20). Having progressively established a mutual focus of attention in spatial
proximity, the reporter goes on to deliver her opening turn with bonjour madame,
excusez-moi,/*hello madam, excuse me’, (1. 6). The turn-initial greeting token and
the subsequent address term are produced with upward intonation and can be heard
as doing summonsing, whereas the ensuing “apology” excusez-moi works as an
attention-getting device that projects the kind of interaction that is taking place
and contributes to producing the accountability of the reporter’s approach (Mon-
dada 2009; cf. Schegloft 1979: 33-34) — a recurrent feature of “stranger-stranger
interaction” (Sacks 1992: 11, 195). After the reporter’s greeting-summons, almost
concomitantly with her “excuse me”, the pedestrian visibly displays unavailability
to engage in sustained focused interaction by responding with gaze withdrawal and
shaking her head laterally while continuing to walk forward (1. 6).

This excerpt not only demonstrates that the (non-)amenability of passers-by
is an emergent and progressively coordinated interactional achievement, but it
also showcases how prospective co-interactants orient to space and its local affor-
dances. For instance, they may engage in initial unilateral monitoring for pre-open-
ing categorization work from a distance, use an accelerated walking pace as an
interactional resource in open space environments to achieve convergent trajecto-
ries, or bodily implement a blocking response to a verbal summons by maintaining
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an away-oriented walking path, here reflexively used in conjunction with gaze
withdrawal and a head shake.

While Ex. 5 illustrates the step-by-step emergence of openings by paying par-
ticular attention to how individuals emergently transition into co-participation, the
following section addresses the first moments of a focused interaction by zooming
in on the production of greetings.

3.3. Greetings

Greetings constitute a prolific area of interdisciplinary research that has variously
shown their importance for creating, negotiating and maintaining interpersonal
relationships. While a substantial body of research has provided descriptions of
the cultural variability (Basso 1970; Duranti 1992; Firth 1972; Irvine 1974), but
also universality (Duranti 1997a) of greetings, the notion of “greeting” is often
employed in putatively “self-explanatory” and analytically more or less granular
ways. Despite the wealth of literature on greeting practices, research that system-
atically focuses on the formal delivery of greetings is relatively scarce. Addressing
the lexical content of verbal greetings, a number of studies have, however, touched
upon temporal aspects highlighted in greeting tokens (such as in time-of-day salu-
tations; D’ Antoni and De Stefani 2022); spatial dimensions (such as in “where are
you going?” formulae; e. g., Duranti 1997a; Firth 1972; Hanks 1990); prior (un)
acquaintance of interactants (De Stefani and Mondada 2010, 2018; D’ Antoni and
De Stefani 2022); the degree of (in)formality (Irvine 1974; Nilsson et al. 2020);
or personal state inquiries (e. g. how are you?) as a “greeting substitute” (Sacks
1992: 1, 554) in American English. Moreover, how participants accomplish not
only dyadic, but also collective greetings has also been discussed (Albert and
Raymond 2019; Duranti 1997b). Relatedly, several studies have demonstrated the
interactional significance of co-present double greetings for managing issues of
(un)availability (Harjunpda et al. 2018), claiming recognition of the co-partici-
pant(s) (D’ Antoni and De Stefani 2022), negotiating the language of the interaction
(Mondada 2018a), or displaying a positive affective stance toward the encounter
(De Stefani and Mondada 2018). Correlatively, participants have been shown to
prosodically recipient-design their greetings, thereby tailoring them to their par-
ticular addressee(s) (Pillet-Shore 2012).

Greetings have also been conceptualized as sequential phenomena (Section 2.1),
already in Harvey Sacks’s (1992) pioneering work. By distinguishing a “greeting
item” (e. g., hello) from a “greeting place”, Sacks (1992: 1, 97) showed how greet-
ings are contingent on their sequential position. Furthermore, they often occur at
“beginnings of beginning sections” (1992: II, 200), although some interactions are
greetings-only (1992: 11, 193).

The spatial dimension of naturally occurring greetings was highlighted early
on in pioneering work by Kendon and Ferber (1973), who distinguished between
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“distance salutations” (eyebrow flash, head toss, waving) and “close salutations”
(smiles, nods, verbal greetings, body contact). Duranti (1992) underlined the
importance of examining the interplay of greeting practices and embodied spatial-
ity by looking at how participants co-organize their bodies in space in encounter
openings. In a variety of settings, greetings have been shown to play an impor-
tant role in how interactants-to-be spatiotemporally organize the coordinated entry
into an encounter (see Fox and Heinemann 2020; Hausendorf and Mondada 2017;
Hochuli 2019; Sorjonen and Raevaara 2014). Moreover, embodied greetings pro-
vide instances of haptic sociality (M. H. Goodwin 2017) and interaction-oriented
research on openings highlighted the fine-grained temporality and coordination
of proximal tactile co-engagements such as hugging (Laurier 2013) or shaking
hands (De Stefani and Mondada 2018). More recently, this body of work has been
complemented by examinations of novel ways of accomplishing distant embodied
and tactile greetings during the Covid-19 pandemic (Mondada et al. 2020a, 2020b).

Consequently, these studies show that spatiality goes hand in hand with embod-
iment. However, work on embodied conduct (e. g., waving, smiling, nodding) dur-
ing greeting sequences remains limited, with a few notable exceptions such as
the aforementioned study by Kendon and Ferber (1973), in which video-recorded
data were analyzed to examine naturally occurring greetings (see also Scheflen
and Scheflen 1972: 37-40). Similarly, Pillet-Shore (2018) also viewed embodied
actions as interactional practices in a larger opening phase of co-present interac-
tion.

Embodied actions such as waving (Hochuli 2019) or nodding (Mondada 2018a)
have also been described as responses to greetings which display certain inter-
actional (e. g., unavailability) and affective (e. g., surprise, satisfaction) stances.
Another type of close salutation is smiling (cf. Section 3.2). Described by Firth
(1972: 23) as “one of the major signs of welcome”, smiles are used to display
recognition and a positive affective stance (Pillet-Shore 2008; D’Antoni and De
Stefani 2022). Participants accomplish these embodied actions alongside utter-
ances or other embodied actions in temporally adjusted ways (Mondada 2009;
Mortensen and Hazel 2014): smiling while approaching a counter, for instance,
projects a potential upcoming interaction, before a turn-at-talk is launched. Fur-
thermore, the interrelationship between verbal and embodied greetings is not con-
flictive (either one or the other), but intertwining, as individuals jointly deploy
embodied and vocal resources, constructing a Gestalt through which they achieve
greeting actions. This intertwinement of different resources is shown in the fol-
lowing excerpt, video-recorded with fixed cameras in a tourist information center
in a town in Belgium, featuring here Deborah (DEB), an English-speaking female
person, approaching the counter where two tourism officers, Bart (BAR) and Anne
(ANN) are sitting.
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Ex. 6 (corpus firstSwords—BE TOUROFF 1112 0.57.20-00.57.36)
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The excerpt starts with Deborah approaching the counter while looking at Bart
(1. 1; fig. 21). Bart briefly looks sideways (1. 2; fig. 22), then looks up at Debo-
rah (L. 2; fig. 23). Deborah then smiles incipiently (I. 2; fig. 24) while continuing
towards the counter. Bart then verbally greets Deborah with a greeting in Flemish
(hallo, 1. 3; fig. 25). Deborah returns the greeting in English (kello, 1. 5), as Bart
smiles back at her (I. 5; fig. 26), potentially displaying availability as a service
provider. He then redoes a greeting in English (44, 1. 7), thereby aligning with
English as the language of the interaction (Mondada 2018a). Deborah continues
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towards the counter in silence (1. 8; fig. 27). As she is reaching it, she returns a 4i to
Bart (1. 9; fig. 28) and, upon arriving and standing still, she formulates her request
for touristic information, the actual reason for the encounter. Deborah’s second
greeting is thus a way to spatiotemporally organize the opening, i. ., to “buy time”
before reaching a stationary position at the counter (Fox and Heinemann 2020;
Hausendorf and Mondada 2017; Sorjonen and Raevaara 2014).

This excerpt illustrates that greetings — both verbal and embodied — are more
than mere interpersonal rituals and “bracketing” devices. They are practices inter-
actants deploy within the opening to accomplish consequential socio-interactional
and practical work in the very first moments of an encounter: through greetings,
individuals become co-participants in encounters, deal with spatio-temporal con-
tingencies, display availability for further interaction, and negotiate the language
of the encounter (Mondada 2018a), paving the way for the reason for the encoun-
ter. They are thus used by participants in the openings of focused encounters in
a temporally fine-tuned fashion, alongside various other sequentially organized
resources such as smiling and gaze behavior.

4. Conclusion

This chapter has provided an overview of how openings have been studied from
the perspective of Conversation Analysis, with a special focus on embodied face-
to-face casual openings between unacquainted persons. While initial work in CA
dealt with openings —, between two parties in telephone conversations — enabling
Schegloff to propose a first systematic description of the sequences constituting
and achieving openings, later work explored how openings in face-to-face encoun-
ters progressively emerge out of a situation of co-presence.

This latter focus responds to some early insights reported on by Goffman on
various modes of co-presence in space, including unfocused and focused interac-
tions. Different from Goffman’s approach, based on written sources and self-ob-
servation, the studies reviewed here rested on video-recordings, enabling a precise
characterization of the moment-by-moment emergence of openings, as well as of
multiple embodied practices achieving them. Video data also enabled us to show
that the distinction between unfocused and focused interaction is not clear-cut, but
rather a matter of fluid, progressive, and sometimes transient transition between
different modes of co-presence.

This sequential approach also locates greetings, which have been abundantly
described by anthropological studies on the basis of ethnographic sources, within
temporally emergent opening sequences. Contrary to a substantial body of lit-
erature in which greetings are generically treated as the initial moment of an
encounter, studies based on the sequential organization of openings locate them
after other forms of mutual contact, such as exchanges of gaze, have been estab-
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lished. Likewise, the integration of greetings within other practices for establish-
ing contact confirms and expands on initial findings about their socio-cultural
importance. They cannot be reduced to simple rituals, but are fundamental for
the accomplishment and confirmation of social relationships as well as shared
definitions of the context at the beginning of an encounter. This highlights the
relevance of considering openings as constituted by a series of sequentially organ-
ized practices, mobilizing a diversity of vocal, verbal and bodily resources, inte-
grated within ongoing courses of action and adjusted to the contingencies of the
context.

