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Summary 

This thesis explores the use of domestic video chat (VC) applications such as Skype or 

FaceTime. The present research contributes to a growing body of work on the medium of 

VC by building on the concept of affordances (Hutchby, 2001b) in order to explore how 

the capabilities of the technology are used in practice outside of the professional sphere. 

This study is unique in the field of VC because it combines findings from micro analyses of 

recorded VC sessions and interview data under the framework of nexus analysis (Norris & 

Jones, 2005b). The video recordings were analysed using an approach informed by 

conversation analysis (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998) and the interviews were analysed using 

inductive qualitative coding (Gibbs, 2007; Mason, 2002). 

The findings indicate that in VC interactions the roles of caller and called have little 

significance in the openings and closings. Noticings, which were especially common in the 

openings, play a vital role in relationship maintenance through VC. In some cases these 

noticings led to virtual tours, which were resources for expressing alignment and 

constructing a joint attentional frame. Practices of paying attention appeared to be a 

central concern for participants; therefore a second maxim of VC was formulated: focus 

your attention on the VC interaction (for the first maxim see Licoppe & Morel, 2012). The 

maxim of attention is suspended in lapsed VC encounters, which were framed as 

exceptional use and were only practised by a minority of participants. Finally, it is argued 

ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ōŜ ŎƭŀǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨƭƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻǊ 

ΨǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΩΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǘŜxt dependent. Therefore, a thorough analysis must 

take into account the mediational means (bodies, objects, and the environment), the 

mediated actions, and the relational histories of the participants. 
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1 Introduction 

I used [video chat] a lot more when I first got my MacBook. It was like a 

novelty ((laughs)). So it was a fun thing to do. But now I only really use it 

sort of yeah, every two weeks really. And it depends, cause my dad's a 

pilot, so we FaceTime when he's away, but it's only if he goes away for a 

long time rather than a short time. - Lucy 

Lucy is an undergraduate student I interviewed about her use of video chat (VC). At the 

time of the interview, she had been using VC software (Skype and FaceTime) for four 

years, mostly to keep in touch with her parents and her boyfriend, who lived in a different 

ŎƛǘȅΦ [ǳŎȅΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘǿƻ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ±/Υ ŀǘ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎƘŜ ǳǎŜŘ ±/ Ƨǳǎǘ 

because she could, but over time VC took on a specific role ς connecting her to her father 

when he goes away for a long time. This change in [ǳŎȅΩǎ use of VC is an example of a 

wider phenomenon, which has been called the domestication of technology (Baron, 

2008c; Baym, 2010; Berker, Hartmann, Punie, & Ward, 2006; boyd, 2014a; Christensen, 

2009; Deumert, 2014a; Spilioti, 2016). 

If a technology is domesticated, it means that the novelty has worn off and using that 

ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ŦŜŜƭǎ ΨƴƻǊƳŀƭΩΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ [ǳŎȅ ǎǘƻǇǇŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ±/ ŦƻǊ ŦǳƴΣ ŀƴŘ 

started to view VC as the natural way to communicate with her father during his travels. 

When encountering a new technology, people approach it by adapting practices from 

other similar technologies. In the later stages of domestication users can start to develop 

creative ways of utilising the technology, sometimes even in ways that go against the 

intentions of the developers of the technology. 

The present research is a timely investigation of VC practices because VC is currently 

undergoing the process of domestication. It is no longer new, but it is also not so 

integrated into everyday life that it has become unnoticeable (Longhurst, 2017, p. 4). 

Therefore, it is possible to explore the boundaries of acceptable norms of use even as 

savvy users are pushing these boundaries by using VC in unintended ways. From the 
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beginning of the project, I was particularly interested in identifying and exploring these 

creative ways of using VC.  

The title of this thesis also indexes that the domestication of VC is well under way: the 

ǘŜǊƳ ΩŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ±/Ω ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ±/ Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ōŜŜƴ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎŀǘŜŘΣ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜ 

ŘŜƎǊŜŜΦ .ǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ title is primarily meant in a different but related 

sense. In this thesis I explore the use of VC in the home rather the workplace. This 

distinction is important because the technology was first developed for professional 

purposes. To distinguish between the two, I use videoconferencing to refer to the 

medium used in a professional setting or for work-related matters, and VC for 

interactions in the home or oriented towards personal relationship maintenance. 

I chose to focus on domestic VC use because this environment seemed more likely to 

foster the kinds of innovative uses I was interested in. However, work-based VMC use is 

also relevant as it was brought up by some interviewees who have used VMC in a work-

related setting. In addition, the boundary between the two types of use is not always 

clear, as work colleagues can also be friends (as in the example analysed in chapter 5) and 

work-related matters can be discussed via VMC from the home or while on holiday. 

1.1 Methodology overview 

Compared to previous media, the distinguishing feature of VC is undoubtedly the camera. 

±/ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ΨǳǇƎǊŀŘŜŘ ǇƘƻƴŜ ŎŀƭƭΩ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊǎ Ŏŀƴ 

not only hear but also see each other (Harrison, 2013; Neustaedter et al., 2015). 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƳŜǊŀ Ŏŀƴ Řƻ ƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎƘƻǿ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŦŀŎŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ŀ 

potential for innovative practices. Therefore, analysing the visual modes together with 

the verbal exchanges is a key part of this research. This was accomplished by collecting 

video recordings of 29 VC interactions and analysing them using conversation analysis 

(Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998) to study speech, gaze, posture, gesture, and camera 

movement. Thus, the micro-analysis of the videos furthers research in the field of 

embodied interaction. 

Lƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ƻǳǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ±/ ƘŀōƛǘǎΣ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 

the medium, I also conducted interviews with 29 participants including Lucy and six 

participants who also appear in the video recordings. I asked participants about the 

frequency of their VC sessions, how long they have been using VC, and who they talk to 
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on VC. We also discussed how VC sessions are arranged, the possibility of having a 

spontaneous VC session, and the spaces that are most suitable for conducting VC. I 

transcribed the interviews and analysed them through inductive qualitative coding (Gibbs, 

2007; Mason, 2002). 

The findings of the interview analysis are brought together with the micro-analysis of the 

videos using the framework of nexus analysis (Norris & Jones, 2005b; R. Scollon, 2001b; S. 

W. Scollon & de Saint-Georges, 2011). The strength of nexus analysis is that it focuses on 

the intersection of different practices and tools. Thus, nexus analysis provided a 

framework for exploring attitudes to VC and other forms of communication (chiefly 

phone calls, instant messaging, and face to face interactions), the use of different types of 

VC devices (PCs, laptops, smartphones, tablets), and the physical environments most 

commonly used for VC (bedrooms, living rooms, and public spaces). The research 

questions (introduced below) focus on key concepts in nexus analysis.  

The combination of interview analysis and micro analysis of video is unique within the 

field of VC studies, as previous work has focused either on interviews (for example 

Longhurst, 2017; D. Miller & Sinanan, 2014) or on VC interaction at a micro level (Licoppe, 

2017a, 2017b; Licoppe et al., 2017; Licoppe & Morel, 2012, 2014; Rosenbaun & Licoppe, 

2017), but not both.  Furthermore, while previous studies highlighted the experiences of 

mothers and grandparents (Ames, Go, Kaye, & Spasojevic, 2010; Longhurst, 2013, 2016), 

most of my participants were young adults living independently. Therefore, I examine VC 

habits within a group that has not yet been studied. Throughout the thesis, I will 

demonstrate that the living arrangements of my participants shape their VC experiences 

in a fundamental way. In addition, the timing of this project allows me to comment on the 

changes brought about by the spread of VC compatible smartphones and tablets and 

increasingly generous mobile data packages, which happened after data collection for the 

early VC studies (Licoppe & Morel, 2012, 2014, Longhurst, 2013, 2016, 2017; D. Miller & 

Sinanan, 2014; Rosenbaun & Licoppe, 2017)  was completed.  Finally, I compare my video 

recordings of laptop-based VCs with previous studies of smartphone-based VC 

interactions (Licoppe & Morel, 2012, 2014). 

1.2 Research questions 

The main research question I set out to answer iǎ ΨIƻǿ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŀffordances of VC used in 

ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǾƛŘŜƻ ŎŀƭƭǎΚΩΦ The concept of affordances was introduced to computer mediated 
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communication (CMC) research by Hutchby (2001b). Hutchby suggested that the 

affordances of an object or technology frame but do not determine the possibilities of 

action that can be taken with it. Therefore, in addition to the practical capabilities of the 

technology (what it can and cannot do), researchers also need to consider the norms of 

use. This thesis contributes to a growing number of CMC studies (reviewed in chapter 2), 

building upon and expanding the theory of affordances by incorporating the concept of 

polymedia (Madianou & Miller, 2013; D. Miller & Sinanan, 2014), the role of affect (Nagy 

& Neff, 2015), and the idea of encouraged and negotiated uses (Shaw, 2017).  

I approach the main research question by answering three sub-questions formulated 

around the key concepts of the framework of nexus analysis (R. Scollon, 2001a):  

1. What chains of lower-level actions can be identified in VCs, and how do they 

structure VCs? 

2. What are the intersecting practices in VC, and how do they shape the interactions? 

3. What mediational means are used in VC, and how are they used? 

 

The key concepts (lower-level action, practices, and mediational means) will be discussed 

in detail in Chapter 3 (section 3.3). Briefly put, the first question focuses on the smallest 

meaningful units, for example camera movements, gestures, changes in posture, or 

utterances. Through the micro analysis of the videos I identify these smallest units and 

explore how they are chained together to create recognizable actions such as openings, 

suspensions, and virtual tours. I also reflect on the roles of the chained actions within the 

specific VC, and VCs in general if the interviews indicate that such actions are a common 

feature of VCs. The second question considers norms, habits, and exceptional uses of VC 

as reported by participants with comparisons to their practices relating to other forms of 

communication. The third and final question examines the physical space, objects, bodies, 

and language used during the VC.  

1.3 Thesis structure 

Chapter 2 provides a literature review, starting with definitions of key terms and a brief 

history of the development of VC. I critically reflect on different models of the 

relationship between technology and society and argue that the theory of affordances is 

the most appropriate for studying VC. In chapter 3 I give an overview of the analytical 

frameworks used in subsequent data analysis, namely conversation analysis (CA) and 
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nexus analysis, and outline the role of the different types of analysis in answering the 

research questions. Chapter 4 introduces the participants, the data generation and 

collection process, and the interview analysis methods. This chapter also provides 

account of the practical methodological decisions made in light of the principles of CA and 

nexus analysis.  

Chapters 5 to 7 comprise data analysis and discussion, each with a different analytical and 

conceptual focus. Each of these three chapters focuses on one of the research questions 

stated above, with references to the other two key concepts in nexus analysis. Thus, 

Chapters 5 to 7 all refer to lower-level actions, practices, and mediational means.  First, I 

examine reoccurring chains of lower-level actions (openings, noticings, interruptions, 

closings) in Chapter 5. I also discuss practices of availability management, the preliminary 

work of organising VCs, and differences between smartphone-based and laptop-based VC 

software. Chapter 6 explores practices of attention management in VC with reference to 

the attention economy (Goldhaber, 1997; R. H. Jones, 2005a), focused encounters 

(Goffman, 1963), and multitasking. I analyse changes in posture during a VC involving 

extended multitasking, and the work involved in accomplishing a digital showing 

(Rosenbaun & Licoppe, 2017). Finally, in chapter 7 I focus on space as a mediational 

means in VC through the investigation of physical spaces, screen space, virtual space, and 

relational space. I conclude this chapter with a micro-analysis of two virtual tours, which 

represent an innovative VC practice. In the conclusion (Chapter 8) I bring together the 

findings from chapters 5 to 7. I summarise the answers to the research questions, reflect 

on the framework of nexus analysis and theories of mediation in social interaction, and 

make suggestions for further studies.  
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2 Literature review  

In this chapter I introduce the definition of the term video chat (VC) as used in the thesis 

along with other related key terms (section 2.1). Then, I summarise the history of VC 

(section 2.2), highlighting the defining features of this medium. I situate VC research 

within the wider field of Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) (section 2.3) and 

discuss the concept of affordances, which is the central theory underpinning my research 

(section 2.4). Finally, I review existing research on VC presenting the findings grouped 

around the affordances of VC (section 2.5). 