The focus on situated embodiment in openings also highlights the importance
of their spatial organization. Parties engaging in openings are always located in
some place — even in distant encounters, in which this can be thematized explicitly
by the participants. For face-to-face openings, co-location in space is an impor-
tant feature of co-presence. The distribution of bodies within space, their specific
arrangements, their proxemic relations, display the (un)availability of the vari-
ous parties, their socio-interactional relationships, and their projected courses of
action — as achieving civil inattention and sustaining an unfocused interaction, or
as making a focused encounter expectable and actually engaging in it. Interac-
tional spaces change dynamically within the sequential unfolding of individual and
collective actions, displaying how they orient to avoiding collisions and conver-
gent movements or to organizing a convergent and coordinated entry into focused
interaction. This also depends on the local ecology and its spatial characteristics,
exploitable as potentials or constraints for action.

By offering a discussion and illustration of conversation analytic approaches
to openings in public and institutional places between unacquainted people, this
chapter aimed at showing both the systematicity of the organization of openings
in a variety of institutional and material ecologies, and the importance of spatial
arrangements for the emergence of face-to-face encounters — thereby contributing
to a better understanding of the ways people co-exist in social space and possibly
engage in common courses of action.
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11. Interactional spaces in stationary, mobile,
video-mediated and virtual encounters

Pentti Haddington and Tuire Oittinen

Abstract: In any focused social interaction, people come together, move, and posi-
tion their bodies with respect to each other, and maintain and change such forma-
tions while they interact. Establishing and sustaining such formations makes it
possible for them to see and hear others, to show and share objects, and to orient to
same features in the environment. Forming copresence and a shared space is core
and a precondition to any social interaction. Since the influential work by Adam
Kendon (F-formations) and Erving Goffman (participation frameworks, focused
encounters, withs) an accumulating body of research has explored — in different
interactional settings — the pragmatics of how humans organize themselves spa-
tially for interacting with each other. More recently, Lorenza Mondada (2009) has
introduced the term “interactional space” to refer to the dynamic ways in which
people not only initiate and establish copresent formations but also continuously
(re)organize them with respect to each other, the unfolding activity and material
environment. In this chapter, we offer an overview of pragmatics research on spa-
tial arrangements in interaction. We illustrate how people organize their copres-
ence in order to interact with each other in stable, mobile, video-mediated (i. e.,
distributed) and virtual settings. We explore “interactional space” as a visual phe-
nomenon and thereby focus on situations where participants can (at least partly)
see each other.

Keywords: interactional space, engagement, copresence, mobility, virtual encoun-
ters, multimodality

1. Introduction

When people interact, in real-time and face-to-face, they establish a shared space
between them in which the interaction takes place. During an interactional encoun-
ter, they position and move their bodies with respect to each other, the material
environment, and the unfolding activity, all the while maintaining and (re)shaping
the shared space between them through talk and with their bodies. In pragmatics,
“interactional space” is used to describe this phenomenon (e. g. Mondada 2009,
2013).

Why is “interactional space” an important object for empirical analysis in prag-
matics? It is a precondition to any real-time and copresent interaction. It is also a

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110693713-011
In: Andreas H. Jucker and Heiko Hausendorf (eds.). (2022). Pragmatics of Space, 317-361. Berlin/Boston:
De Gruyter Mouton.
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resource for interactants to orient to each other; to maintain reciprocity and mutual
availability (e. g., to see and/or hear each other), to focus on a common point of
attention (e. g., to show and share objects), and to engage in a joint activity (e. g.,
to work and study together). It is also an embodied and tacit process that involves
mutual recognition and careful coordination of talk, body movements and gaze
behavior (Mondada 2009). By moving and arranging their bodies in this or that
way, participants continuously seek for and provide access to each other’s inter-
actional conduct and thereby establish and renew their copresence and mutual
availability. Finally, it is also a verbal and vocal phenomenon; the ways in which
co-participants talk and use language reflect the shapes and changes of interac-
tional spaces, and they are used to establish, maintain and reconfigure them.

The work by Erving Goffman (1963), Adam Kendon (1990), Charles Goodwin
(2000, 2007b, 2013) and Lorenza Mondada (2009, 2011, 2013) provides pragmat-
ics research a wide range of analyses and concepts for understanding the notion of
interactional space. They have explored how social participants inhabit a space and
organize themselves with respect to copresent bodies in recognizable and mean-
ingful ways for establishing and maintaining reciprocity in interaction. Goffman
explored the phenomenon broadly through such concepts as “focused interaction”
(1967: 144-145), “face engagement” (e. g., 1963: 89), “encounter” (1963: 88—89,
243), “eye-to-eye ecological huddle” (1963: 95), “ratified mutual participation”
(1963: 101) and “with” (1971: 19).! The different meanings between the concepts
do not need to concern us here, but what they have in common is that they illus-
trate and conceptualize the vocal and embodied practices (e. g., glances, mutual
gaze) that participants use to open and progress an interactional encounter. During
encounters, participants maintain a single focus of cognitive and visual attention,
while the focus might change during the encounter, for example, with respect to
the task or activity in which the participants are engaged. Goffman showed how
such encounters are recognized not only by the participants themselves but also
by outsiders (e. g., “bystanders™) (1963: 135). While Goffman’s work explored the
social aspects of face engagements, especially as they relate to accountability, he
makes occasional references to their “spatial conventions” or “physical aspects”,
for example, as they relate to the distance between the participants and the shape
of the environment (Goffman 1963: 98, 100).

Kendon (1990) focused specifically on how people in everyday interactional
encounters create and recreate physical and spatial formations with their bodies.
He noted how two or more persons can group themselves into various formations
(e. g., clusters, lines, circles, or half-circles). Such formations can range from rela-

! The notion of “with” refers to “a party of more than one whose members are perceived
to be ‘together’” (Goffman 1971: 19). Goffman (1971: 19) saw a “with” as an interac-
tional unit that pertains to the management of copresence. See also Jensen (2010: 338).
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tively stable to highly fluid and dynamic arrangements of bodies. The (transform-
ing) shape of a formation reflects situational factors, such as how the participants
orient to the situation, the surrounding space and each other. The participants in
such a formation can change, while the arrangement of the bodies in it remains
the same. Kendon (1990: 209) used the notion of “F-formation” to describe this
spatial-orientational relationship between participants. Two terms are helpful for
understanding the meaning of F-formation. First, Kendon (1990: 211) uses the term
“transactional segment” to refer to a space into which an individual looks or speaks,
or in which they work. Second, he uses the term “transactional space” to refer to
at least two overlapping transactional segments, which form a space between the
interlocutors and in which they engage in a common activity. In essence, the trans-
actional space constitutes the F-formation, offering the participants direct, equal,
mutual, and exclusive access to each other. F-formations can come in different
spatial forms and shapes, such as (semi)circular, vis-a-vis, side-by-side, linear or
rectangular arrangements (Kendon 1990: 21). The shape of and possible changes
in the arrangement depend on the number of participants, the environment, and
the arrangement itself (e. g., the distance between the participants) (Kendon 1990:
213-214). Kendon (1990: 213) emphasizes that the F-formation system is a unit of
behavior at the interactional level of organization.

Charles Goodwin complemented Goffman’s and Kendon’s work by using the
term “embodied participation framework” and tying it firmly to the details of talk
and embodied conduct, and thus to “social action”. For Goodwin, embodied par-
ticipation framework was one element — a semiotic resource — that participants use
to produce and ascribe meanings to social actions (Goodwin 2000, 2007b, 2013).
The ways in which social participants face each other, establish formations and ori-
ent to each other provides an interactive ground in which actions emerge; in other
words, embodied participation frameworks are structured (and can be contested)
in the midst of the unfolding activity and interaction (Goodwin 2013: 176). Thus,
arranging bodies in different and dynamic ways provides participants a resource
for establishing joint attention, that is, for hearing each other, seeing each other’s
embodied actions, and orienting to the same objects or features of the physical
environment (Goodwin 2007b: 56-57).

By building on the works of Goffman, Kendon and Goodwin, Mondada takes
a multimodal and praxeological approach to the way social actions shape and are
shaped by joint activities in the sociomaterial environment. An important devel-
opment here is that Mondada takes into consideration “the spatial dimension of
participation framework™ and the perception of space as both “action-shaping and
action-shaped” (Mondada 2013: 50). From this perspective, the physical surround-
ings do not merely afford the interlocutors the resources for progressing mutually
recognized trajectories, but they also make relevant the situation-specific con-
straints. The term “interactional space” was first used by Mondada (2009, 2011,
2013) to describe a dynamic, social, and embodied construct that is
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constituted through the situated, mutually adjusted changing arrangements of the partic-
ipants’ bodies within space, as they are made relevant by the activity they are engaged
in, their mutual attention and their common focus of attention, the objects they manipu-
late and the way in which they coordinate in joint action (Mondada 2013: 250).

Mondada has focused specifically on openings of interactions and the systematic
emergence of interactional spaces before the first words are spoken or greetings
exchanged (Mondada 2009; see also D’ Antoni et al. this volume). The beginnings
of encounters are crucial because it is at those moments where interlocutors move
from separate activities into a shared focus point and multiple converging trajecto-
ries turn into one unique participation framework (see also Goodwin and Goodwin
2004). This stabilization of an interactional space (Mondada 2013: 252) requires
close monitoring of the other party’s conduct and collaborative achievement of
the prerequisites for talk. After establishing the initial contact, efforts must still
be made to maintain the formation relevant for the ongoing event. Furthermore,
interactional space is susceptible to changes as the interaction unfolds, since all the
actions produced, such as gaze and gestures, both manifest and shape, but are also
restricted by, the overall configuration (Mondada 2009; see also Goodwin 2000).

In sum, all focused encounters (Goffman 1967: 144-145), both spontaneous
and planned, require mutual effort to accomplish and sustain the frames and (pre)
conditions of interaction. This means that the interlocutors must be in each other’s
“perceptual range” (Gibson 1979; Hutchby 2001), that is, they can hear and/or see
each other, they must recognize the affordances of the setting and know the proce-
dures and resources with which to indicate their (un)availability to take part in the
imminent or ongoing conversation in a timely and organized manner. As simple
as it may sound, interaction must be situated and mutually accessible in order to
make sense to the people involved in it (Hausendorf 2013). Focused encounters
thus involve people arranging, positioning, and adjusting themselves in a way that
affords and ensures copresence and access to each other’s conduct (Kendon 1990).

In this chapter, we extend these notions and discuss interactional space not only
as a multimodal and embodied configuration in copresent interaction but also how
it is oriented to and constructed through interlocutors’ situated practices in settings
where visual access is limited. How participants orient to one another’s state of
availability for mutual engagement and form and design actions is thus treated as a
matter of access (i. €., to mutually recognized vocal, visual and material resources),
modality (i.e., with which meanings can be created and conveyed), and senses
(i. e., what makes cognitive processing of each other’s conduct possible). Thus,
rather than being dependent solely on the interlocutors’ perceivable bodily behav-
iors, such as gaze, gestures and body position, connected to a physical environment
(Kendon 1990; Mondada 2009, 2011, 2013), we present interactional space as rela-
tive to the situated contingencies and affordances for making meanings. We present
how the practices of participants in interaction, regardless of the setting, reflect the
form(s) of mutual engagement in an interactional space.
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Additionally, we present and analyze the dynamics of interactional spaces in
different interactional contexts. We focus specifically on two aspects in the organ-
ization of interactional spaces: how interactional spaces are maintained and how
they are reconfigured.? We explore interactional space in situations where partic-
ipants have at least partial visual access to each other. We explore the organiza-
tion of interactional space in different interactional contexts: stationary copresent
encounters (Section 2), mobile settings (Section 3), video-mediated online meetings
(Section 4) and immersive virtual reality (Section 5). Each section provides a brief
state-of-the-art of related research. We build on concepts and principles used in
conversation analysis (CA): the analyses focus on the details of talk and embodied
displays as they accomplish social actions within sequences of interaction (e. g.
Goodwin 2000; Schegloff 2007; Sidnell and Stivers 2013). We focus specifically on
verbal and multimodal phenomena that feature in the organization of interactional
space. The data excerpts have been annotated by using the systems developed by
Jefterson (2004), for talk, and Mondada (2019), for embodiment and multimodality.

2. Stationary interactional spaces in copresent encounters

Mondada’s (e. g. 2009, 2011) extensive work on openings of encounters has shown
how the initial moments are progressively organized via the interlocutors’ close
monitoring of each other’s behaviors, such as movement, gaze and talk. What
makes the emergence of a common interactional space relevant is a certain degree
of proximity, such as entering the same room with someone, and making initial
contact by establishing mutual gaze (Mondada 2009: 1980). Through the details
of their conduct, the interlocutors are thus able to establish a formation relevant
to the event and know when launching the conversational opening is appropriate.
However, the negotiation of the spatial-orientational relationship also continues
after the initial configuration has been stabilized, and it is relative to several things:
for instance, the number of interlocutors, the type of formation pursued, the affor-
dances and restrictions of the material environment and the phase of the ongoing
activity. Susceptible moments for an interactional space to be modified or reconfig-
ured are transitions (e. g. LeBaron and Jones 2002; Modaff 2013; Ticca 2012) and
turns-in-progress that require bodily adjustments, such as those involving embod-
ied referencing (Mondada 2013). The resources with which the spatial and bodily
arrangement can be maintained and readjusted amidst interaction depend on the
opportunities to monitor the co-participants’ detailed actions and their relevance
for the ongoing activity. In F-formations where bodies are facing each other, vocal

2 We do not focus on the emergence of interactional spaces as part of beginnings of inter-
actions. This phenomenon is explored in D’ Antoni et al. (this volume).
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and embodied behaviors, including talk, gaze and gestures, are typically used for
mutual coordination of actions. Another aspect that has a bearing on the ways inter-
actional space is (re)organized is the physical location and the degree to which the
setting may invoke the social order (Hausendorf 2013; Jucker et al. 2018). In other
words, there are surroundings and situations that guide us to behave and organize
ourselves in a certain way, leaving less room to maneuver the overall configuration.
For instance, when attending a formal meeting that takes place in a room designed
for this specific purpose, the production of social actions and positioning of bodies
are likely to be impacted by the institutionality of the encounter, the room archi-
tecture and material features available (Jucker et al. 2018: 88; see also Hausendorf
and Schmitt this volume for “architecture-for-interaction”). Furthermore, Kendon
(1990: 216) suggests that seated F-formations may require less active cooperative
maintenance of the arrangement compared to standing formations, such as those
in public places, in which orientations and stances are not similarly restricted by
furniture, making them more susceptible to alterations amidst talk. This section
discusses the ways in which the initial configuration is maintained and renegoti-
ated in interactions that call for remaining in a stationary arrangement.

2.1 Maintaining the initial configuration

Even in encounters where people remain in the same F-formation for most of the
time, interactional space is constantly managed and shaped through the mobili-
zation of verbal and embodied resources as the turn-taking evolves. For instance,
when sitting around a dinner table, even the slightest of changes in the co-partic-
ipant’s bodily-visual behavior, such as shifts in gaze direction, body position and
movement have the potential to redirect the ongoing course of action and invite
modifications in the participation framework (see Goodwin and Goodwin 2004).
In these situations, maintaining the established configuration typically involves
an “eye-to-eye ecological huddle” which Goffman (1963: 95) describes as one of
the fundamentals to indicating full-scale participation and agreement regarding
situational consensus on how things unfold. However, previous studies also show
that the activity framework may require different forms of participation from dif-
ferent people, highlighting the varying resources and recipient-designed ways with
which engagement can be invoked and displayed at specific moments (e. g. Hazel
and Mortensen 2014). Excerpt 13 illustrates this point, showing how the arrange-
ment of a stable seated formation affords the interlocutors a specific set of verbal

3 Excerpts 1-3 come from the Oulu Video Corpus of English and Finnish and recordings
called Always in Oulu (Excerpts 1 and 2) and Never in Canada (Excerpt 3). Prior to
the recordings, the participants have given their consent to the use of the recordings,
including the use of transcriptions and frame grabs, for research purposes. The names
are pseudonyms.
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and embodied resources with which to construct their participation in the shared
interactional space.

Excerpt 1: Always in Oulu, 6:02
01 JEN did *you +e~ffiver have that summer, (.)

jen *turns gaze to Viola --->%*

edi +turns gaze to Jenny —-->>
vio ~turns gaze to Jenny —-->>
fig #figl

Figure 1: Interactional space and face engagements

02 where you didn*#::’t (.) wo:rk, or do anything::
jen *turns gaze to Edith -->>
fig #fig2

Figure 2: Jenny shifting gazes between Viola and Edith
03 VIO yeah.=

04 JEN =and it was only- it *was a one sum|mer,
jen *smiles, raises index fin-
ger

In the excerpt, the interactional space is maintained by all three participants who
have similar, maximal access to each other’s conduct. The alternating gaze direction
and head movement by Jenny, who initiates the sequence (line 1), and the fact that
she establishes mutual gaze consecutively with both Viola and Edith indicates how
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co-participation is actively invoked and shaped along with her talk. Her embodied
actions are not only a way to include the listeners around the same table, but they also
clearly invite recipiency of both (lines 2). Furthermore, unlike Viola, Edith does not
provide an immediate response, which can be due to their diverse levels of commit-
ment to the ongoing discussion. Only seconds before the excerpt’s beginning, Edith
has been oriented to her laptop screen and still rests her right hand on the keyboard.
Hence, despite Viola’s verbal agreement token (line 3), Jenny maintains her gaze at
Edith and uses a sequence expansion to ensure co-participation. Due to the seating
arrangement and proximity of the interlocutors, the work to maintain orientation to
one another and to a mutual focus point within the engagement framework does not
require further effort. To conclude, participation is dynamically constructed via mul-
tiple resources and modalities, that is, not just through what is heard but also what
is seen, and it renders visible the role of the spatial arrangement and its affordances
and constraints (Mondada 2013: 259; cf. Goodwin and Goodwin 2004). Overall, it
is the actions and practices produced and employed at a specific moment and place
that make the features of the spatial dimension relevant, and vice versa.

2.2. Reconfiguring interactional space

In addition to the work that goes into maintaining an initially established configu-
ration, alterations and (re)negotiations of interactional space can also occur or even
become relevant for progressing the mutual activity. Some of these modifications
have to do with adjustments in terms of the “size” of the configuration (see Mon-
dada 2011), while others may be occasioned by multiple focus points and attempts
to be half-in and half-out of the “face engagement” (Goffman 1963: 102). In relation
to this, Schegloff (1998) introduces the term “body torque” to refer to the kind of a
change in one’s postural stance in which the head and upper body are visibly redi-
rected, making participation in two distinct activities relevant at the same time. This
often means halting the main activity for the duration of completing the temporary
activity that the body torque manifests (Schegloff 1998; see also Kamunen 2019).

Excerpt 2 shows how an entry of a new person, a bystander, changes the par-
ticipation framework and suspends the ongoing activity. The practices to include
Cassandra and hear her out also take momentary precedence over upholding the
initial bodily arrangement.

Excerpt 2: Always in Oulu, 9:43

01 JEN are you tireally doing ~any correc#*t:ing,

vio ~starts wiping crumbs,
gaze at table
jen *leans to see
the screen
fig #£fig3
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Viola

Jenny Cassandra
Edith

Figure 3: Reconfiguration to a smaller arrangement

02 EDI yelah.
03 JEN wai::t, how you’re doing that-

04 Joh you’ re doing like *the ~fred writing.£
jen *turns gaze to edi, smiles
vio ~turns gaze to Edith
05 EDI h+mh.
edi +nods
06 *° °I ~hate [that®
vio ~turns gaze and upper body to Cassandra;
starts wiping hands
07 cas [°( )° how *#am I supposed to go to my
jen *turns gaze and upper body
to cas
fig #fig4

Cassandra Viola

Figure 4: Jenny’s and Viola’s body torque attending to Cassandra’s entry into the
room

08 flat-+my room?
edi +turns gaze to Cassandra

In the excerpt, Cassandra has stood in the kitchen doorway for a while without
Jenny, Viola and Edith noticing her. She is faced with the difficulty of having to
interrupt the discussion, since she is outside the visual range of the others and
does not know how to get to her room past the equipment on the floor. The main
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activity upon her arrival includes a discussion regarding the way Edith is making
corrections on a written document with her laptop (lines 1-6). Jenny, who initi-
ates the topic, also leans over to see what Edith is doing, contributing to a more
closed spatial rearrangement (Figure 3). Although during this, Viola starts wiping
cookie crumbs off the table with her hands and is thereby momentarily excluded
from re-shaping the interactional space, her gaze at Edith indicates that she is still
oriented to the conversation. The circumstances make it challenging for Cassandra
to accomplish a subtle entry, which is also indicated by her quiet, barely audible
turn-beginning (line 7). Immediately after this, her presence becomes acknowl-
edged by Viola, who turns her head and upper body towards Cassandra. At the
same time, she continues the manual activity and shakes the crumbs in her hands
off to a plate in front of her. Her body torque invites a similar, mirroring action
from Jenny, who turns smilingly to look at Cassandra (Figure 4). A moment later,
Edith also raises her gaze and by so doing acknowledges what is going on (line 8).
The main activity has hitherto become gradually suspended, and the new configu-
ration is maintained until Cassandra’s problem is solved: she manages to get past
the equipment and leaves the kitchen.