2.1 The medium, the software, and the hardware 

Throughout my research I have used the term video chat to refer to the use of a variety of 

different software running on PCs, smartphones, and tablets. Video chat (VC) can be 

conceptualised as a medium which transmits live videos together with audio between 

two or more devices equipped with cameras, microphones, and speakers using an 

internet connection. The medium can be accessed using a number of different software 

or platforms which share the same core features. My participants have used and 

discussed VC via the following freely available services: Skype, FaceTime, Google 

Hangouts, the Tinychat platform, Viber, Snapchat, WhatsApp, and Facebook Messenger.  

In line with current research (Licoppe et al., 2017; Longhurst, 2017), I have also found that 

Skype was the most popular VC software. In fact, the Skype brand is so widespread that in 

everyday usage it has been converted into a verb which can be used to refer to VC 

regardless of brand or supplier όIŀǊǇŜǊΣ wƛƴǘŜƭΣ ²ŀǘǎƻƴΣ ϧ hΩIŀǊŀΣ нлмтύ. However, I have 

found that FaceTime was also widely used among my participants, and has also been 

ŎƻƴǾŜǊǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǾŜǊō όŀǎ ƛƴ ΨǿŜ ŦŀŎŜǘƛƳŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅΩύΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǿƘŜƴ ǊŜŦŜǊǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎƻŦǘǿŀǊŜΣ 

I use capitalised versions (Skype, FaceTime), but when participants use skype or facetime 

as a verb I use all lowercase. 

In terms of devices, in the interviews participants discussed using desktop PCs, laptops, 

smartphones, and tablets, but the video recordings only featured laptops, one PC, and 

one smartphone. For the participants making the recordings using a PC or laptop was 

necessary in order to run the recording software. There were no such restrictions for their 

interlocutors, who also all used laptops with the exception of one participant who used a 
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smartphone and one who used a desktop PC. The interviews indicate that the type of 

device has more impact on the user experience than the software; however, participants 

sometimes conflate the two, for example by consistently using FaceTime on their iPhone 

and Skype on a laptop. In these cases, they may talk about the differences between using 

FaceTime and using Skype even though the cause of the difference is the type of device, 

and not brand of VC software. 

To summarise, I use the term video chat to cover interaction via a range of different 

software and devices. These software have more in common than what differentiates 

them, at least for domestic users. The devices do change the experience of VC, and these 

differences are discussed where relevant in the thesis. Video chat is also an accepted 

term within the literature (Ames et al., 2010; Buhler, Neustaedter, & Hillman, 2013; 

Follmer, Raffle, & Go, 2010; Judge, Neustaedter, Harrison, & Blose, 2011; Longhurst, 

нлмоΤ 5Φ aŀƭƛƴƻǿǎƪƛΣ нлмпΤ bŜǳǎǘŀŜŘǘŜǊ ϧ DǊŜŜƴōŜǊƎΣ нлмнΤ bŜǳǎǘŀŜŘǘŜǊΣ WƻƴŜǎΣ hΩIŀǊŀΣ 

& Sellen, 2018; Rosenbaun, Rafaeli, & Kurzon, 2016a; Sindoni, 2011a), although there are 

also two other closely related terms in use: video mediated communication or VMC for 

short (e.g.: Gamer & Hecht, 2007; Heath & LuffΣ мффоΤ aŀǊǎƘŀƭƭ ϧ bƻǘƭŜȅΣ нлмпΤ hΩ/ƻƴŀƛƭƭΣ 

Whittaker, & Wilbur, 1993; van der Kleij, Schraagen, Werkhoven, De Dreu, & Maarten 

Schraagen, 2009), and videoconferencing (e.g.: Campbell, 1998; Chapman, Uggerslev, & 

Webster, 2003; Collins, Gutridge, & James, 1999; Dunbar, Jensen, Tower, & Burgoon, 

2014; Hjulstad, 2016; Pitcher, Davidson, & Napier, 2000). In recent years, some 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨǾƛŘŜƻ ŎŀƭƭƛƴƎΩ (Harper, Rintel, et al., 2017; 

Neustaedter et ŀƭΦΣ нлмуΤ wƛƴǘŜƭΣ нлмоōΣ нлмоŀΤ wƛƴǘŜƭΣ hΩIŀǊŀΣ wƻǎǘŀƳƛ ¸ŀƎŀƴŜƘΣ ϧ wŅŘƭŜΣ 

2015), however, this term is not as widely used as VMC and can be considered 

synonymous with VMC. For the purposes of this research, video mediated communication 

encompasses video chat, which is VMC in domestic settings, and videoconferencing, 

which is professional VMC use. Thus, by using the term video chat I emphasise the 

personal and phatic nature of the interactions that are the focus of the present research. 

In addition, VC can be used as a countable noun and indexes the bounded nature of the 

ΨŎŀƭƭǎΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ L ǿƛƭƭ ŀǊƎǳŜ ƛǎ ŀ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜΦ 

2.2 The development of video mediated communication 

The most remarkable aspect of the history of VMC is how long it took for the technology 

to become popular after it first became available  (Brubaker, Venolia, & Tang, 2012; Kirk, 
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Sellen, & Cao, 2010; Rintel, 2014; Schnaars & Wymbs, 2004). The key to understanding 

the delayed success lies in the relationships between VMC and other available 

communication technologies, especially the telephone. Other communication 

technologies must be considered because, as Bolter and Grusin (1999, p. 60) argue, new 

media do not arrive in vacuum: '[e]ach new medium is justified because it fills a lack or 

repairs a fault in its predecessor, because it fulfils the unkept promise of an older 

ƳŜŘƛǳƳΩΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ ±a/Σ ǘƘŜ ƻƭŘŜǊ ƳŜŘƛǳƳ ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǇƘƻƴŜΣ ŀǎ ǾƛŘŜƻǇƘƻƴŜǎ 

have been anticipated since the invention of the telephone (Schnaars & Wymbs, 2004, 

pp. 198ς199) ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎǳŎƘ ŘŜǾƛŎŜ ǿŀǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘŜŘ ōȅ .Ŝƭƭ [ŀōǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨtƛŎǘǳǊŜǇƘƻƴŜΩ ƛƴ 

1962 (Harrison, 2013).  

Thus, the first VMC device was seen as an extension of the phone which allowed users to 

ƳŀƪŜ ΨŎŀƭƭǎΩ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŀ ǇƘƻƴŜ ƭƛƴŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƳŜǊŀ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊǎΩ ŦŀŎŜǎΦ This 

device was mainly used by executives to talk to each other and did not become a 

commercial success (Harrison, 2013; Neustaedter et al., 2015). However, 

videoconferencing had been introduced to the workplace and it still remains in use today. 

Although the workforce may not always be enthusiastic about using this technology, it 

can save travel time and costs and supports dispersed teams which makes it a valuable 

tool in the workplace (Brubaker et al., 2012; Luff, Heath, Yamashita, Kuzuoka, & Jirotka, 

2016) and has inspired a vast number of studies exploring the benefits and drawbacks (for 

reviews see Bohannon, Herbert, Pelz, & Rantanen, 2012; Fullwood & Finn, 2010; Lawson, 

Comber, Gage, & Cullum-Hanshaw, 2010; Simpson, 2009; Stuhlmacher & Citera, 2005). 

After the introduction of video calls, researchers began experimenting with a different 

ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ǳǎƛƴƎ ±a/Υ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŀ ǎǇŀŎŜΦ Lƴ ŀ ƳŜŘƛŀ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ Ψŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƻƴΩΣ ŀƴŘ 

the aim is to create and maintain awareness and presence between different locations 

over long periods of time (Harrison, 2013; Rosenbaun, Rafaeli, & Kurzon, 2016b). In this 

set up the camera is focused on a wider area rather than a close-up of a face, which 

makes it easier to show documents, objects, or the hands of a user. The first media 

ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ улΩǎ (Harrison, 2013; Neustaedter et al., 2015) and are still a 

site of exploration for researchers today (Luff et al., 2016). Although some prototypes 

have been developed and tested for domestic use, such systems are not yet affordable 

for the general public (Judge et al., 2011; Neustaedter, 2013; Neustaedter et al., 2015).  
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Domestic VC did not take off until after 2000, when VC began to be integrated into 

desktop PCs. This meant that by purchasing an inexpensive webcam and microphone, 

users could interact via VC using their pre-existing internet connections and free software 

(Kirk et al., 2010). Even though VC poses no additional cost after the initial investment in 

ǘƘŜ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŜǘΣ ±/ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨŎŀƭƭǎΩ 

(Harrison, 2013; Neustaedter, 2013). Initiating a VC and a phone call are undeniably 

similar, especially for smartphone users: the user selects a contact from a list, taps a call 

icon (which resembles an old-fashioned phone receiver), and ends the interaction by 

ǘŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƛŎƻƴ ǘƻ ΨƘŀƴƎ ǳǇΩΦ  

Skype was first launched in 2003, as one of several VOIP (voice over internet protocol) 

services (Longhurst, 2017). In 2004, Schnaars and Wybms published a paper attempting 

ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ±a/Ωǎ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǎǳŎŎess. By 2005, eBay saw the potential in Skype and acquired it 

for  $ 2.6 billion and by 2010 researchers started publishing papers exploring the 

popularity of desktop VC (Ames et al., 2010; Kirk et al., 2010). The main reason for success 

was that the technology required for VC became increasingly cheap and widely available, 

removing economic barriers from contacting people living in different countries (Ames et 

al., 2010; Kirk et al., 2010; Madianou & Miller, 2013; Neustaedter & Greenberg, 2012; 

Seitz, 2015). 

2.3 Researching technology in society 

VMC research is situated within the larger field of Computer Mediated Communication 

(CMC). The interest in VMC is relatively new not only because the technology is recent, 

but also because historically CMC research has focused on text-based data such as emails, 

instant messaging, and blog posts (Androutsopoulos, 2006, 2013; Crystal, 2006; 

Georgakopoulou, 2006; Giles, Stommel, Paulus, Lester, & Reed, 2014; Herring, 2010, 

2016; Paulus, Warren, & Lester, 2016). This is now changing with an increased interest in 

online multimodal content such as videos, images, gaming, and webpages as multimodal 

hypertexts. Although the details of the findings of early CMC research may not be 

relevant for VMC, CMC researchers have developed theories about the relationships 

between society and technology which provide the basis for the present research. In 

addition, the devices used for VMC (whether PCs, laptops, or smartphones) were all used 

for text-based communication before VMC became possible. This means that 

expectations and practices ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ±a/ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ōȅ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
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text-based (and in the case of the phone, auditory) media, as well as face to face 

interactions.  

The ideas of the sociologist Erving Goffman in particular have made a lasting impression 

in the field of CMC. Although DƻŦŦƳŀƴΩǎ focus is on face to face interaction and most of 

the technologies studied today did not exist at the time (1963, 1971, 1974a, 1981b), his 

theories continue to provide insight into how and why people interact with each other via 

communication technologies (Deumert, 2014b; Gerhardt, Eisenlauer, & Frobenius, 2014; 

Gershon, 2017; Gershon & Manning, 2014; R. H. Jones, 2004; Licoppe, 2004, 2013, 2017a; 

Lindroth, 2012; Longhurst, 2016; Luff et al., 2016; Norris & Pirini, 2017; Rettie, 2009; 

Rosenbaun et al., 2016b; Williams & Weninger, 2008)Φ DƻŦŦƳŀƴΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ Ǉopular 

because they enable researchers to link micro analyses to larger questions about culture 

and society (Bezemer & Jewitt, 2010). The theories are particularly relevant for scholars 

of mediated communication, as one ƻŦ DƻŦŦƳŀƴΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ǎƘƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ŀƭƭ 

human interactions are mediated, for example through frames and self-presentation (D. 