Previous studies have also shown that interactional spaces can be more sub-
stantially shaped and reconfigured so that the interlocutors remain within each
other’s perceptual range (e. g. Gibson 1979). Multiparty encounters are particularly
sensitive to alterations that might change or halt the cooperative maintenance of
the initially established formation. For instance, when there are more than four
interlocutors, disengagement from the joint arrangement may create opportunities
for two or more parallel ongoing discussions, or “schisms” (Egbert 1997; see also
Sacks et al. 1974). In addition, the surroundings and material objects, such as paper
documents, coffee cups, laptops, and smartphones, play an important role as they
can be reflexively oriented to and manipulated as part of the unfolding conversa-
tion, shaping one’s participation in or withdrawal from the main activity (DiDo-
menico and Boase 2013; see also Licoppe 2004). Excerpt 3 illustrates how they can
also become resources for accomplishing activity transitions and reconfiguring the
interactional space so that its boundaries are momentarily stretched.

Excerpt 3: Never in Canada, 20:14

01 JAS I would rather see Gore in office, than Bush,

02 I can live with the fact that the *Supreme Court
mar fol
03 made #*that decision.
mar = ..... *stands up
fig #£igb
04 MAR even though *it wasn’t, the will of people,
mar *glances at jas
05 *and everybody knows that, that wasn’t.
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mar *starts walking away

06 (2.0)~(0.2)

sop ~turns gaze to mar
07 MAR do you guys want tea too,
08 there is a lot of water.
09 JAS +i#no thank you. +

jas +looks at M+

fig #£fig6

Figure 5: Mary stands up. Figure 6: Sophie and Jason attending to
the reconfigured interactional
space.

The excerpt shows how the activity’s trajectory and interactional space become
shaped by what happens in the conversation. During Jason’s long epistemic
account that has begun before the excerpt’s beginning, Mary has shaken her head
and thereby projected her disagreement with him. Towards the end of Jason’s turn
(lines 2—3), Mary first stands up (Figure 5) and briefly glances at him. Then, in
the midway of her disagreeing statement, she starts walking towards the kitchen
facilities and thereby emphatically accomplishes the sequence closure. During the
long silence that ensues, Sophie acknowledges Mary’s relocation by the kettle
via gaze (line 6), and after this, Mary initiates a new sequence by asking whether
the others want to have tea as well (line 7). Jason’s verbal response aligns with
the opening act, and it is accompanied with gaze that concurrently ratifies the
established rearrangement of their bodies. Overall, material objects and the setting
function as resources to accomplish a way out from an uncomfortable moment and
to facilitate a transition into a new topic. By remaining within a perceptual range,
Mary’s movement in the room does not result in a break from the mutual activity,
but it merely changes its course and the form of the configuration relevant to its
progression. After Mary has filled her teacup, she returns to the table, thereby
reestablishing the seated formation.

This section has focused on the ways in which interactional space that involves
a stable F-formation is maintained and reconfigured in copresent interaction. We
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have shown the relevance of 1) access (to mutually established conduct), as it can
be both afforded and restricted by bodily (re)arrangements and adjusted in relation
to proximity to co-participants, and 2) modalities, as made visible through the
situated practices of the interlocutors and the resources they utilize. These have
significant import on the dynamic construction of participation and engagement.
Next, we will discuss mobile settings that are more susceptible to changes and
remodifications of the embodied participation framework as the overall activity
unfolds.

3. Moving together in interactional spaces

A large part of our daily lives is spent together in different sites and modes of
mobility; we walk, ride bicycles, travel on busses, trains, or in cars — together. The
interactional work involved in moving together in group formations is nicely illus-
trated by Daniel Everett when he thinks back on his experiences of city walking
with three members of the Piraha indigenous people*:

As we strolled down the city’s sidewalks, Xipodgi walked behind me, with Xaboasi
behind him. I slowed down to let them catch up. They slowed down too. I slowed
down more. Ditto. I stopped. They stopped. They simply would not walk beside me,
not even when I asked them to. This makes sense on a narrow jungle path. [. . .] In the
city, though, walking abreast, while spatially inefficient, allows the walkers to converse
more easily and to be perceived as a group. I smiled about our walking arrangement.
(Everett 2008: 250-251)

The quotation is not only a vivid example of the joint and embodied organization
of moving together in formations; it is also exemplary of the tacit and inherently
meaningful practices through which joint mobility is constituted. Mobile interac-
tional spaces have been studied from two perspectives (see Haddington, Mondada
and Nevile 2013: 40). On the one hand (see Section 3.1), research has studied
how people talking and interacting in particular ways while on the move visibly
and accountably maintain and constitute “moving together”: how do participants
interact to start moving together, maintain joint movement and relative proxim-
ity, change direction, stop movement, or reconfigure the interactional space with
respect to the unfolding activity (e. g. Broth and Lundstrém 2013; Broth and Mon-
dada 2013, 2019; Mcllvenny, Broth and Haddington 2014; vom Lehn 2013)? On
the other hand (see Section 3.2), research has shown how mobile interactional
spaces are transformed and reconfigured when participants enter or leave a mobile
interactional space, when shapes, features or objects in the environment occasion

4 This quotation is also made in Mcllvenny, Broth and Haddington (2014: 104)
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changes in it (e. g. Weilenmann, Normark and Laurier 2013), and when one mobile
interactional space encounters another for a fleeting moment (e. g., Haddington
and Rauniomaa 2014).°

3.1 Maintaining mobile interactional spaces

When people engage in joint mobility, such as walk (Mondada 2013), run (Smith
2019), cycle (Mcllvenny 2013b) or drive (Mondada 2013) together, they often
do so in what could be called “vehicular units” (Goffman 1971: 6-7), “mobile
assemblages” or “mobile formations” (Mcllvenny, Broth and Haddington 2014:
104).° The shape of mobile formations varies: people can move in groups, a single
file, side by side, back-to-back, front-to-back or in stretching formations, and so
on. Whatever the formation, participants constantly negotiate their spatial-orienta-
tional relationship (e. g., relative proximity and access) to maintain mutual orien-
tation (Haddington, Mondada and Nevile 2013: 41; Mcllvenny 2013a).

In the following, we focus on the car interior as an example of a stable mobile
interactional space. The car interior creates a spatial configuration where the driver
and the passengers are distributed and arranged (and physically constrained by
seatbelts) in a forward-facing arrangement, with their mutual and stable orienta-
tion towards the front of the car, sitting side by side or front-to-back. This spatial
arrangement organizes the ways in which in-car participants can engage in joint
activities and establish joint orientation to each other or features in the environ-
ment (Laurier et al. 2008: 11). The arrangement also raises expectations of who
will talk to whom (Laurier et al. 2008: 9), the participants sitting next to each other
either in the front or rear row of seats being more likely to talk to each other. While
drivers cannot easily and for long periods of time shift their gaze to the backseat,
they sometimes use the rear-view mirror to visually access a back-seat passenger
(Laurier et al. 2008: 11; Nevile 2012). Backseat passengers can also lean forward
to the space between the front seats to make themselves available for interaction
with the participants in the front seats. This stable and internally static config-
uration moves around relative to other similar assemblages and features in the
environment. Entering or withdrawing from this stable interactional space requires
specific interactional work (e. g. Haddington 2019).

All in all, co-participants deploy various methods for taking turns, selecting

5 Some of this research has been done in “interactional mobility studies”, which study
how the design and organization of talk and interaction can become intertwined with
the demands and progression of movement and mobility (see e. g. Mcllvenny, Broth
and Haddington 2009; Mcllvenny, Broth and Haddington 2014; Haddington, Nevile
and Keisanen 2012; Haddington, Mondada and Nevile 2013).

¢ For an overview on “being mobile together”, see Haddington, Mondada and Nevile
(2013: 40-42).
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speakers, and initiating topics in ways that reflect the fixed spatial configuration
of the participants in the car (Laurier et al. 2008: 9). Excerpt 4 offers an example
of how a passenger sitting in the back draws the front-seat passenger’s attention to
a feature outside of the vehicle that is relevant for their joint activity. The excerpt
comes from a UN military observer course.” In this exercise, the military observer
trainees’ task is to patrol an imaginary demilitarized zone and to notice, observe
and report possible violations of ceasefire and peace agreements. There are three
military observer trainees in the car, the driver (DRV), the front-seat passenger
(FP) and the backseat passenger (BSR) sitting behind FP. The vehicle is approach-
ing a military base (see It’s a Blueland signal °over here®., lines 5,7) of which the
team is not aware. They should notice and report the base. After remaining silent
(line 1), BSR notices a Blueland sign on the road and draws FP’s attention to it with
a summons: Jamie look.® The use of the address term selects FP as the target of
the summons turn, reflecting the missing visual engagement between them. BSR’s
following actions — tapping the window and touching FP’s shoulder — as further
attempts to redirect FP’s attention to the noticed feature reflect their back-to-front
seating arrangement.

7 Prior to the data collection, the participants in the crisis management training course
have given their informed consent for the use of the video data from their training for
research purposes and publications. Unisex pseudonyms are used to hide the identity
and the gender of the participants when names are used. All signs that might reveal their
identity, rank, or country of origin have been changed or removed from the transcrip-
tions and illustrations. The images are presented as Laurierian comic strip representa-
tions (Laurier 2013, 2019) to visualize the connection between talk and multimodal
actions. The images have been done by the first author with ComicLife software.

8 FP’s turn Okay::, which begins at exactly the same time with BSR’s summons turn indi-
cates FP’s own orientation to a shift to a next activity, which turns out to be navigation
(see line 10).
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Excerpt 4: UNMEM2, Zulu, GOPROS526.mp4: 5:45

01 (15.0)
02 BSR [Jamie] #+>1lo0k,
03 FP [ (Okay::,)]
bsr +o.... --> moves hand to window

Figure 7: BSR prepares to move the hand for tapping the window.
04 (.)+(0.3)#+(0.3)+(0.3)

TAP, TAP,
TAP

BSE TAFS WINDOW THEEE
TIMES WATH PEN.

Figure 8: BSR taps window three times with a pen to draw FP’s attention.
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05 BSR Look +Jamie your right side?#

bsr —-———-- F o e e e e e e e moves hand forward
fig #£ig9
06 +=I§t’s a +Blueland+ [si]gnal
bsr +touches FP on shoulder
fp §looks right
bsr wesrrrrrsr,t withdraws hand
bsr +taps window

07 FP [Yeah.]

Figure 9: BSR touches FP’s shoulder

08 BSR °over Shere®.

fp §shifts gaze forward
09 FP >Blueland signal,< (.) yei.
10 (2.5)
11 FP Hotel One, this is Zulu, reporting (.)
12 Victor two zero, over.
13 (4.4)

After noticing a feature (flags, other insignia, weapons, vehicles or troops) that
indicates a possible violation, the team should stop, start observing the environ-
ment, and attempt to make contact with the troops to inspect the base. In Excerpt 4,
FP does not respond to BSR’s initial summons and noticing (line 2 and Figure 7).
BSR then moves their hand, which is holding a pen, to the window (line 3) and
makes a new attempt to draw FP’s attention by tapping the window three times
with the pen (line 4 and Figure 8). BSR then produces a directive (Look Jamie
on your right side?, line 5) together with a description of the seen feature (It a
Blueland signal °over here®., lines 5, 8). During the turn, BSR extends their right
arm and touches FP’s right shoulder, again inviting them to switch attention to the
sign. The embodied actions that are used for drawing FP’s attention and producing
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the noticing turns, together with the sensorial — sound and touch — resources they
generate, reflect the interactional space in the car and the limited resources for BSR
and FP to have direct and mutual access to each other’s actions. FP reacts by taking
a quick look at the roadside and by acknowledging BSR’s turn: >Blueland signal, <
(.) yei., line 9. The response, however, discounts the relevance of the noticing, and
FP continues to report their location to the net control station (lines 11-12). The
next section explores reconfigurations in mobile interactional spaces.

3.2. Reconfiguring mobile interactional spaces

As mobile formations move through space, they often undergo dynamic changes
in their configurations. For example, mobile interactional spaces may shift their
shapes with respect to the unfolding activity, which often occurs in guided tours in
which the foci and the participation frameworks are in constant flux (e. g. Broth and
Lundstrom 2013; Mondada 2013). Mobile interactional spaces may also be recon-
figured — and involve special interactional and multimodal work — when partici-
pants enter or leave the formation as part of conversational beginnings or closings
(Mondada 2009; Broth and Mondada 2013, 2019; Haddington 2019). The shape
of a mobile interactional space may also change relative to natural features of the
environment or architectural shapes and objects (pavements, stairs or bollards)
in it (e. g. Weilenmann, Normark and Laurier 2013; Mcllvenny, Broth and Had-
dington 2014; Haddington, Mondada and Nevile 2013: 41). Weilenmann, Normark
and Laurier (2013), for example, study how participants transform a side-by-side
formation into a single file formation to pass through revolving doors. Then, after
passing through the doors and by adjusting their pace, they reassemble the side-
by-side formation (see also Haddington, Frogell et al. 2012). Mcllvenny (2013b)
focuses on the ways in which cyclists accomplish and sustain a “with”. He shows
how co-riders can maintain and reconfigure flexible formations in different ways,
for example, by riding side by side, singling up and tucking in. He also shows how
such “vélomobile withs” can become extensively “stretchy” while still affording
opportunities for interaction. Very often such vélomobile actions within a formation
involve the coordination of movement with other cyclists, or pedestrians and cars.

Indeed, mobile interactional spaces, such as groups of pedestrians or cyclists,
are also visible and recognizable entities whose trajectories and shapes are project-
able. This becomes evident when such formations organize their relative move-
ment with others by adjusting their direction, speed, and pace or when participants
within the formations talk and use their bodies to communicate such adjustments
to avoid colliding into and obstructing others (Goffman 1971: 5—18, 1963: 94; see
also Haddington, Mondada and Nevile 2013: 40-42; De Stefani, Broth and Dep-
permann 2019).

Such fleeting encounters may also lead to “passing-by” interactional spaces
where the individuals engage momentarily without stopping to establish a stable
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formation. Gonzalez-Martinez, Bangerter and L& Van (2017a, 2017b) show how
hospital staff members can exchange quick words while passing each other in
parallel trajectories but to opposite directions in corridors. The authors call these
interactional spaces “informal handoffs” or “micro-briefings”. They also show
how staff members create a diverse array of interactional configurations when
engaging in these fleeting encounters: they may pass a colleague or move in front
of or behind one, walk side by side or in single file, or sometimes engage in a brief
encounter from a distance, relying on neutral facial expressions, gaze aversion and
unrelenting fast-forward gait. In some situations, staff members can also communi-
cate a “trouble” which leads to a focused encounter and a more solid interactional
space (Gonzalez-Martinez et al. 2016, 2017b).

Similar fleeting encounters between interactional spaces can also be witnessed
in traffic (see De Stefani, Broth and Deppermann 2019), for example, when traffic
users establish a momentary interactional space between them to negotiate their
relative mobility (Haddington and Rauniomaa 2014). In such encounters, the posi-
tioning of a formation and its velocity function as resources for coordinating the
encounter. Additionally, traffic users have little time to coordinate their spatial
copresence because of the expectations and requirements to keep moving (see
Laurier 2005). In other situations, establishing an interactional space in traffic
may be impeded by other things, such as the car’s “iron cage” that prevents verbal
interaction and hinders visual contact between drivers and other traffic users (see
Urry 2006: 21-23).

Two mobile interactional spaces can also meet and merge to form one forma-
tion. Goffman (1963, 1971), for example, notes how pedestrians passing each other
in the street can check each other’s availability for interaction and move from an
unfocused to a focused interaction. By building on Goffman’s work, Mondada
(2009) focuses on verbal, bodily and gaze practices involved in “emergent focused
encounters”, where two mobile formations evolve into a joint interactional space
before engaging in a conversation. At the same time, mobile assemblages are vis-
ible and recognizable as such to outsiders, and people generally avoid disrupting
their shape by walking through, entering into, or joining them without accounting
for it (Goffman 1963; De Stefani 2013; Haddington, Mondada and Nevile 2013:
40; Haddington, Frogell et al. 2012).

Excerpt 5 presents an example of a fleeting interactional space between par-
ticipants in two cars.’ In it, the driver of the car (carl) with the cameras (Figure

®  The excerpt comes from the Habitable Cars video corpus collected by Eric Laurier,
Barry Brown and Hayden Lorimer in Britain (left-side traffic) in the early 2000s. The
participants volunteered to be recorded or to record themselves during their mundane
car journeys. The materials were recorded with two cameras. One camera was posi-
tioned on the dashboard and faced the car interior to capture the participants’ talk and
bodily actions. The other camera faced forward to capture some of the traffic situation
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11, left frame) shows that he is letting the driver of another car at an intersection
(Figure 11, right frame) take the space in front him. In the excerpt, a family is
driving on a countryside road. The parents are having a conversation in the front
and three children are sitting and talking in the backseat. A car (car2) in front of
them (as seen in Figure 10) indicates for a left turn (line 1). At the same junction,
there are two other cars (car3 and car4) waiting to enter the road. While the driver
on the main road is not obliged to yield, after the car (car2) in front of them has
turned left, he stops and offers the waiting cars an opportunity to enter the road.

Excerpt 5: Habitable Cars: Passenger assistance [0:00]

01 BSC #(°I wanna- Do you know any [apples?°)]
car2 >>indicating a left turn
drv >>slowing down
fp >>gaze to the backseat, looking at Lisa (BSC)
fig #£figlo0

Figure 10: Car2 (right frame) in the front is indicating a left-turn.

02 ? [Hey. 1
03 (0.4)+(1.5)
car?2 +turns left
04 FP *Lisa’s-* (0.5) Lisa’s €eyeq:: #(0.9) €&looks a
bit ibetter,

fp Koo *turns gaze forward

drv €...——————- ,r,€ offering
gesture

carl &comestoanear

full stop

as seen through the windscreen. The figures try to illustrate the situation inside and
outside the car. The excerpt has been analysed in Haddington and Rauniomaa (2014),
but from a different perspective.
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fig #figll

LISA'S EYE
LOCKS A BIT
BETTER,

Figure 11: DRV produces an offering gesture to the car (car3) entering the road.

06 FP do+esn’t it§.

car3 +”thank you” gesture
07 S#(0.5) §(0.8)§(0.9)§(0.5)§
drv §..--,, § “you’re welcome” gesture

fig #figl2

Figure 12: DRV produces a ‘you’re welcome’ gesture.

drv §..-——# offering gesture
fig #figl2
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Figure 13: DRV produces another offering gesture to the second car.

drv Sleans forward, moves the
gesture higher
08 DRV °You’'re g-° You’'re going?
09 FP >=No, she’s showing you to go.<
10 DRV §OK.
S§speeds up

Both cars (carl and car2) slow down before the first of them (car2) takes a turn to
the left at the junction (lines 1, 3). As the latter car (carl) with the cameras arrives
at the junction, it comes to an almost full stop, however, without stopping move-
ment entirely. The driver tilts his head forward and with his right hand leaning on
the steering wheel, produces a palm-up, open-hand gesture to indicate that he is
offering space for the other car (car3) to pull in (line 4). Car3 then pulls into the
road and produces a “thank you” gesture (line 6) which the driver in carl recip-
rocates with a “you’re welcome” gesture (line 7). For this brief moment, the two
drivers have relied on mutual gaze and gestures to establish an interactional space
and to negotiate relative mobility. Moreover, during the fleeting encounter between
the drivers, FP initiates a new topic for conversation with DRV (lines 4-5). FP’s
turn includes a tag question (line 6), expecting a response from the DRV. However,
since DRV is engaged in the offering sequence with the driver in the other car, he
never answers FP’s question, suggesting how the fleeting encounter with the other
driver takes precedence over the interactional space inside the car. During FP’s
turn, a new interactional space emerges with another driver in the next car (car4)
waiting at the junction. DRV produces another offering gesture (line 7), but this
time the car (car4) does not move. The driver upgrades the gesture by moving it up
(line 7) and says Y- you going? (line 8). DRV actions not only orient to a possibly
missing relevant response to his space-offering gesture but also reflect the chal-
lenges in establishing mutual access and an interactional space between the drivers
in the two different cars. At this point, FP steps in and verbalizes her seeing of the
other driver’s embodied action: >=No, she’s showing you to go.< (line 9) DRV

printed on 2/9/2023 7:44 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

338  Pentti Haddington and Tuire Oittinen

then confirms FP’s seeing by saying OK. (line 10) and speeds up to continue their
journey.