Miller & Sinanan, 2014, pp. 6ς7)Φ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ L ŘǊŀǿ ƻƴ DƻŦŦƳŀƴΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ 

analytical chapters, updating them to take into account communication via VC. 

In researching CMC, scholars must take a stand on the nature of the relationship between 

technology and society. According to one line of thinking, ΨŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ 

ŎŀǳǎŜ ƴŜǿ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƳŜ ŀōƻǳǘΩ (Hutchby, 2001b, p. 442). This belief is 

commonly reinforced in the popular media and has been historically prevalent. Often it is 

accompanied by pessimistic visions: for example Socrates was concerned that the 

invention of the alphabet would lead to a decline in knowledge, while today many are 

concerned that video games cause violence, texting is destroying language, or 

smartphones make people anti-social (Baym, 2010; Deumert, 2014a; D. Miller & Sinanan, 

2014; Spilioti, 2016). Other times, technology is seen as the solution to social problems. 

For instance there was a hope that social media would bring people together, eradicate 

divisions, and encourage the spread of democracy around the world (boyd, 2014a).  

In academic terms, the theory that technology can cause changes in society has been 

labelled technological determinism. This approach characterised much of the early 

research on CMC (Androutsopoulos, 2006; Baym, 2010; Georgakopoulou, 2006; Herring, 

Stein, & Virtanen, 2013; R. H. Jones et al., 2001; Thurlow & Mroczek, 2011). From this 

perspective, CMC is a deficient medium because it filters out important conversational 
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cues which are present in face to ŦŀŎŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ΨƎƻƭŘŜƴ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΩ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ 

which all else was measured (Baym, 2010). There are countless VMC studies which 

explicitly or implicitly subscribe to this point of view (for example see Allan & Thorns, 

2008; Bohannon et al., 2012; Campbell, 1998; Chapman et al., 2003; Charles, 1981; 

Hauber et al., 2006; Simon, 2006; Stuhlmacher & Citera, 2005; Thorns, Allan, Barclay, 

Chamberlain, Kerr and Scott, 2008). However, the problem with such an approach is that 

it fails to recognise that technology is created by people, and thus technology and society 

both shape each other while simultaneously being shaped by the other. In order to better 

account for this reflexive relationship, Hutchby has argued that researchers need to 

examine both what the technologies make possible and how technologies are used in 

practice (Hutchby, 2001a, pp. 26ς33) by building on the concept of affordances. 

2.4 Affordances in CMC research 

Hutchby  (2001b) ōƻǊǊƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ DƛōǎƻƴΩǎ (1979) work on the 

psychology of perception (for a more detailed overview of the history of the term see 

Nagy & Neff, 2015; and Shaw, 2017)Φ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ IǳǘŎƘōȅΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΣ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ 

ΨŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦǊŀƳŜΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƴƻǘ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ 

ŀƎŜƴǘƛŎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘΩ (2001b, p. 444). He argues that this concept allows 

researchers to move away from approaches rooted in technological determinism.  

This practical approach has been taken up by scholars exploring mobile phone use 

(Hutchby, 2005; Rettie, 2009) and new media practices surrounding instant messaging 

and VC (R. H. Jones, 2005b; Kelly, 2015; Meredith, 2017; Rintel, 2013a, 2014, Sindoni, 

2011a, 2011b). Other scholars have engaged with the concept in a theoretical way, 

expanding and updating the key ideas. For example, Norris and Jones (2005e) have 

incorporated the concept into their framework of nexus analysis (discussed in the 

following chapter in section 3.2).  

hƴŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛǎƳ ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ IǳǘŎƘōȅΩǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻǾŜǊƭƻƻƪǎ ǘƘŜ 

role of affect in the use of communication technologies. Madianou and Miller (2013, p. 

170) ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ΨƳƻǊŀƭΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎΩ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǇƻƭȅƳŜŘƛŀΣ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ 

communication have been separated from their costs, which means that users cannot 

ƧǳǎǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ŦƻǊ ǳǎŜǊǎΣ ΨǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ǎƘƛŦǘǎ 

from an emphasis on the constraints imposed by each medium (often cost-related, but 
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also shaped by specific qualities) to an emphasis upon the social and emotional 

ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƘƻƻǎƛƴƎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƳŜŘƛŀΩ όƛōƛŘΦύΦ !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ ŜŀŎƘ 

ƳŜŘƛǳƳ ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ǇŀǊǘƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘΥ ΨώŜϐƳŀƛƭ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ŜƳŀƛƭΤ ƛǘ ƛǎ 

defined relationally as also not a letter, not a text message and not a conversation via 

ǿŜōŎŀƳΤ ǿƘƛŎƘΣ ƛƴ ǘǳǊƴΣ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ǇƘƻƴŜ ŎŀƭƭΩ όǇΦ мтрύΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ aŀŘƛŀƴƻǳ ŀƴŘ 

aƛƭƭŜǊ ōǳƛƭŘ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǿƛǘƘ IǳǘŎƘōȅΩǎ 

in that they call for the consideration of the entire constellation of media available to the 

participants rather than focusing on a single medium (see also D. Miller & Sinanan, 2014, 

pp. 135ς136).  

Similar arguments have been put forward by Nagy and Neff (2015) who maintain that a 

complete analysis of affordances needs to account for design features; as well as user 

expectations, beliefs, and perceptions; and emotional state. Furthermore, Gershon (2010, 

p. 391) builds on the idea of affordances by discussing media ideologies, which she 

defines as ΨǿƘŀǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ŀōƻǳǘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛǳƳ ŀŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻǊ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ 

ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜΩ (see also Gershon, 2017; Gershon & Manning, 2014). Lastly, in her 

comprehensive review of affordances, Shaw (2017, p. 4) also claims that the role of affect 

ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ IǳǘŎƘōȅΩǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘΦ {ƘŜ 

suggests that for a more nuanced understanding of affordances, researchers should 

incorporate the notions of dominant, negotiated, and oppositional readings.  This is 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ΨώǘϐŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ 

ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭƭƻǿ ƻǊ ŘƛǎŀƭƭƻǿΩ όǇΦ сύΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊe, she recommends that 

researchers consider in their analyses what uses are encouraged by the technology.  

Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƘŜǎƛǎ L ŀƭǎƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ƻƴ IǳǘŎƘōȅΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ 

via VC and how VC is used in practice. I also incorporate the role of affect, the notion of 

polymedia, and the idea of encouraged and negotiated uses of affordances as described 

above. However, I argue that rather than using affordances and constraints as a pair, it is 

ǇǊŜŦŜǊŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŀŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜǎΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ IǳǘŎƘōȅΩǎ 

original account of the term: he describes affordances as being both enabling and 

constraining (Hutchby, 2001b, pp. 447ς448), as setting boundaries to what is possible 

simultaneously delineates what is not possible. Therefore, it is misleading to retain a 

concept (constraints) to refer only to things that are not possible. Thus, in this thesis I use 

ΨŀŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜǎΩ ǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ƭƛƳƛǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎ ƻŦ ±/Φ 
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Much of the literature follows the traditional use of the term, referring to affordances 

and constraints as a pair (for example see Georgakopoulou, 2006; Herring, 2010; R. H. 

Jones, 2009a; R. H. Jones & Hafner, 2012; Norris & Jones, 2005e, 2005a). One exception is 

Nagy and Neff (2015, pp. 1ς2), who problematized the use of the paired terms on the 

grounds that the expression fails to capture the complexity of the phenomenon under 

ǎǘǳŘȅΦ  L ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŀŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎΩ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ 

sets up a binary value system, creating a false dichotomy. This dichotomy can obscure 

whose value judgment is expressed ς ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎǘΩǎ ƻǊ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎΚ CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ 

universal judgements are difficult to make as the very same property may be viewed as 

an advantage by some users and a disadvantage by others. This was evident from the 

interviews I conducted, and will be demonstrated throughout the analytical chapters. In 

addition, it is also supported by examples in the literature, as discussed in the section 

below. Therefore, I will use the concept of affordances to understand the possibilities and 

uses of VC (together with the limits), without relying on simplistic value judgements 

ƛƳǇƭƛŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇŀƛǊŜŘ ǳǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ΨŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎΩΦ   

2.5 The affordances of video chat 

In this section, I provide a review of the literature structured around the various 

affordances of VC. As the field of VC research is relatively new, the review covers work 

done in a variety of disciplines including education, business and management, human 

computer interaction (HCI), and communication. Due to the different foci and 

approaches, these studies discuss different affordances. Some of the studies reviewed 

ōŜƭƻǿ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŀŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜΩ and may name one or two affordances that are explored 

in the paper. However, none of them provide a comprehensive list of all the affordances 

of VC and many list findings without relating them to the concept of affordances. 

Therefore, I have grouped together related observations and findings from the literature, 

creating the list of affordances presented here. This list reflects the current state of the 

technology and it is likely that the affordances of VC will change as software and 

hardware is developed further. 

As a type of distance communication technology, the affordance of VC to connect to 

distant locations is part of the definition and unremarkable in itself. There are many such 

technologies, one of the oldest being letter writing and newer ones including talking on 

the phone and instant messaging. New media is always viewed in comparison to older 
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media, which puts the focus on the distinguishing features of the new medium (Bolter & 

Grusin, 1999; Gershon, 2017; R. H. Jones et al., 2001). Therefore, it is unsurprising that 

the affordance of sound transmission is rarely discussed in the context of VC: this 

affordance is both widely used and widely researched in connection with the phone. 

Thus, the affordances of connecting distant locations and transmitting live sound are 

largely taken for granted within VC. 

The new feature of VC is undoubtedly transmitting live images. This is reflected in the 

ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ŀǎ ΨǾƛǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΩ ƛǎ ŘƛǾƛŘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ŦƛǾŜ ǎǳōǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ όŦŀŎƛŀƭ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ 

body language; gaze; field of view; objects and space; and digital mirror). These sections 

address the different ways that the live images shape VC interaction. However, before 

examining the visual affordances I consider three other affordances that shape this 

medium: synchronicity, fragility, and touch.  

2.5.1 Synchronicity 

One of the defining features of any digitally mediated mode of communication is the 

degree to which it supports synchronous interaction (Bolander & Locher, 2014; 

Georgakopoulou, 2006; Herring, 2007, 2010; Rettie, 2009). In the case of VC, the 

consensus is that synchronicity is one of the key affordances of the medium (Allan & 

Thorns, 2008; Develotte, Guichon, & Vincent, 2010; Olaniran, 2013) and a main advantage 

over other forms of distance communication (Lawson et al., 2010). This feature affords 

users immediate feedback, which has been linked to an increase sense of social presence 

(Lombard & Ditton, 1997; Sindoni, 2011a, 2012, 2013). It is so fundamental that it is often 

taken for granted until there are technical issues disrupting it, as discussed below.  

2.5.2 Fragility 

Compared to synchronicity, fragility has not been so central within CMC research. 

However, it is widely documented within the context of VC, and it is of significance 

precisely because it can undermine synchronicity. One chief concern is that the 

technology itself can create audio or video distortions or even fail completely, rendering 

the interaction subject to break-down at any time (Develotte et al., 2010; Lawson et al., 

2010; Olaniran, 2013; Thorpe, 1998). For this reason, users may co-ordinate VC sessions 

on other, more reliable media such as phone calls or instant messaging (Ames et al., 2010; 

Licoppe, 2017b; D. Miller & Sinanan, 2014; Neustaedter & Greenberg, 2012). Audio 

distortions seem to be particularly disruptive, while video disruptions are often 
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overlooked unless they create comprehension problems (Rintel, 2010, 2013b). In fact, 

audio and video distortions are so common that Rintel (2013b) ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ǘƘŜƳ ŀǎ Ψŀ 

fundamental part ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǾƛŘŜƻ ŎŀƭƭƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

considered as one of the affordances of VC, as I do in this thesis. When co-participants are 

blamed for technological failings (for example a delay in the audio is interpreted as a 

deliberate delay in the answer) such disruptions can undermine the success or tone of the 

interaction (Fullwood & Finn, 2010). However, this feature can also be exploited: for 

example inattention or inappropriate responses can be blamed on technological rather 

than relational trouble (Rintel, 2013a), and the knowledge that the interaction is easy to 

terminate can be comforting to some users (Harper, Watson, & Woelfer, 2017). 

Furthermore, VC is also fragile in the sense that even when the technology is working as it 

is supposed to, there is no reciprocity: users do not know how they appear at the other 

end, and one party may see the other without being seen themselves (Fish, Kraut, & 

Chalfonte, 1990; Rintel, 2013a). In addition, part of the local context is inaccessible to the 

distant interlocutor (Arminen, Licoppe, & Spagnolli, 2016; Licoppe, 2017a; Licoppe, 

Verdier, & Dumoulin, 2013; Sindoni, 2012). This requires VC users to isolate themselves 

from their respective environments in order to create a joint interactional frame (de 

Fornel & Libbrecht, 1996; Licoppe, 2017b). This frame is easily broken, for example when 

the VC session is interrupted by other people at the physical locations or by incoming 

summons via other media (Rosenbaun et al., 2016a). 

2.5.3 Touch 

Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ±/Σ ǳǎŜǊǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ΨƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƻǳŎƘΩ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƻǾŜŘ 

ones (Ames et al., 2010; Harper, WatsƻƴΣ ϧ [ƛŎƻǇǇŜΣ нлмтΤ [ƻƴƎƘǳǊǎǘΣ нлмоΤ hΩIŀǊŀΣ 

Black, & Lipson, 2006; Villi, 2012; Zouinar & Velkovska, 2017), even though physical touch 

is not currently possible through this medium (Longhurst, 2013, p. 670; D. Miller & 

Sinanan, 2014, p. 61). This is also true of other distance communication technologies, but 

ƛǘ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƴƻǘƛŎŜŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ±/ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ Ŏŀƴ ǎŜŜ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ōƻŘƛŜǎ 

while they communicate. The impossibility of touch may be self-evident to adults using 

VC, but young children often try to touch the people on the screen and need to learn to 

avoid doing so in order to participate in VC interactions in an appropriate manner (Kelly, 

2015; Longhurst, 2013). 
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In domestic VCs the lack of touch can cause discomfort when users would like to touch 

each other but are unable to (Longhurst, 2017, p. 4), especially for long-distance couples 

(Neustaedter et al., 2015). However, the lack of physical presence may be beneficial in 

some situations if one of the parties is very shy or nervous (Derrer, Fullwood, Davis, 

Martino, & Morris, 2006; Fullwood, 2007). For example in a study on students who had 

difficulties interacting with others face to face, Thorpe (1998) found that the participants 

improved their communication skills significantly by using VC and carried over these skills 

to face to face situations. Furthermore, similar effects were found in a study on 

psychotherapy via VC (Simpson, 2009). Therefore, the lack of touch is often viewed 

negatively, but it can be seen as a welcome affordance for some users.  

2.5.4 Visibility 

Sight is often prioritised over other senses in various contexts (Lefebvre, 1991; Rose, 

2001), including within human communication (Jewitt, 2009). While the affordances 

discussed so far are quite similar to those of the phone, VC is the first medium that 

affords synchronous communication with visual access over a distance. Therefore, there 

has been a lot of interest in what can be seen and shown via VC. In this section I review 

five ways that the affordance of visibility is used in VC. Each of the subheadings below 

focuses on one aspect of the video images visible during the VC. 

Facial expressions and body language 

Seeing the physical body of interlocutors has been highlighted as one of the most 

important aspects of this medium (Geenen, 2017; Harper, Rintel, et al., 2017; Hauber et 

ŀƭΦΣ нллсΤ [ƻƴƎƘǳǊǎǘΣ нлмоΣ нлмсΤ 5Φ aƛƭƭŜǊ ϧ {ƛƴŀƴŀƴΣ нлмпΤ hΩ5ƻƴƴŜƭƭ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмоΤ 

Olaniran, 2013). This is also the main intended purpose of the video feed: the first VC 

system was configured to show the face of the speaker, and this design principle is still in 

ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ (Harrison, 2013; Neustaedter et al., 2015). One of the 

reasons that seeing facial expressions and body language is a valued affordance is 

ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƭƻŎǳǘƻǊΩǎ ΨǘǊǳŜΩ 

feeling and emotions (Longhurst, 2016, p. 133, 2017, p. 670; Madianou & Miller, 2013), 

and help to avoid misunderstandings (Buhler et al., 2013; Neustaedter & Greenberg, 

2012; Satar, 2016).  

Accessing true emotions by seeing the face and the body has been shown to be essential 

in mother-child relationships (Harper, Rintel, et al., 2017; Longhurst, 2013, 2017; 
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Madianou & Miller, 2013)Φ ¢ƘŜ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ƻŦ ΨƳƻǘƘŜǊΩ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ΨǇŀǊŜƴǘΩ ƛǎ ŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘŜΣ ŀǎ ƛǘ 

ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ Ƨƻō ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊ due to stereotypes 

ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ (Cameron, 2003; Christensen, 2009; Longhurst, 

2016). When children are young, seeing them is also important because they grow and 

change so rapidly, and communicate primarily through visual rather than verbal means  

όCƻƭƭƳŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмлΤ YŜƭƭȅΣ нлмрΤ hΩIŀǊŀ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллсύ. However, for young adults being 

ǎŜŜƴ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎΥ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ Ƴŀȅ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ǎŜŜΩΣ ǘƘŜ 

young adult can interpret this as unwelcome surveillance and try to resist by avoiding 

using VC (Harper, Rintel, et al., 2017; Kirk et al., 2010; Longhurst, 2013). 

¢ƘŜ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ±/ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ŀǎ Ψǘƻƻ ǊŜǾŜŀƭƛƴƎΩ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎ ŀǎ 

well. For example, in interactions that are serious and emotionally charged visual access 

can become overwhelming (Harper, Rintel, et al., 2017; Harper, Watson, & Woelfer, 2017; 

Longhurst, 2013, 2016; Madianou & Miller, 2013). Furthermore, allowing the self to be 

seen in this way can also cause self-conscious feelings in more mundane VC interactions 

όhΩIŀǊŀ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллсΤ hƭŀƴƛǊŀƴΣ нлмоύ, but there are also indications that such feelings 

decrease over time as users domesticate the medium (Brubaker et al., 2012). 

Gaze 

Gaze, a crucial resource in human communication (Kendon, 1990), has been widely 

studied within the medium of VC. Due to the location and angle of the camera in relation 

to the screen, VC users have three choices in terms of gaze1: they can look at their 

screens, the camera, or away from the screen. It is impossible to make eye contact over 

VC because when a user looks at the other person on the screen, they appear to look 

ŘƻǿƴΤ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƭƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƭƻŎǳǘƻǊǎΩ ŜȅŜǎ ǘƘŜ 

user must look at their camera, which means that they cannot see the other person (Allan 

& Thorns, 2008; Arminen et al., 2016; Bohannon et al., 2012; Chen, 2002; Derrer et al., 

2006; Develotte et al., 2010; Fish et al., 1990; Fullwood, 2007; Fullwood & Finn, 2010; 

Garner & Buckner, 2013; Monk & Gale, 2002; Satar, 2013; Sindoni, 2011a, 2013). 

Therefore, the most natural place to look (at the screen) can create a negative 

impression, as looking downwards in face to face interactions can be interpreted as 

inattention or untrustworthiness (Chatting, Galpin, & Donath, 2006; Fullwood & Doherty-

                                                      
1 This applies to commercially available devices for domestic use. There are dedicated 

videoconferencing systems available for business use which can simulate eye contact, but these are 
not currently affordable for the average consumer. 



19 
 

Sneddon, 2006; Shephard & Knightbridge, 2011). Looking into the camera for extended 

periods of time is impractical as the interlocutor is not visible, but competent VC users 

learn to gaze at the camera at strategic times (Develotte et al., 2010; Pardasani, Goldkind, 

Heyman, & Cross-Denny, 2012). Furthermore, experienced VC users interpret gazing at 

the screen as a sign of attention  (de Fornel & Libbrecht, 1996; Licoppe, 2017b). Thus, face 

to face gazing practices cannot be directly transferred to VC. This may cause feelings of 

awkwardness initially, but over time VC users can learn to adapt their strategies and 

interpretations.  

Field of view 

Cameras, unlikŜ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŜȅŜΣ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƘŀǊǇ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ΨǎŜŜΩΦ Lƴ 

addition, when three dimensional space is projected onto a two dimensional screen some 

distortion is unavoidable. Furthermore, the location of the camera in relation to the other 

person ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƭƻŎǳǘƻǊΩǎ ŜȅŜǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ ōŜΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ 

gazing practices, gestures and non-verbal communication must be modified in order to be 

successfully deployed in VC (Derrer et al., 2006; Fullwood, 2007; Heath & Luff, 1992, 

1993, 2000; Rosenbaun et al., 2016b). Pointing in particular is challenging because it is a 

system of meaning-making developed to be used in shared space, and it does not work in 

the same way on a  two dimensional screen (Keating, Edwards, & Mirus, 2008), or even in 

enhanced media spaces (Luff et al., 2003, 2016). Other gestures such as blowing kisses or 

waving and sign language must also be aligned with the camera. Therefore, they can be 

carried out more effectively if the users can see themselves on the screen (Keating et al., 

2008; Neustaedter et al., 2015).  

The VC set up provides a fragmented view of the body, as typically only one part of the 

body is visible on the screen (Sindoni, 2013). When the view is a close-up of the face, 

much of the body is not shown on the screen, which can lead to a sense of 

decontextualisation (Develotte et al., 2010). Therefore, if only the face is shown it is 

important to use facial expressions strategically (Seitz, 2015) as there is very little scope 

for other non-verbal communication. This is in fact the standard set-up for domestic VC 

(Licoppe & Morel, 2012), which will be discussed in detail in chapter 5.  However, the 

standard is subverted for example in cybersex between strangers where the face is what 

is least often shown and individual body parts are contextualised via text based chat (R. H. 

Jones, 2008). 
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Although the main focus is on seeing and showing the body and especially the face 

(Harrison, 2013; Neustaedter et al., 2015), some of the immediate environment is also 

visible via VC (Arminen et al., 2016; Longhurst, 2013). What is visible is to a great extent 

controllable by the users and this can be exploited strategically for impression 

management.  This feature is very important in domestic VC because the location is often 

private (bedroom) or semi-private (living room), which  contrasts with the more public 

spaces used in workplace videoconferencing (Harper, Watson, & Woelfer, 2017; Kirk et 

al., 2010). For example, users of experimental always-on video systems managed the 

impression given by choosing relatively public areas within the home, blocking the 

camera, or cleaning up the visible area (Buhler et al., 2013). Similar behaviours were 

noted in public VCs (public Google Hangouts sessions, where the VC was broadcasted to a 

wider audience via YouTube), in which some participants blocked their camera, angled 

the camera away from themselves, or presented a still image (Rosenbaun et al., 2016b). 

Utilising the limits of the field of view is especially important to young adults using VC 

with their parents ς while the parents might want to see ǘƘŜ ΨŎǊǳŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƴŦormative 

ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎǎΩΣ ǘƘŜ young adults prefer to frame a limited view of their homes and even 

their bodies to exercise their autonomy, as found by Kirk et al. (2010, p. 139). The field of 

view is also essential to consider when work-related VCs are conducted from home 

(Brubaker et al., 2012; D. Miller & Sinanan, 2014, pp. 177ς178; Seitz, 2015), especially in a 

high stakes situation such as a job interview (Longhurst, 2017, pp. 83ς86). 