In this section, we have shown how co-participants maintain and reconfig-
ure interactional spaces in mobile situations. We have discussed how interactional
spaces and formations may be shaped relative to the contingencies of the mobile
situation. We have shown how features in the environment may occasion reconfig-
urations in the proximity and relative distances between copresent participants and
how mobile encounters may involve interactional spaces that evolve and dissolve
quickly for the purposes of specific activities. We have also discussed how mobile
interactional spaces usually avoid colliding into each other but that they also may
merge to form a new one. The following section explores interactional spaces in
technology-mediated interactions.

4. Technology-mediated interactional spaces

During the past decades, many aspects of our daily lives have shifted to online
and digital environments, which has forced us to create ways to display engage-
ment also across physical distances (see also Auer and Stukenbrock this volume
and Meyer and Jucker this volume). Since the early works in human-computer
interaction (Suchman 1987), a lot of attention has been given to the joint coor-
dination of activities in settings where the interlocutors are not in each other’s
immediate copresence: when interaction is technology-mediated, or “technolo-
gized” (Hutchby 2001). In the attempts to eschew “technological determinism” and
treating “technology-as-context”, or merely as a medium that enables interaction,
data-driven empirical studies have shown the special ways interactional practices
can both shape and be shaped by the surrounding technologized contexts (Arminen
etal. 2016: 292). How actions that are coordinated in the sociomaterial and sequen-
tial environment become a part of collaborative and organizational practices has
formed the core of these investigations (e. g. Arminen et al. 2016; Heath and Luff
1992, 2000; Hutchby 2001, 2014; Luff et al. 2003; Luff et al. 2016). While these
studies have not focused on the aspect of space or spatial configurations as such,
their role in understanding the affordances and constraints governing technolo-
gized settings is irrefutable. In this section, we revisit some of the central works on
technology-mediated interaction (e. g., Due 2021; Heath and Luff 2000; Licoppe
2017; Licoppe and Morel 2012) and narrow down the discussion of spatial con-
figurations to synchronous contexts and distributed participation frameworks in
which interlocutors have at least partial visual access to each other.
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4.1. Interactional space in video-mediated settings

In video-mediated encounters, establishing and sustaining the conditions for mutual
monitoring of actions and engagement is a complex matter, and the resources to
do so vary depending on the context (for an overview, see Mlynar et al. 2018).
Previous literature shows that the work that goes into organizing and maintaining
“the technology-mediated spatial arrangement” is very much impacted by the affor-
dances of the technology, such as those regarding the used devices, but also other
variables, such as the purpose of meeting, the number of interlocutors and/or par-
ties, and the preferences they have for progressing interaction and solving troubles
(see Oittinen 2018; Rintel 2013). There are also distinct ways for the interlocutors
to make their presence and participation known at the beginning of encounters
(Muiioz 2016; Licoppe and Morel 2012) and indicate their engagement after these
preliminary moments (e. g., Halvorsen 2016; Hjulstad 2016). For instance, Licoppe
and Dumoulin (2010) illustrate how the initial configuration of remote courtroom
hearings is accomplished in an orderly fashion through special arrangements in
which the conventional opening formula is partly replaced by the steps taken to
establish the connection with the remote party. Furthermore, the findings suggest
that the (video-mediated) interactional space is sensitive to the participants’ orien-
tation to the practical concerns relevant to openings (e. g., checking the quality of
the system, greetings, and recognizing the presence of relevant parties).
Establishing and maintaining face engagement to co-participants and their bod-
ily behaviors from chest up, has been found prevalent in video-mediated encounters
and something that supports the smooth organization of activities (e. g., Stommel
et al. 2019). Licoppe and Morel (2012) call this the “talking-head configuration”,
which is based on the maxim “Show the face of the current speaker on-screen”
(2012: 407). However, this overall organization is susceptible to modifications and
reconfigurations stemming from aspects in one’s immediate environment, such as
purposeful showing of objects or other features (e. g., Licoppe et al. 2017; Stom-
mel, Licoppe and Stommel 2020), or from issues with the communication chan-
nel, such as delays, lags, and image distortions. Even in settings that have been
designed to make bodily conduct as accessible as possible, emulating copresent
configurations (e. g., Luff et al. 2014; Luff et al. 2016; O’Hara et al. 2011), there
may be “fractures” in the interactional ecology that have the potential to disturb
the ongoing activity (see Luff et al. 2003). Excerpt 6!° illustrates how in a multi-

10 Excerpts 6 and 7 come from a corpus of recordings including technology-mediated
meetings. All the participants have given their consent to be recorded and to the use of
the data for research purposes. The extracts have been analyzed in Oittinen (2020b and
2018), but the transcriptions have been updated to conform with the style used in this
chapter. All the names are pseudonyms and the figures have been edited to secure the
anonymity of the participants.
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party meeting, for which an enhanced video software (Cisco Telepresence) is used,
the participants employ subtle means to attend to a trouble in speaking and being
heard. The problem is caused by two participants, Dietmar and Rob, having the
mic accidentally muted in their location. This becomes sequentially relevant when
Dietmar attempts to take the floor (line 4) and his turn beginning goes unnoticed
by the others.

Excerpt 6 (from Oittinen 2020b, Extract 1)

DIE >>--sits in upright position, gaze at the screen
01 NOA we're not going to change that booking then (.)

02 +because it’s partial +delivery
noa +palms to sides------- +hands together
03 (0.3)
04 MAR m* hm
Mar *turns gaze to screen 3
05 (0.2)~#(0.4)
die ~turns gaze to Marja;
~mouth starts moving---> 1.9
fig #figl4d
06 MAR and “it *#doesn’t have a (pod)
rob “turns gaze towards Dietmar; hand on chin
mar *points to screen 3 with pen-->
fig #£figlh

“T\ROB '
z =)
DIETMAR  J AP NOACH

VA RJl-_g\ S ! Z -.\'I.-\R‘J_.f\
| DIETMAR .|| . NOACH |
= i, |

Figure 14: D gaze to M; mouth starts Figure 15: R gaze to D; M points to
moving screen 3 with pen
07 *be cause this one is
mar *turns gaze to Noach pen still in hand-->
rob "starts to reach to the microphone-->
08 ~be " #fore the goods
die -->~stops talking and glances down at Rob’s hand
rob “clicks mute button; hits remote, causing

slamming sound
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fig #figlo
09 are “shipped right?
rob “corrects posture
10 (0.5)~#(1.5)+(0.2)
jaa “turns gaze to Noach->>
fig #figl7
noa +leans forward->>

11 NOA sortry

Figure 16: D gaze to R’s hand; R clicks Figure 17: J and M gaze to N
mute

The above excerpt shows the emergence of an organizational issue, owing to Diet-
mar’s limited possibilities to make his utterance audible and intelligible to everyone
at the right time (cf. Heath and Luff 1992). The participants in the other locations
cannot hear or notice his attempt to take the floor (line 4), as they are bodily ori-
enting to each other, the agenda screen (Figures 14 and 15), and the discussion that
Marja continues to verbally progress (lines 6—9). The problem is yet acknowledged
by Rob, who first turns his gaze towards Dietmar and then, following his embod-
ied noticing of the trouble (e. g., Schegloff 2007), starts the corrective action: he
reaches to the microphone on the table and clicks the mute button (Figure 16).
With these bodily-visual behaviors the interactional space is recovered as a parallel
activity and in a way that does not disturb the main activity or break the configura-
tion relevant to it. Overall, the practices to maintain and modify the video-mediated
spatial arrangement depend on the affordance of the human body which is partly
restricted by the lack of visual and full-bodied presence and intercorporeality (see
Due 2021: 258). Section 4.2. illustrates what this means in settings that include
more limited access to the co-participants’ environments, making it challenging to
detect shifts in gaze direction and the movement of lower body and hands.
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4.2. Technology-mediated settings with limited or restricted visual access

Various studies have shown that face engagement is also pursued in situations
where the interlocutors cannot see all the relevant parties, such as in audio only
or hybrid meetings (Saat¢i et al. 2020). A significant finding is that, despite the
shortcomings relating to access to each other’s visual or auditory fields and to the
challenges this might cause for the mutual organization of actions, the interlocutors
tend to adjust their language and interactional practices to meet these demands
(Hjulstad 2016; Luff et al. 2016; Nielsen 2019; Stommel, Van Goor and Stommel
2020). For instance, in his work on a healthcare setting utilizing a telepresence
robot that represents a remote doctor on site (i. e., RoboDoc), Due (2021; see also
Nielsen 2020) illustrates how the RoboDoc is oriented to as an assemblage of a
real doctor by the co-located participants through their embodied “face-to-screen-
face orientation”. Therefore, despite the “fractured semiotic ecology” in which not
everyone has access to the same set of resources or sensorial experience, inter-
actional work is actively being done to include the doctor who is not physically
present and to maintain an F-formation relevant to the encounter (Due 2021).

In hybrid settings where the distributed parties have asymmetric access to ver-
bal and embodied resources, the many dimensions of space become emphasized.
Research on multiparty remote meetings illustrate how the interlocutors balance
their vocal and embodied behaviors while being oriented to the co-construction
of multiple interactional spaces: the local space, the overall (shared) space and
(other) adjoining spaces (Oittinen 2018, 2020a; see also Wasson 2006). This view
manifests one’s possibilities to engage in multiple, potentially competing involve-
ments within the technology-mediated spatial arrangement, highlighting how par-
allel activities may or may not be consequential for progressing the main activity
and achieving meeting-related goals. Furthermore, as pointed out by Saatci et al.
(2020), maintaining a configuration that is inclusive to both local and remote par-
ticipants requires additional interactional work but is also a matter of the room
design. Excerpt 7 illustrates the situated nature of this complex ecological and
organizational hub, focusing on how meeting participants can co-construct their
participation and (dis)engagement in two interactional spaces. The moment entails
an audibility issue (from line 5 onwards) which becomes a resource for the local
participants (Figure 18) to accomplish an alliance without the remote parties know-
ing about it.
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Excerpt 7 (from Oittinen 2018: 6-7, Extract 1)

Figure 18: Participants in a local space.

01 DIE
02
03
04 PET
05

06

07

08

09

any judgements from you: Petri or Anders that you
would like to, (.) share too

(1.1)

u:h (.) <yes but> yeah (.) if you think about

(the character) * ( )

*((flash from wide screen, every-
one but Bert turn gaze to
screen))

+( )

+ ((Bruno and Minna frown, shake heads; Bruno and
Leonore turn heads to left; Bruno whispers to
Hannu) )

+() ~C )

+ ( (Hannu leans forward, gaze directed at laptop
screen)) H ——->%*

~((Leonore and Claus giggle quietly, Herman
sneers) )

+( ) * ()

+ ((Bruno whispers to Marja, leans back, smiles
at people

sitting opposite))

*((Minna leans forward, Hannu straightens
posture)) H ——->*

+( )

+ ((Samantha raises hand on pursed lips))

10 CLA +no- now it’s clear

11

12 LEO

+((Claus turns gaze to Leonore, raises right hand
holding up index finger, smiles))

((Minna, Samantha, Leonore, Sarah and Herman turn
gaze to Claus))

£ra(h)he
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13 ((Leonore raises left hand holding up index
finger))
14 ((laughter among local participants))

The excerpt illustrates the limited set of resources available for the renegotiation of
a common interactional space. Although the local participants visibly orient to the
technical trouble and sound distortion (line 5), they do not make it public nor orient
to solving it. Instead, they produce various embodied displays that flag their inabil-
ity to hear what is said (e. g., frowns and headshakes; line 6) and orient to alignment
building via quiet but audible expressions, such as giggles and whispers (lines 7-9).
In addition, by gazing at each other they construct a parallel formation that is rele-
vant only to them and their emerging alliance, but it has no bearing on the way the
main activity unfolds. Claus’s humorous comment (line 10), which makes relevant
similar troubles experienced during the earlier phases of the meeting, functions
as another exclusive practice as it is not acknowledged by anyone else expect for
the people in the same room. To conclude, the practices to momentarily disengage
from the initial configuration and become a half-member in the ongoing activity (cf.
Goffman 1963; see also Section 2.2) are impacted by asymmetric access to co-par-
ticipants’ environments and affordances through which communicating copresence
and participation are possible (e. g., Heath and Hindmarsh 2000).

In video-mediated interaction, the coordination of activities and ways to dis-
play engagement in common interactional space are complex. This is partly due to
limited access to some key resources, especially gaze, the lack of full-bodied expe-
rience (see, e. g., Due 2021), and the possibility to be involved in parallel activities.
Even when interlocutors have equal access to available resources and each other’s
environments, bodily-visual behaviors can never be seen in their entirety, if at all.
This in turn impacts on the possibilities to monitor the co-participants’ actions
and the work done to maintain mutual focus and the initial configuration. In con-
trast, hybrid settings that entail an arrangement formed by co-located and distrib-
uted parties are particularly sensitive to fractures and implicit alterations that may
exclude some participants. Overall, the practices and modalities with which face
engagement is pursued in video-mediated interactions varies a great deal, posing
specific challenges for creating the sense of togetherness and connectedness.

5. Interactional spaces in immersive virtual reality

Immersive Virtual Reality (VR) refers to digital, computer-generated, and visually
rich environments that create a powerful sense of immersion for the user. People
enter an immersive virtual environment by using a head-mounted display (HMD)
and move around in the environment and manipulate objects in it with special
hand-held controllers (Figure 19). The system tracks the movement of the HMD
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and the controllers and translates the users’ body movements and actions into the
virtual world as movements of virtual characters — avatars (Figure 20). Immersive
VR is becoming more popular as a social environment for real-time interaction
(“Social VR”), providing possibilities for people to interact, spend time and do
things together. However, there are few studies exploring its potential for social
interaction (see, however, Hindmarsh et al. 1998; Hindmarsh et al. 2000; Hind-
marsh et al. 2006; Spets 2018; Kaisto 2020).

Figure 19: Head-mounted displays (HMDs). Picture by Pentti Haddington.

Hindmarsh et al. (2006) show how immersive virtual interfaces shape the ways in
which participants can access each other’s actions and use and rely on their senses
and interactional resources for interaction. In this respect, immersive virtual reality
presents a distinct case for exploring how participants maintain and reconfigure
interactional spaces through their verbal and embodied conduct. In the video corpus
on which we build our observations, co-participants shape interactional spaces with
their avatars in different ways. Often, interactional spaces emerge and involve prac-
tices and phenomena that are familiar from physical face-to-face interactions. For
example, Figure 20 shows how several avatars have formed an F-formation and dis-
play availability to each other when organizing themselves for a game of paintball.

Nevertheless — and despite the fact that VR systems have improved dramati-
cally since Hindmarsh et al. (2006) did their study — similar observations regarding
mutual availability and copresent action can be seen in interactions with contempo-
rary VR technology. Hindmarsh et al. (2006) show, for example, that while co-par-
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Figure 20: Avatars in an F-formation

ticipants assume “a world in common”, immersive virtual worlds are not accessible
to copresent participants in the same way; participants encounter a fragmented
visual world which may limit ways to make sense of co-participants’ actions. Most
clearly this becomes evident in actions that require mutual visual access to ges-
tures, body movements or to features in the immediate environment (cf. Goodwin
2007a). The fragmented world in common may disrupt joint coordination of action,
orientation to the same objects in the virtual world, and the sense of being together
and sharing a space.

Another distinct feature of interactions in immersive virtual worlds is that par-
ticipants inhabit two spaces simultaneously: the virtual space and the physical
space. Furthermore, a participant inside a virtual reality environment may interact
with someone who is not copresent in the (same) virtual space but inhabits the
same physical space (Olbertz-Siitonen, Piirainen-Marsh and Siitonen 2020). In
such cases, the distributed participants — while sharing an interactional space —
have only partial and changing sensorial access to the events, actions, and interac-
tions in the space that their co-participants in the other space inhabit. At the same
time, the two spaces are interdependent, which becomes evident in the distributed
participants’ talk and embodied actions in both spaces (see also Olbertz-Siitonen,
Piirainen-Marsh and Siitonen 2020).!"

I For similar observations on interactional space in distributed interactions, see Oittinen
(2018) and Wasson (2006).
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In Excerpt 8, we focus on an interactional episode involving three participants
in a research laboratory (see Figure 21). Two of them, Lisa and Pat, are inside an
immersive virtual world, or an online video game, called Rec Room.!>? Rec Room
is a room-scale and multiplayer game environment that resembles a recreational
center with possibilities for game play and interaction. The avatars that represent
Lisa and Pat have a head, an upper body and two hands, but no arms, legs, feet, or
neck (see Figure 20). Their avatars are called leafvr2 and leafvrl respectively.!®

Lisa and Pat can see the movements of other avatars, and they can talk with the
users behind the avatars in real time. The game allows the microphone in the HMD
to be muted, but in this episode Lisa and Pat have their microphones on. The HMD
goggles prevent them from having visual access in the physical world. They are
wearing headphones through which they hear the sounds in the virtual world and
each other’s talk. In addition to this, they can hear the talk in the laboratory. The
third participant in this episode, Matias, is a student from the group that has organ-
ized the VR experiment for a study project. There are also three other students who
are observing Lisa and Pat’s actions. The excerpt shows how Lisa, Pat and Matias
establish and reconfigure their joint interactional spaces across and within physical
and the virtual space. It also shows how their talk and embodied actions reflect the
varied access they have to each other’s actions in it.

Figure 21: The participants and contextual configuration in Excerpt 8

12 https://recroom.com

13 The video recordings were collected as part of a university course on interaction analy-
sis. The participants were not students in the course. Prior to the recordings, they gave
their informed consent to be recorded for research on social interaction in immersive
virtual reality. The names in the transcriptions are pseudonyms.
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At the beginning of the experiment, the participants have met each other in the
laboratory. After putting on the VR gear and entering Rec Room, Lisa and Pat have
independently wandered around the virtual world and familiarized themselves with
it. Just prior to the excerpt, they have been asked to move to Rec Room’s lobby.
Pat has just done so and is waiting for Lisa when she teleports into the same virtual
space. Pat and Lisa have not yet seen each other’s avatars. With other avatars in the
same space, identifying each other becomes an issue. One resource that they have
is the avatar’s name on top of the avatar (see Figure 21).

In line 2, with Okay, u:hm, (0.7) Just (0.5) stay still for now, (0.2.) and (0.2.)
>let me explain<, Matias asks Lisa and Pat to stop moving and begins to give them
instructions on what they should do next.