Objects and space 

As mentioned above, cameras built into current VC devices are designed to focus on a 

person, which makes showing larger areas tricky (Neustaedter et al., 2015). This is a 

challenge for users attempting to stream major life events such as graduations, birthday 

parties, weddings, and funerals (Neustaedter et al., 2015) but these cameras are well 

suited to showing smaller objects or parts of the surroundings. While in the previous 

section I considered what can be seen in addition to the body of a VC user, here I discuss 

how objects are deliberately brought into focus in a way that can temporarily obscure the 

body of the interlocutor. Such showings appear to be common in VCs (Licoppe, 2017a; 

Licoppe et al., 2017; Rosenbaun & Licoppe, 2017; Zouinar & Velkovska, 2017) and can 

even be the main motivation to initiate a VC όhΩIŀǊŀ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллсύ. They are especially 

valued by parents or grandparents interacting with young children who find it difficult to 

partake in audio only calls but can participate in VC by producing showings (Ames et al., 
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2010; Follmer et al., 2010; Geenen, 2017). Such uses are common in domestic VC despite 

the effort required to use the system in a different way than it was designed. 

Digital mirror 

One of the unique features of VC is the live video feed where users can monitor 

themselves (Sindoni, 2011a, 2012, 2013), which functions as a digital mirror. Although 

people are used to looking at themselves (in mirrors, photographs, or videos) being 

continually confronted with their own image is unlike these familiar experiences and 

therefore fascinating (Longhurst, 2017, p. 44). In addition, people often strike a pose or 

put on a specific performance for the benefit of the mirror, photo, or video in a way that 

is very difficult to maintain over an entire VC conversation; therefore, looking at the 

digital mirror during a VC allows users to observe themselves in the course of an ordinary 

conversation, which was not possible before VC (D. Miller & Sinanan, 2014, p. 16). 

Attitudes towards the digital mirror appear to be polarised: for some it creates the 

uncomfortable feeling of being observed (Fullwood & Finn, 2010), but it can make VC 

more enjoyable for young children (Ames et al., 2010; Holloway, Green, & Love, 2014; 

Yarosh, Inkpen, & Brush, 2010), and it is a crucial resource for users communicating with 

sign language (Keating et al., 2008). 

2.5.5 Summary of the affordances of video chat 

!ŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ΨǊŜŀƭΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ sense that VC software have the affordance of transmitting 

live videos with all the features discussed above. However, they are not necessarily 

always relevant, as users can choose to turn off the video feed, block the camera with a 

sticky note, walk off screen, or engage in any number of behaviours that will utilise some 

affordances and ignore others. How they choose to employ VC depends partly on their 

experience and expertise with the medium and partly on their personal preferences. Part 

of the rationale for this study is that the experience of using VC is no longer new, but it is 

also not so integrated into everyday life that it has become unnoticeable (Longhurst, 

2017, p. 4).  

As demonstrated repeatedly in the review, the same affordance may be valued by some 

users and disliked by others, at least in some situations. Furthermore, users may also feel 

ambivalent about certain affordances: Madianou and Miller (2013, p. 178) report that 

one of their participants usually likes being able to see her children via VC, but will avoid 

using VC when she is upset. Even as I attempted to consider the affordances 
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independently, it has been apparent that they are in fact interdependent; for example the 

bodies of the users are shown through cameras with a fixed field of view and cannot be 

physically touched. 

In this thesis I set out to explore the complex relationships between the different 

affordances of VC and how they are used in domestic interactions. In chapters 5-7, I will 

present my analyses and discussion of the affordances and use of VC structured around 

three key concepts in nexus analysis (chains of lower-level actions, practices, and 

mediational means). In the following chapter, I introduce and evaluate the analytical 

frameworks that have guided my research, concluding with nexus analysis and the 

concepts at the core of the later chapters. 

  



23 
 

3 Analytical Frameworks  

My research is based on a range of methodological and analytical approaches and 

underlying theoretical frameworks. These approaches are conversation analysis (CA), 

nexus analysis, and qualitative interviewing, all of which share a commitment to inductive 

data-led research. In this chapter I outline the key concepts of two of the approaches: CA 

(3.1), and nexus analysis (3.2),and I conclude the chapter by reflecting on the practice of 

triangulation in research more broadly (3.3). These discussions set the stage for the 

following chapter, in which I describe the research process and give an introduction to the 

data.  

3.1 Conversation Analysis 

/ƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ό/!ύ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ΨǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳƛŎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘŀƭƪ-in-ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΩ, 

ǘƘŜ ŀƛƳ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ Ψǘƻ ŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊ Ƙƻǿ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ ƻƴŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ 

in their turns at talk, with a central focus being on how sequences of action are 

ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘΩ (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998, pp. 13ς14 original emphasis). The reference to 

turns at talk specifically could be interpreted to mean that CA is primarily interested in 

speech and pays little attention to anything else involved in communication. Historically, 

most of the CA studies have indeed focused on speech and CA is known for its attention 

to the details of talk. However, there is no conceptual reason for this: CA set out to study 

not just language but interaction in all its complexity and the focus on language is due to 

the use of audio recordings rather than a lack of interest in other aspects of 

communication (Mondada, 2016) which is also indicated by a number of early CA studies 

based on video data (C. Goodwin, 1979, 1981, 1986, Heath, 1984, 1986; Sacks & 

Schegloff, 2002; Schegloff, 1984a). As video technology has become easily accessible, 

there has been a growing interest in studying embodied communication, the effects of 

which are discussed throughout section 3.1.  

/! ƛǎ ŀ ΨōƻǘǘƻƳ-ǳǇ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΩΣ ǿhich means that the researcher should practice 

ΨǳƴƳƻǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎΩ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŘŜŎƛŘƛƴƎ a priori what 

concepts will be relevant (Ten Have, 2006; Wooffitt, 2005). The basic principles were set 

out by Harvey Sacks in his lectures (which were published by Gail Jefferson in 1992, 

second edition in 1995) but have since been developed further by many others. It is not 

only a method for studying the social world, but also a set of procedures for collecting, 

transcribing, and analysing data (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998, pp. 93ς94). In this section I 
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consider key issues in CA: the focus on sequences (3.1.1), commitment to naturalistic data 

(3.1.2), the meaning of context (3.1.3), the role of recordings and transcripts in research 

(Error! Reference source not found.), the approach to multimodal analysis (3.1.5), and 

the relationship between technology and CA (3.1.6). 

3.1.1 Sequences 

As indicated by the definition above, sequences are the main concern of CA. This is 

because each utterance or turn creates context for the following one (C. Goodwin & 

Heritage, 1990), making sequential placement one of the most powerful tools in 

conversation. Sequences are also essential for exploring participantsΩ understandings, as 

replies give an indication of how an utterance was heard (Button & Sharrock, 2016; 

Mondada, 2011). It is exactly the attention to the precise timing of interaction that makes 

CA so well suited to video analysis  (Knoblauch & Schnettler, 2012; Mondada, 2016). 

However, CA based video analysis has also challenged the notion of sequentiality by 

showing that there can be multiple simultaneous relevant actions (Deppermann, 2013; 

Mondada, 2016). Therefore, analysts need to deal with simultaneous trajectories of 

ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŜǾŜƴ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ Ψƴƻ ƎŀǇΣ ƴƻ ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇΩ ǊǳƭŜ (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974) is in 

operation on the level of speech.  

3.1.2 Naturalistic data 

²ƛǘƘƛƴ /!Σ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǊƳ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǎǘǳŘȅ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎΩ ƻǊ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƛǎǘƛŎ ŘŀǘŀΩ (J. M. Atkinson 

& Heritage, 1984; Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998; Psathas, 1995; Silverman, 2001, p. 97; Ten 

Have, 1999). This means that rather than analysing interactions that took place solely for 

research purposes, researchers should strive to observe interaction that would have 

ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΦ {ǇŜŜǊ ǘƻƻƪ ƛǎǎǳŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ 

ŘŀǘŀΩ (Speer, 2002a, 2002b, Speer & Hutchby, 2003a, 2003b), sparking a debate 

(Hammersley, 2003a; Hutchby, 2001a; Lynch, 2002; Potter, 2002; Ten Have, 2002). This 

debate in a sense goes beyond CA, as other approaches also discuss the question of 

naturalistic data. However, these articles refer to CA explicitly and the question is so 

central to this approach that many definitions of CA include a reference to naturalistic 

data (for example Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998; Stivers & Sidnell, 2013). 

{ǇŜŜǊΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴcing 

the behaviour under observation; therefore, the naturalness of the data cannot be 

determined based on the method of collection and the role of the researcher (Speer, 
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2002a). Potter (2002) maintains that although participants are in fact generally aware 

that they are being observed and this may impact their behaviour to some degree, there 

is still value in minimising these effects: the focus on the methods of data collection is 

justified because data collected in an experimental setting will yield different patterns 

than data collected in a more natural setting. On this point, I agree with Potter and in the 

early stage of my research I made considerable efforts to make the recording of the VC 

interactions as unobtrusive as possible (this is discussed in detail in section 4.1). However, 

L ŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ŘŜǾƛŎŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ΨƛƴǾŀƭƛŘŀǘŜΩ ǘƘŜ 

recording (Speer & Hutchby, 2003a) and that methodology, ethics, and analytics are 

inseparable from each other (Speer & Hutchby, 2003b). 

3.1.3 Context 

¢ƘŜ ŘŜōŀǘŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ŀƴŘ /! Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ΨŀƭƳƻǎǘ ƭŜƎŜƴŘŀǊȅΩ (McHoul, 

2008) and has inspired several special issues dedicated to the topic (Research on 

Language and Social Interaction 1990/1991 and 1998, Discourse & Society 1997ς9, and 

Journal of Pragmatics 2008). The main question can be formulated as such: what can be 

included in interactional analysis in addition to the recording? Broadly speaking there are 

two possible answers: nothing, or a limited range of additional information. The first 

position has ōŜŜƴ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ /! (Maynard, 2003)Σ ΨǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƛŀƭ 

ǇǳǊƛǎƳΩ (McHoul, Rapley, & Antaki, 2008)Σ ŀƴŘ ΨƳŀƛƴǎǘǊŜŀƳ /!Ω (Pomerantz, 2012), 

depending on the authorΩǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ. According to this view, the point of 

ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŜŀƴǎ 

that any relevant categories will be demonstrably oriented to (Antaki, 2012; Pomerantz, 

2012; Schegloff, 1992, 1997, 1998b, 1999b, 1999a). This position has been criticised for 

being too restrictive, and several researchers have advocated for the inclusion of 

additional (ethnographic) materials in the analysis (Billig, 1999b, 1999a, Hammersley, 

2003a, 2003b; Maynard, 2003; Waring, Creider, Tarpey, & Black, 2012; Wetherell, 1998). 

Furthermore, a case has been made that in the analysis of video data in particular, even a 

close analysis is not enough to provide a full understanding of the interaction without 

additional data because non-verbal actions are often ambiguous (Deppermann, 2013; 

Knoblauch & Schnettler, 2012).  

There is also a third position, not discussed here, which would question the validity of an 

interactional approach entirely and argue for an altogether different approach. The 
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present research aligns with the second position: I value the power of CA to explore the 

underlying organizational structure of interaction by focusing on sequences (or to use the 

terminology of nexus analysis, chains of lower-level actions), but I use it in combination 

with other methods rather than exclusively.  The CA analysis allows me to uncover 

underlying patterns of interaction and answer questions of how: how are affordances 

used, and how do they structure interaction? However, I am not a purist, because I am 

also interested in how the affordances are perceived, which cannot be answered by CA 

alone. Therefore, I also rely on interviews (discussed in the following chapter in section 

4.6), using the nexus analysis framework to combine insights in systematic ways 

(discussed in section 3.2). 

3.1.4 From audio and video recordings to transcripts 

The bedrock of doing CA is recording interaction so that it can be replayed as many times 

as necessary during analysis (Ayaß, 2015; Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998; Pomerantz, 2005; 

Psathas, 1995). This has been a distinctive feature of CA from the earliest days. Sacks 

explained that the reason for using audio recordings was that they ΨŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜŘ ŀ άgood 

enoughέ record of what happened. Other things, to be sure, happened, but at least what 

ǿŀǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǇŜ ƘŀŘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘΩ (1984, p. 26). Therefore, early studies used audio 

recordings and focused on the verbal features with a few notable exceptions taking an 

embodied approach to interaction (C. Goodwin, 1979, 1981, 1986, Heath, 1984, 1986; 

Sacks & Schegloff, 2002; Schegloff, 1984b). As technology developed, there has been a 

push to use video recordings as a standard rather than audio recordings on the grounds 

that video captures even more detail (Bezemer & Jewitt, 2010; S. E. Jones & LeBaron, 

2002; Pomerantz & Fehr, 1997). The switch to video recordings, however, has introduced 

new challenges in transcription (Mondada, 2014c), prompting Ayaß (2015) to question 

the status of transcripts in CA in light of the increased interest in multimodal aspects of 

interaction. 