Excerpt 8: Group 1 (10-20 min clips, group 1_v2.m4v, 0:11-0:40; 360° video,

31:15)
01 (0.2)%(0.2)
mat >>looks twd Pat and Lisa
mat %gaze shift to Display 1
02 MAT Okay, u:hm, (0.4)%(0.3) *J+ust (0.5) stay still
mat $gaze shift twd Pat and Lisa
pat *turns head twd mat
lis +enters the Rec Room
lobby
03 MAT for i1now,
04 %$(0.2) [a:nd] (0.2) >let me %explaing,
mat %gaze shift to Display 1
mat %gaze shift twd Pat
and Lisa
05 PAT [Okay. ]
06 MAT (.) >what you’re [gonna ] %do,<+ (0.5)
07 PAT [Alright.]
mat %$gaze shift to Dis-
play 1
lis +turns upper
body left
08 MAT U::h, (1.2) you can do:, (.) whatever you
09 $want,+ (0.7) but,
mat %gaze shift twd Pat and Lisa
lis +turns body right
10 *(0.7) %$you need to stick
pat *nods
mat %gaze shift to Display 1
11 toget%her, (0.4) and (0.7)
mat %gaze shift twd Pat and Lisa
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12 *+#°you know®’, (0.3) do it as a team, (.) +or,
pat *turns gaze to the left to look at 1lis
lis +turns body left
fig #fig21l
lis +nods
twice

Figure 22: Lisa and Pat in a facing formation in the virtual world

13 (0.9) +>do it [together*< 1.%
lis +nods twice
14 PAT [So this *is- ] %
pat *....pointing..>
mat %$gaze shift to
Display 1
15 (0.3)
16 PAT +>This is you.<#
pat ... oioL. —-———=>
lis +,,,,,0egins to raise left arm,,>
fig #fig22
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Pat sees Lisa and
waves

Figure 23: Pat and Lisa waving to each other

17 %$(0.4)*(0.4)+(0.3)
mat $shifts gaze twd Pat and Lisa
pat  —-—-———- *waves with right hand--->
lis rrrrrrr s>
18 LIS Hm [ mmm 1.
19 PAT [$+Okay. ]
mat %gaze shift to Display 1
lis ;0 ,twaves left hand------- >
20 (.)
21 LIS °Okay.°
22 (0.4)
23 PAT This is me.
24 (0.4)
25 LIS hhh.
26 (0.8)+(0.4)*(0.6)
lis —-—, , >+
pat  ----- rrrr >
27 PAT  >Okay.<%#
mat %...> turns to Student 1 with arm and hand
movement
fig #£ig23

Figure 24: Matias turns to Student 1 and moves his arm and hand.
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28 (0.7)%(0.3)
mat = 8
29 LIS Let’s play basketball?
30 (0.4)
31 PAT Okay .
32 (0.9)

Matias’s turn Okay, u:hm interrupts Lisa’s and Pat’s ongoing activity and frames
what follows as a distinct move to a “next-positioned matter” (Beach 1993, 1995),
initiating a transition to a new activity. Then with (0.7) Just (0.5) stay still for now,
(0.2) and (0.2) >let me explain<, he asks Pat and Lisa to stop moving and accounts
for the interruption by verbalizing his next actions. In this way, Matias forms a new
interactional space. By specifically asking Pat and Lisa to “stay still” and let him
verbally explain, he orients to their lacking visual access to the new interactional
space in the physical space.

One contextual feature that affects the coordination of actions in their joint
interactional space is that Matias, on the one hand, and Lisa and Pat, on the other,
have only partial access to the space inhabited by the others. This becomes evident
in different ways. For example, Matias keeps shifting glances between Pat and Lisa
and two computer displays that show Pat’s and Lisa’s views in their HMDs (lines
1,2,7,10, 14 and 19). By shifting glances between the displays and the two other
participants Matias can access Pat’s and Lisa’s actions in the virtual space and
check their availability as recipients in the physical space.

Pat and Lisa’s talk and embodied actions also reflect the partial perceptual
access to their joint interactional space with Matias. For example, in line 2, just
after Matias has started the turn Okay, u:hm, Pat turns his head towards Matias.
Similarly, just after Lisa has entered the virtual lobby, she also turns her upper body
to the left, displaying orientation to Matias in the physical space. Turning their
heads helps Pat and Lisa to hear Matias’s talk over the Rec Room sounds and music
in their earphones, but at the same time, their physical stances embody a recogniz-
able “listening position” showing that Matias has captured their attention. Further-
more, they respond to Matias’s talk with nods (line 10, 12, 13) which also display
their recipiency in the interactional space despite the missing visual connection to
Matias. At the same time, and because of the momentary interactional space in the
physical world, despite being in each other’s perceptual range, Lisa and Pat are not
yet oriented to each other — bodily or otherwise — in the virtual space.

In lines 6—13, Matias instructs Pat and Lisa to form a team and do something
together in the virtual space. Pat and Lisa’s subsequent actions comply with the
instructions and reconfigure the interactional space. First, in line 12, Pat turns his
head away from Matias, thus withdrawing from the “listening position” in the
physical space, and turns his gaze to Lisa in the virtual space. At the same time,
Lisa turns to look at Pat, and at this point they have formed a face engagement in
the virtual space. In lines 1416, Pat says: So this is- This is you. This initiates
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an identification sequence that associates the avatar with Lisa and pursues a con-
firmation. Pat’s turn is accompanied with a pointing gesture (lines 14—16) which
is reciprocated by Lisa’s arm movement (line 16). Their hand waves and talk —
the “hmms” and “okays” — work as self-identification devices and confirm their
mutual participation in the reconfigured interactional space that has moved from
the physical space to the virtual space. The use of deictics (gestures and pronouns)
also shows how reconfiguring the interactional space builds on the possibility for
Lisa and Pat to see and hear each other. At the same time, their actions show how
distinct interactional work is required to recognize a co-participant as a particular
person behind the avatar and thus to create a new interactional space in the virtual
space. Matias’s subsequent actions also indicate how the reconfigured interactional
space now excludes him (line 27-28): he makes a quick turn to Student 1 and
produces a hand gesture signaling the closure of the instructional episode and
recognition of the reconfigured interactional space that Pat and Lisa have formed.

Excerpt 8 shows how the participants design and coordinate their actions to
maintain and reconfigure a joint interactional space when it cuts across the bound-
aries of the physical and a virtual space. Their talk and embodied actions reflect
their (partial and fragmented) perceptual access to the distributed spaces in the
virtual-physical configuration.

6. Discussion

When people interact in real-time, they establish a shared space between them-
selves to enable access to mutually shared social conduct. This space is called
“interactional space”. The participants in an interactional space establish a mutual
focus point and interact to progress some activity together (e. g., Mondada 2009,
2013). Interactional spaces are dynamic and changing; they are locally created by
the participants’ talk and bodily actions with respect to the unfolding activity and
the material environment. In a long line of research in pragmatics, Erving Goff-
man, Adam Kendon, Charles Goodwin, and Lorenza Mondada have built the ana-
lytic and conceptual foundation for exploring the ways in which social participants
organize themselves — bodily, spatially, and otherwise — in order to interact with
each other. In this chapter, we have offered a summary of both this work and sub-
sequent work and also advanced it by exploring and enriching the understanding of
how people establish, maintain, and reconfigure interactional spaces in previously
unstudied settings. This chapter has complemented previous research by analyzing
the organization of interactional spaces — in addition to a relatively stable spatial
arrangement at a dinner table — in mobile situations, video-mediated environments,
and immersive virtual reality (VR).

Especially, this chapter has invited us to look beyond interactional space as
an embodied and multimodal configuration requiring immediate, physical copres-
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ence. Indeed, existing work on interactional space can be seen to largely build on
how Goffman conceptualized “social situation” and “copresence”:

I would define a social situation as an environment of mutual monitoring possibilities,
anywhere within which an individual will find himself accessible to the naked senses
of all others who are “present,” and similarly find them accessible to him. (Goffman,
1964: 135) (italics added)

In other words, for Goffman, “copresence” was a matter of coparticipants having
full sensory — and, apparently, physical — access to others in the same situation.
In this chapter, we have highlighted practices and resources that co-participants
rely on to maintain and reconfigure interactional spaces when they have partial
or limited visual access to each other. For example, becoming involved in an
interactional space in a car when seated in the backseat, requires intensified and
tangible means. Even more interactional work may then be needed to establish
joint focus on something outside the vehicle, in the quickly changing surrounding
environment. Consequently, interactional space is not just internally organized
but also reconfigured with respect to shapes, materials, and objects in the envi-
ronment. Furthermore, our analysis shows how an interactional space within a car
may also be populated by participants in other “mobile withs” (cars, cyclists, and
pedestrians) in traffic; the “mobile withs” across some physical distances may
establish fleeting interactional spaces to negotiate and solve traffic- and mobili-
ty-related issues.

Furthermore, the analyses of video-mediated interactions and interaction in
immersive virtual reality show how “copresence” and “displaying engagement”
are phenomena that social participants orient to also across connections made pos-
sible by digital technologies (consider, e. g., the notion of “tele-copresence”, Zhao
2005). Maintaining and organizing interactional spaces also in such “fractured
ecologies” (cf. Luff et al. 2003) calls for an understanding of one’s physical actions
and how they may be perceived by coparticipants in different locations, although
having only limited possibilities for mutual monitoring of conduct. For example,
we have shown how in immersive virtual reality participants design and coordinate
their actions to maintain and reconfigure a joint interactional space also when it
cuts across the boundaries of the physical and a virtual space. In such situations,
participants’ talk and embodied actions are carefully adjusted to reflect their partial
and fragmented perceptual access to the distributed spaces and the participants
in the virtual-physical configuration. Considering interactional space as it relates
to new digital communication technologies (also beyond the technological solu-
tions currently available) is important and may have far-reaching implications.
For example, future multimodal Al systems may be programmed to recognize and
learn from situated human actions — and eventually to be able to interact in real-
time with human participants. In the future, “interactional space” —and other issues
related to “space” and “spatiality” — may be one of those things, beyond processing
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language and linguistic detail, that Al systems need to consider in order to recog-
nize and interpret human action, let alone produce relevant actions itself.

In sum, this chapter has shown that the vocal and multimodal mechanisms
participants use to establish, maintain and (re)negotiate interactional spaces and
copresence are not only locally situated but also versatile, flexible and fluid; they
adapt to the possible limitations of sensory perception and contingencies intro-
duced by interactional settings and digital technologies that allow real-time inter-
action. Indicating availability for mutual engagement and interpreting that of oth-
ers, namely establishing mutual access in a shared space, is a matter of access to
each other’s perceptual range, the modalities in which meanings can be created and
conveyed, and the ability to understand the sensorial experience of the co-partic-
ipant(s). On the one hand, these behaviors are illustrative of the intuitive way we
orient to and construct formations in all kinds of situations; on the other hand, they
show the ability of humans to adjust to contingencies and secure mutual access,
reciprocity, and availability when building interactional spaces for joint action and
activity. Organizing and reorganizing interactional spaces is a complex process; it
is always tied to the ongoing activity, the talk and bodily actions that constitute it,
the architectural and material surroundings, and other situated resources.
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