In CA, transcription is a crucial analytical step, to be carried out by the researcher herself. 

The resulting transcripts represent the data, but the primary data is the recording and not 

the transcript (M. J. Atkinson & Heritage, 1984; Ayaß, 2015; Coates & Thornborrow, 1999; 

Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998). Transcription is equally important for audio and video 

recordings, but the issue is that while there are well established transcription conventions 

for audio data (the Jeffersonian transcription system), the same is not currently true for 
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video data. Using an approach that was originally developed to deal with audio only data 

means that the transcription system prioritises speech (Mondada, 2014c). This may be 

evident in the transcript if speech is presented more prominently than other modes 

(Ochs, 2006) as seen in some early studies (C. Goodwin, 1984; Heath, 1984, 1997; 

Schegloff, 1984b). Furthermore, the primacy of speech is also made explicit as guides for 

CA informed multimodal analyses recommend starting with transcribing speech, adding 

further features later on (Heath, Hindmarsh, & Luff, 2010; Norris, 2004a; Ten Have, 1999).  

Selectivity is another issue that must be considered in a new light for video data. The 

rationale for selecting specific extracts for analysis should be clarified for both audio and 

video data (Ayaß, 2015; Wetherell, 1998). However, video recordings are even more 

selective in the features that are transcribed and analysed than audio recordings, as there 

are more potential features to choose from (Ayaß, 2015; Deppermann, 2013). Although 

screen captures from video recordings can now easily be incorporated into transcripts 

without modification, they are still not direct representations of the data because they 

stand for a stream of moving images (Ayaß, 2015; Bezemer & Mavers, 2011). Therefore, 

when presenting extracts, I clarify my selection criteria both for the extract under analysis 

and the images included in the transcript. 

3.1.5 Multimodality in CA 

CA is one of the several methodological frameworks dealing with the issue of multimodal 

communication or embodied interaction. Within CA, multimodality is used to refer to the 

ΨǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƳƻōƛƭƛȊŜŘ ōȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ς such as gesture, 

gaze, facial expressions, body postures, body movements, and also prosody, lexis and 

grammar' (Mondada, 2016, p. 338). Like other approaches to multimodal interaction, CA 

holds that all communication is multimodal and the different modes work together to 

create meaning (Bezemer & Jewitt, 2010; Jewitt, 2016; S. E. Jones & LeBaron, 2002; 

LeVine & Scollon, 2004; Norris, 2004a; Seyfeddinipur & Gullberg, 2014). What is distinct 

about the study of multimodality in CA is that unlike other approaches, (for example 

Knight, 2017; Knight, Evans, Carter, & Adolphs, 2009; Norris, 2004a, 2016), the modes 

chosen for analysis are not pre-determined, but rather identified through repeated 

viewing of the video. Furthermore, multimodality within CA focuses specifically on the 

bodies of participants (Mondada, 2014c, p. 138). The selection and transcription process 

for the videos in this project is discussed in detail in section 4.5. 
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3.1.6 Technology and CA 

Technology has been intertwined with the methodology of CA from the beginning. 

Without recording devices it would not be possible to replay interactions and arrive at the 

detailed transcripts and interpretations that are the key to CA. In the previous section, I 

have also shown how the developments in technology (widely available video recordings 

and PCs able to deal with large amounts of video data) have changed what is considered a 

ΨƎƻƻŘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘΩ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳǇǘŜŘ ƴŜǿ ǘǊŀƴǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ /! 

very much depends on technology.  

In addition, CA has also had a strong interest in researching the use of communication 

technologies. The first CA studies were carried out on recordings of phone conversations, 

because these were easy to record and the recording preserved all the features available 

to participants during the interaction (Arminen & Leinonen, 2006; Hopper, 1992; Hutchby 

& Barnett, 2005; Mondada, 2014c; Sacks, 1984; Schegloff, 1986). As a result, there is a 

large amount of literature on the details of landline phone conversations (Auer, 1990; 

Bolden, 2008; Drew & Chilton, 2000; Hopper, 1991, 1992; Houtkoop-Steenstra, 1991; 

Hutchby, 2001a; Lindström, 1994; Schegloff, 1986, 2004; Schegloff & Sacks, 1973). When 

mobile phone became widespread, researchers were interested in how the new 

affordances (personal rather than shared phone numbers, caller ID, and portability) 

changed interaction (Arminen, 2005; Arminen & Leinonen, 2006; Arminen & 

Weilenmann, 2009; Esbjörnsson & Weilenmann, 2005; Hutchby, 2005; Hutchby & 

Barnett, 2005; Katz E. & Aakhus, 2002; Licoppe, 2009; Rettie, 2007, 2009; Weilenmann, 

2003).  

CA has also been a useful approach in human-computer interaction (HCI) (Hutchby & 

Wooffitt, 1998, pp. 240ς245), as modern computers are increasingly directed through 

language rather than mechanical switches (Hutchby, 2001a, p. 9; Suchman, 1987a). 

Within CMC, CA has not been widely used as CMC has focused on text based and/or 

asynchronous communication which lends itself to different kinds of analyses. However, 

CA has been used to study instant messaging (Berglund, 2009; Elsner & Charniak, 2010; 

Marcoccia, Atifi, & Gauducheau, 2008; Meredith, 2017; Panyametheekul & Herring, 2003) 

and it is a popular approach within the field of video mediated communication (Arminen 

et al., 2016; de Fornel & Libbrecht, 1996; Dooly & Tudini, 2016; Harper, Rintel, et al., 
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2017; Licoppe, 2017b; Licoppe et al., 2017; Licoppe & Verdier, 2013; Rintel, 2013b, 2013a; 

Rosenbaun & Licoppe, 2017; Rosenbaun et al., 2016b; Satar, 2013, 2016; Sindoni, 2014; 

Zouinar & Velkovska, 2017). Perhaps because VC is understood metaphorically as an 

upgraded phone call  (Harrison, 2013; Neustaedter et al., 2015), using CA (which was 

developed on phone calls) appears to be an obvious choice for researching VC. The main 

challenges for such an approach are recording naturalistic data, and analysing the video 

recordings in a systematic way. In this section, I have considered how video recordings 

can be subjected to a CA analysis. In the following section, I outline the key concepts of 

nexus analysis, which was the guiding framework for a systematic analysis of the different 

types of data.  

3.2 Nexus analysis 

The framework I used to link the micro analyses informed by CA and multimodal analysis 

to broader questions was nexus analysis, which is concepǘǳŀƭƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ ΨǘƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 

ŀǊƳ ƻŦΩ ƳŜŘƛŀǘŜŘ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻǊ a5! ŦƻǊ ǎƘƻǊǘ (S. W. Scollon & de Saint-Georges, 

2011, p. 75). This framework was well suited for the present research because the 

concept of affordances is at the core of nexus analysis, it incorporates analyses of non-

verbal actions, and it encourages the use of different data sources (R. H. Jones, 2004; 

Norris & Jones, 2005a; R. Scollon & Scollon, 2007; S. W. Scollon & de Saint-Georges, 

2011). The aim of nexus analysis is to explore how people use different tools (which are 

referred to as mediational means, discussed below), which aligns closely with the 

research questions of this project.  

The basic analytical unit in nexus analysis is the lower-level action, which, chained 

together with other lower-level actions, constructs a higher-level action (Norris, 2004b, 

2011, 2016; Norris & Jones, 2005d). A lower-level action is defined as the smallest 

meaningful unit, for example an utterance, gesture, or a shift in posture or gaze direction. 

The chains of lower-level actions combine together to form a recognisable higher-level 

action such as a conversation or dinner with friends. This unit of analysis is fundamentally 

multimodal, which makes it suited to investigate interactions where speech is not 

necessarily the dominant mode (Norris, 2004a, 2016). Thus, the first analysis and 

discussion chapter (chapter 5) focuses on the basic analytical unit, the lower-level action, 

and on the ways that these actions are linked together. Lower-level actions are also 
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discussed in the other analysis and discussion chapters in relation to specific video 

sequences, which serve to illustrate the arguments laid out in these chapters.  

After the sequences of actions have been examined in chronological order, the researcher 

can begin to explore the practices that constitute the higher level actions. In nexus 

analysis, practice ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ Ψŀ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŀŎŎǳƳǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƘŀōƛǘǳǎκƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ 

body of the social actor of mediated actions taken over his or her life (experience) and 

which are recognizable to other ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜέ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΩ (R. Scollon, 

2001a, p. 149). Examples of practices include handing an object, queuing, the 

question/answer sequence, greeting, paying for an item. When discussing practices, the 

ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƛǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨǎŀƳŜΩ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǾŜǊ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ 

different kinds of practices, rather than the chronological sequencing of actions in a single 

instance (Norris & Jones, 2005f; R. Scollon, 2001a). VC practices are explored in chapter 6, 

with a focus on practices of paying attention. Furthermore, specific actions are linked to 

abstract practices throughout the discussion in chapters 5 and 7. 

In order to carry out a higher-level action, participants rely on a number of mediational 

means including physical space, objects, background music, body parts, language, and so 

on (R. Scollon, 2001a). Nexus analysis holds that there is no unmediated action, which is 

ǿƘȅ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǿŀǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ Ψmediated ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΩΦ tŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

analysis is identifying what kinds of actions are amplified or restricted by the particular 

mediational means, also considering how different tools can be combined or used in non-

normative ways (Norris & Jones, 2005e). This is the focus of the final analysis and 

discussion chapter, where I examine the spaces used by my participants during VCs.  

The concept of mediational means directly draws on the notion of affordances. Jones et al 

(2001) have argued that traditional CMC research often makes the mistake of focusing on 

ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳŜŀƴǎΣ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ Ψŀǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ƳŜŘƛŀΩ όǇΦ пύΦ Lƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘΣ nexus analysis states that the affordances of a medium  do not 

determine the actions that can be taken through it, but merely create tension between 

what a person wants to do and what can be done (Norris and  Jones 2005d; Norris and 

Jones 2005a; Norris and Jones 2005c; Jones and Hafner 2012:10). This perspective makes 

it possible ǘƻ ǎǘŜǇ ŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ΨŘŜŦƛŎƛǘ-ƳƻŘŜƭΩ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ /a/ (and therefore VC) is 

viewed as an imperfect replica of face to face communication. 
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The final key analytical concept is the site of engagementΣ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ Ψmoment in real 

time, enabling mediated action to occur, which is brought about through various social 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳŜŀƴǎΩ (Norris & Pirini, 2017, p. 26). 

Analysing a site of engagement requires the analysis of the real time interaction as well as 

the histories of the relevant social practices and the affordances of the mediational 

means. This is what makes it possible to combine micro and macro analyses and different 

data sources into a coherent whole.  

The site of engagement Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜŜƴ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨǿƛƴŘƻǿ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜΩ (Norris & 

Jones, 2005b, p. 139; R. Scollon, 1998, p. 11), which is a metaphor that resonates deeply 

with the phenomenon of VC. On laptops and PCs (which were the most common devices 

used in this data set) VC is manifested by opening virtual windows on a computer screen 

in order to interact or engage with other people in real time. The role of the screens and 

windows will be discussed in detail in Chapter 7. However, the sites of engagement for 

this research are broader than just the VC windows on the screens: they encompass the 

other mediational means including not only the software and the hardware, but also the 

bodies of the participants, the chairs, sofas, or beds they sat on during a VC, the rooms or 

public spaces they walked around in, and the languages they used. These mediational 

means appear on the screen captured videos and are also mentioned in the interviews. 

Relevant social practices (norms of communication in face to face interaction, phone 

conversations, and instant messaging as well as VC) can also be inferred from the video 

recordings, and they are directly discussed in the interviews. 

3.3 Combining methods 

In this chapter, I have shown that non-verbal modes of communication have been 

successfully incorporated into a CA based analysis in a number of studies. Although CA 

was first used to analyse audio recordings, it is well suited to video analysis due to its 

commitment to fine-grained analysis of recorded interactions. In this research, the 

purpose of the micro analyses was to explore chains of lower-level actions during VC and 

observe how the affordances are used in situ. These analyses are supplemented by an 

exploration of the interviews, which shed light on habitual patterns of VC use and 

perceptions of the limitations and capabilities.  

aȅ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŎƻƳōƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ΨǘǊƛŀƴƎǳƭŀǘŜΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ of 

corroborating findings by checking the validity of one analysis against the other (Bullock, 
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2016, p. 332). Instead, the aim was to answer different but related questions and explore 

different aspects in order to arrive at a more complex understanding (Gibbs, 2007; 

Gillham, 2005; Waring et al., 2012). Such a combining of methods is fundamental in nexus 

analysis, which provided the framework for linking together the different findings. It has 

also been recommended for researchers using video data (Jewitt, 2011) or analysing CMC 

(Bolander & Locher, 2014) due to the complex nature of studied material.  

In this chapter, I have laid out the principles underlying the collection of the video data 

and the rationale for supplementing this data and the associated analyses with qualitative 

interviewing. In the following chapter, I provide an overview of all the data collected 

during the research, together with methodological choices made during the analysis of 

the videos and the interviews.  
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4 Data, methods, and ethics  

This research project is built on three different sets of data, and hence requires the use of 

a combination of research methods. In this chapter I outline and reflect on the methods 

used during planning, data generation, transcription, and analysis for each of the three 

sets: domestic VC recordings in section 4.3, elicited coursework data in section 4.4, and 

interviews in section 4.6. When disŎǳǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎΣ L ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŘŀǘŀ generationΩ 

ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ΨŘŀǘŀ collectionΩ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ Ƴȅ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ 

data: during interviews, knowledge is co-ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ΨŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘΩ (Baker, 1997; 

Byrne, 2012; Mason, 2002). Each of these sections also provides some general 

information about the participants who provided the data, and the ethical guidelines 

followed. The information provided in this chapter is expanded as necessary in the 

analysis chapters. In section 4.5 I describe the transcription and analysis of all videos. To 

provide context, I start with a short summary of the pilot study and how it has informed 

the main research (section 4.1), and outline the ethical guidelines for the whole project 

(section 4.2). I end the chapter with a brief summary of my methods (section 4.7), setting 

the stage for the following analysis and discussion chapters.  

4.1 The pilot study 

The data for the pilot study came from video recordings of the openings of nine Skype 

calls. The recordings were made by two primary participants, Shanice and Sarah. After 

obtaining consent from their conversational partners (the secondary participants), 

Shanice recorded three conversations with her mother and grandmother in her home 

town in California and Sarah recorded six conversations with four of her close friends 

from her home, Northern Ireland: Lucy, Nora, Vivian, and Elaine. Both Shanice and Sarah 

were based in Cardiff at the time of the recordings, although Shanice was on a trip around 

mainland Europe during one of the calls. Efforts were made to also obtain recordings 

from male participants for the pilot study, but due to technological problems these 

recordings were unusable.  

The videos were created by the primary participants using the freely downloadable 

screen capturing software Debut Video Capture. This software recorded the entire screen 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ƭŀǇǘƻǇ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳƴŘΣ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǾƛŘŜƻΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜǘ-up 

the camera acts both as a medium of communication for the participants, and a recording 

device for the researcher. Shanice and Sarah kept their own video feed visible on their 
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own screen too. This was the default setting of the VC software they used (Skype) and 

how they normally use VC, and it also ensured that all participants of the conversation 

would be visible on the recordings.  

The main benefit of using screen capturing software is that it is a relatively unobtrusive 

method, which requires no additional equipment. However, it provides a limited amount 

of context, which is why some VC studies have supplemented screen capturing with 

external cameras set up in the room (for example Geenen, 2017; Norris, 2016). In these 

studies the external cameras have proved very useful for example for recording posture 

changes from a different angle. Nonetheless, I was concerned that using an external 

camera would deter participants (of which there were already few). Furthermore, it has 

been shown that users of video chat software are very sensitive to what appears on the 

screen (Licoppe & Morel, 2012)Τ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ǎƻΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ Ψall-in-one producers, 

directors, editors, and spectators for the video images they produce and are confronted 

withΩ όǇΦ пнтύΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ƛǘ ǎŜŜƳŜŘ ŦǊǳƛǘŦǳƭ ǘƻ analyse the video feed that is consciously 

produced by participants, even if it means that there is limited contextual information 

available.  

Although the thesis is based on the analysis of newly collected videos and interviews, the 

analysis of the videos collected in the pilot study has shaped the design of the main 

research. I also revisit the findings of the pilot study in light of the later analysis in Chapter 

5. In addition, I conducted an interview with Shanice about her Skyping habits in late 

2011, which I have analysed together with the interviews collected in 2014 and 2015.  

4.2 Ethics 

This study was granted ethical clearance by the School Research Ethics Committee (SREC) 

at the School of English, Communication, and Philosophy and follows established 

practices in the field of language and communication research (for example The British 

Association for Applied Linguistics, 2016). In fulfilment of the requirements of the SREC, 

all digital data collected was stored on secure password-protected servers and hard 

copies of transcripts and consent forms were stored in lockable rooms on University 

premises. These materials will be disposed of in a confidential manner after the 

completion of the project. Original recordings were not shared with anyone outside of the 

supervisory team and transcripts were appropriately anonymised in presentations and 

publications ό/ǎŜǊȊǃΣ нлмсΣ ƛƴ ǇǊŜǎǎύ. All participants signed consent forms outlining the 
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above guidelines (see appendix pp. 230, 231, 232, 237). Participation was voluntary, and 

participants were free to withdraw their contributions at any time. The final portion of 

the consent form contained options for the distribution of research materials containing 

identifiable data (unaltered audio and video recordings and still images from videos). 

These questions worked on an opt-in basis, the default option being that no such 

materials would be used in presentations and publications. Participants chose different 

options, with some asking to remain completely anonymous and others allowing the 

distribution of unaltered materials. Further details about the anonymization process are 

provided for each dataset in the sections below. 

4.3 Domestic video chat recordings 

For this research project, I wanted to focus on VC used outside of the work context. 

Therefore, the goal was to recruit participants who would record their VC conversations 

with a regular VC partner (a family member, close friend, or romantic partner). In line 

with the principles of CA (discussed in section 3.1.2), the aim was to collect recordings of 

ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎΩ ƛƴǘŜractions; therefore, I searched for experienced VC users who 

have frequent conversations with the same partner and asked them to record one or 

more of their regular VC sessions rather than setting one up for the sake of the research. 

Selecting participants based on their experience with the topic under study is called 

theoretical sampling (Seale, 2012, p. 146) or purposive sampling (Silverman, 2014, pp. 60ς

61), and it is often used  in qualitative research where the depth of analysis poses 

practical restrictions on the amount of data that can be analysed (Mason, 2002, pp. 120ς

121).  

In order to make detailed analysis possible, it was necessary to only collect recordings 

from interactions where the language used was English. There were no restrictions based 

on age, gender, or any other attribute. This kind of flexibility was necessary because of 

the inherent difficulties in gaining access to video recordings of this nature. Indeed, in 

their textbook on video in qualitative research, Heath et al. write  

'It has long been recognised that qualitative research can 

pose significant challenges to gaining access, securing consent 

and planning projects. Video can exacerbate these difficulties and, 

unless carefully managed, can undermine the possibility of 

undertaking the research.' (Heath et al., 2010, p. 14) 
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Initially, a higher number of potential participants volunteered. However, it proved 

challenging to find pairs of VC partners where both members gave their consent to 

participate. Finally I was able to recruit four primary participants who advocated on my 

behalf to the secondary participants. The pseudonyms of the participants, together with 

the length of the recordings are presented in Table 1 below. Participants are referred to 

by first name only pseudonyms following standard naming conventions for data collected 

in personal settings (Schegloff, 1999b).  

Table 1 - Personal VC recordings 

Primary 
participants Secondary participants 

Number of 
recordings 

Total length 
of recordings 

April Burt 1 00:33:28 

Bryn Dan 3 00:58:44 

Paul Ray 1 01:18:59 

Kate Diane, Charlie 2 00:16:05 

  total 7 3:07:16 

 

The first pair to join the study were Bryn and Dan, a long-term couple. In 2014, Bryn was 

based in Cardiff during the week but travelled to another city in the UK on the weekends 

to stay with his partner Dan. While Bryn was in Cardiff, they arranged Skype calls every 

day. Bryn and Dan agreed to record three of their Skype calls in their entirety, and 

although they were given the option to edit the recordings before submitting them for 

analysis they did not do so. 

The second couple who provided a recording was April and Burt. In 2015, April was living 

in Cardiff and Burt was living in the US. They had originally met and started dating during 

their studies in the UK, and after Burt moved back to his home town, they continued the 

relationship at a distance with personal visits whenever possible. While apart they 

communicated every day in a variety of ways, including Skype, Facebook Messenger, text 

messaging, emails, online games, letters, postcards, parcels. The plan was to obtain three 

recordings from this second pair also, but due to a combination of technical and personal 

problems, April could not make any more recordings after the first one.  

The final full recording came from Paul, who recorded a VC session with his friend Ray in 

2014. One of aims of this call was to work on an academic paper they were writing 

together at the time, but they also discussed personal topics. This recording differs from 

the previous ones not only because the two participants are not romantically involved, 
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but also because this pair talked less regularly to each other. Furthermore, in contrast to 

ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǇǳǊŜƭȅ ŀ ΨƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƻǳŎƘΩ ŎŀƭƭΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŀŘ ŀƴ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘŀƭ 

purpose.  

The final videos came from Kate, who recorded the openings of two of her VCs. One video 

is only one minute long, and contains the opening of a VC with a close friend (Diane). The 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛǎ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ мр ƳƛƴǳǘŜǎ ƭƻƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ±/ ǿƛǘƘ YŀǘŜΩǎ ōǊƻǘƘŜǊΣ /ƘŀǊƭƛŜΦ Lƴ 

2014, Charlie was working in Thailand for a year and had regular VCs with Kate during his 

travels. 

All the pairs had close relationships, whether romantic, friendly, or family ties. They had 

also been talking to each other via VC regularly before they created the recordings. The 

recordings were made using the Debut Video Capture as in the pilot study, except in the 

case of Bryn who used a MacBook rather than a PC. He was provided with a licensed copy 

of Screen Record Studio, as no free software was available for Macs.  

All of these recordings met the criteria defined at the outset of the research: the 

participants spoke ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ±/ǎ 

were not set up because of the research. This means that the VCs would have happened 

regardless of the research, although the interaction was no doubt shaped by the 

observation, as all participants refer to the research at some point in their conversations.  

In terms of language, all participants were native English speakers apart from April and 

Paul, who are both from Germany. April and Paul communicate in English in both their 

personal and professional lives every day, including their VC sessions with Burt and Ray, 

who do not speak German.  

4.4 Coursework data from the Digital Literacy and Language module 

In 2013 an opportunity arose to collect VC recordings from a more formal context. As part 

of an undergraduate module on Digital Literacy and Language, students were given the 

task to conduct two interviews over VC and Instant Messaging (IM). They were to record 

the VC interviews using screen capturing software and save the chat logs from the IM 

interviews, writing a reflective account comparing the two modes. The recordings, logs, 

and reflective accounts were to be submitted for assessment. The students were also 

required to submit consent forms to ensure that their interviewees gave their consent for 

these materials to be shared with the module leader. The form gave the option to 
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participate in my PhD research. While granting access to the module leader was not 

optional, providing access to me for research purposes was voluntary (see appendix p. 

232)Φ ¢ƘŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀȅ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ψ5[[ ŘŀǘŀΩΣ ǎƘƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ 5ƛƎƛǘŀƭ 

Literacy and Language, which was the name of the course. The DLL data was collected 

over two years from two successive cohorts of students. 

In the first cohort there were a total of 56 students on the course and it was anticipated 

that less than half would consent to participate. The students were also encouraged to fill 

out an anonymous questionnaire about their VC habits, which 20 of them completed (the 

list of questions and the results of the survey are available in the appendix p. 233). The 

aim of this questionnaire was partly to collect some background information; however, 

there is no way to know for certain whether the students who gave consent for their 

videos to be analysed in the study filled out the questionnaire. A secondary aim was to 

gauge how many students could be encouraged to participate, as it seemed likely that 

fewer students would consent to share their videos than the number who were willing to 

fill out the anonymous questionnaire. The analysis of the questionnaire answers also 

proved helpful in developing the interview question schedule, discussed in section 4.6.  

In the 2013 cohort there were seven students in total who agreed for their videos to be 

analysed in the present study (see Table 2). Each of these students conducted two 

interviews using VC, but the recordings were only analysed if the interviewee also 

consented to participate in the research. Therefore, some interviewers were able to 

provide two recordings, while others provided one. In total, eleven recordings were 

collected from this cohort, as shown in the table below. 

Table 2 - Summary of DLL participants in 2013 

Interviewer Interviewees 

Fay Gina, Hugh 

Ian Jake 

Anna Colin 

Laura Molly, Nancy 

Becca Dawn, Emily 

Olivia Penny 
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Rachel Sally, Tessa 

 

In the 2014 cohort I was able to achieve a higher response rate for the VC habits survey 

(50 responses in total). The questions were slightly modified, but covered the same main 

topics as in the previous year. The number and length of videos collected in 2014 is very 

similar to that of the first cohort, with six students opting to share their videos, all but one 

obtaining consent from both of their interviewees (eleven recordings in total from this 

cohort). 

Table 3 - Summary of DLL participants in 2014 

Interviewer Interviewees 

Alan Ben, Chloe 

Pippa Oscar, Rob 

Sian Tracy, Wendy 

Dina Ellie 

Gemma Holly, Luke 

Mark Irene, Nathan 

 

In total, the DLL 2013 videos add up to 1 hour 20 minutes and the 2014 videos add up to 1 

hour 45 minutes. This brings the total of coursework prompted videos to just over 3 

hours, the same length as the domestic video recordings.  

In 2014, I was also able to interview three of the students who had provided videos. In 

these interviews, I asked questions relating specifically to the VC interview they had 

conducted for the module as well as the general questions used in the other interviews, 

discussed in detail in the following section. An analysis of the DLL specific questions and 

project plans has been published in a chapter focusing on the DLL data ό/ǎŜǊȊǃΣ нлмсύ. 

Out of all the DLL videos, only one is analysed in detail in this thesis due to the process of 

transcription and selection detailed in the next section.  

4.5 Transcribing and analysing the video recordings 

Working with video data requires balancing a number of competing demands, and as 

discussed in Chapter 3, there is not (yet) a standard way to transcribe video data within 
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CA.. In this section, I explain the process of transcription and analysis and the choices that 

were made during this process. I discuss the different types of transcripts created 

throughout the project, selection criteria for video extracts, the issue of preserving the 

ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ Ŧƛƴŀƭƭȅ L ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƴŜǎǎΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

videos. 

In line with the principles of CA (M. J. Atkinson & Heritage, 1984; Ayaß, 2015; Coates & 

Thornborrow, 1999; Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998), I considered the video files to be the 

ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŦǊƻƳ ǿƘƛŎƘ ΨŘŀǘŀ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘΩ ōȅ ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘ ǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ 

and transcription. Therefore, I distinguish two types of transcripts: working transcripts, 

which facilitate the analysis process, and demonstrative transcripts, which serve as 

selective and purposeful representations of the videos within the thesis (Deppermann, 

2013; Norris, 2004a; Satar, 2016). The working transcripts are synched with the video file 

in the transcription software, and they are meant to be viewed together with the video. 

The demonstrative transcripts are closely based on the working transcripts, but they need 

to be intelligible without the video, so they include still images and additional 

descriptions. 

The transcription and analysis process was facilitated by the CAQDAS (Computer-Assisted 

Qualitative Data Analysis Software) Transana. The main strength of this software is that it 

allows viewing of the video during transcription and syncing of the transcript with the 

media file (Mavrikis & Geraniou, 2011). After importing the videos into Transana, I 

created a rough first transcript of all the videos. I watched the full videos at regular speed, 

stopping the videos to make annotations and repeatedly viewing ambiguous sequences. 

Time index codes were inserted before and after every annotation, which made it easy to 

identify relevant sections of video in the later stages. In the first instance I created 

verbatim transcripts for talk during the opening, closings, and surrounding any 

interruptions (including incoming messages and calls as well as physical interruptions). I 

also wrote a summary of the stretches of talk in between the transcribed sections 

(marking shifts in topic), noted any involvement in other activities (for example typing, 

eating, or tidying), and sequences where talk did not play the primary role (for example 

when a participant showed her room).  

The initial working transcripts were then used to select extracts for further analysis: I 

chose to focus on opening, closings, and interruptions (discussed in chapter 5); 
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participants engaging in activities other than the conversation (chapter 6); and showing 

sequences (featured in chapter 7). The relevant video clips were identified by reading 

ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǘǊŀƴǎŎǊƛǇǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŀǾŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ψ/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ ¢ǊŀƴǎŀƴŀΣ 

which is a tool for grouping selected extracts together. After identifying the relevant 

video sequences, I refined the transcripts for these extracts through repeated viewing of 

the video adding further details. Similarly to recent CA based studies (Ayaß, 2015; 

Deppermann, 2013; Mondada, 2011, 2013, 2014a, 2016; Stefani & Horlacher, 2017), the 

transcribed features included speech, gesture, posture, facial expressions, gaze, and 

movement. Following the principles of CA, these modes were analysed when participants 

demonstrated an orientation to them in the interaction (Ten Have, 2006; Wooffitt, 2005). 

Focusing on one type of sequence at a time, I looked for patterns across the different 

videos, consulting the emerging literature on VC interactions.  

The insights from the analysis are discussed throughout the next three chapters, but not 

all of the extracts analysed are included as transcripts in the thesis, as there was another 

selection process for identifying extracts to be included in the body of the thesis. When 

more than one extract was available (for example in the case of openings and closings) I 

chose an extract that combined multiple features discussed in the chapter and/or 

belonged to a pair of participants not discussed elsewhere in the thesis. Thus, I have 

included an extract from each primary participant providing a domestic recording. In 

regards to the DLL videos, one recording was closely analysed as it included an example of 

a showing and a participant engaging in other activities (cooking) throughout (this video is 

discussed in chapters 6 and 7). The other videos were only subjected to the initial rough 

transcription, as many of them were missing the opening and/or closing of the VC and 

they did not include interruptions, multitasking, or showing sequences.  

Demonstrative transcripts were then created for the extracts chosen to be included in the 

thesis (the full video transcription conventions are available in the appendix p. 227). 

These transcripts were created using a simplified version of the Jeffersonian transcription 

conventions (M. J. Atkinson & Heritage, 2006). The full Jeffersonian system was not used 

because even without the inclusion of non-verbal aspects, a transcript using the full 

system can be hard to follow (Smith, Hollway, & Mishler, 2005). My goal was to include 

non-verbal features while keeping the transcript as simple as possible and retaining 

enough detail to support the analysis (Ochs, 2006, p. 167). This was partly in response to 
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feedback on the transcripts created in the pilot study, which included systematic notation 

of gaze direction for the full videos. Feedback on these transcripts indicated that a 

simpler system would be more reader friendly, which was a priority for the transcripts 

included in the thesis. 

Therefore, the new transcripts incorporate all the aspects that indicate the relationships 

between the actions (overlaps, latching, incomplete turns, and pauses), as these are 

fundamental for representing and analysing the interaction sequence (Hepburn & Bolden, 

2012). In terms of the descriptors of delivery, I retained symbols for the features that 

appeared most commonly in the chosen videos (questioning intonation, excited 

intonation, and syllable lengthening). Non-speech sounds such as laughter and coughing 

or unusual delivery (for example singing) is represented by descriptions rather than 

specialist symbols. Actions such as typing, clicking, gestures, or changes in posture are 

also incorporated into the main body of the transcript, differentiated from verbatim 

speech with double parentheses. The only exception is one of the videos analysed in 

Chapter 7 (section 7.4.2), where the non-verbal actions are indicated in a separate 

column for ease of reading, as this extract contains many non-verbal actions that coincide 

with speech turns.  

I considered including video clips of the transcribed extracts, but this proved to be 

unfeasible. Although it would have solved some of the problems of transcribing such 

complex data (Flewitt, Hampel, Hauck, & Lancaster, 2009), it would have also made it 

impossible to ensure the anonymity of my participants. However, I have included 

screenshots (or in some cases altered versions of screenshots) from the videos to 

illustrate features that are difficult to describe, such as compositional elements. These 

still images also contain identifying features which are not usually transcribed in writing 

(Bezemer & Mavers, 2011; Mason, 2002), but some of my participants gave their 

permission for me to use such images with only screen names obscured. For participants 

who wished to remain anonymous, I created tracings of the still shots that I would have 

otherwise used (for example see Figure 1 below). The tracings were created using the 

ǎƻŦǘǿŀǊŜ {ƪŜǘŎƘ.ƻƻƪΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ΨƭŀȅŜǊǎΩΦ aŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǎƘƻǘ ǘƘŜ 

base layer, I traced the features I wanted to preserve on a second layer. I then saved the 

image created in the second layer, which resulted in drawings similar to the ones used by 

other researchers using video data (Bezemer, Cope, Kress, & Kneebone, 2013; Heath et 
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al., 2010; Sindoni, 2013). Creating tracings was preferable to pixelating the faces of 

participants (as in for example Licoppe et al., 2017; Lobinger, 2016), because pixelation 

would have obscured some of the features being analysed, such as gaze direction or facial 

expressions. 

 

Figure 1 ς Anonymised tracing 

As the participants created the recordings themselves, they were certainly aware of the 

recording at the beginning and the end of the conversation. Similarly to previous findings, 

at times they explicitly address the topic of being recorded precisely in the openings and 

closings (Hutchby, 2001a). In some cases, this was to clarify to the secondary participant 

that they were being recorded (an example will be discussed in chapter 5). The recording 

also served as a transitional topic, as found in previous research (Maynard, 1980). Lastly, 

the recording was also a source for joking and teasing (Hazel, 2015; Speer & Hutchby, 

2003a). 

¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƴŜǎǎΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀΣ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴȅ 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ΨŦƻǊƎƻǘΩ ŀōƻǳǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘΣ ŀƭthough I do believe that they were less 

uncomfortable than they would have been with an external camera pointed at them (for 

ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ άƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƛǎǘƛŎέ ǾƛŘeo data see Knight et al., 2009). However, I 

analysed some features, such as dealing with interruptions, that are unlikely to be 

substantially affected by the knowledge of being recorded (C. Goodwin, 1981; 
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Hammersley, 2003a; Heinrichsmeier, 2016). In other cases, such as in the case of showing 

sequences, I argue that participants oriented primarily to local concerns even if they 

continued to be aware of the recording (Heinrichsmeier, 2016). Therefore, these videos 

ŀǊŜ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ that in contrast with the interviews discussed in the next 

section, they represent interactions that would have happened regardless of the research 

project. 

4.6 The Interviews  

I conducted interviews ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ƻŦ 

individual experiences in line with the practice of nexus analysis (R. Scollon, 2001a, pp. 

163ς164). Interviewing was the appropriate method for this purpose because it is 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǎǳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎΣ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ 

and beliefs (Bullock, 2016, p. 330; Mason, 2002, p. 63). It is also one of the most wide-

spread research methods used in qualitative research (De Fina & Perrino, 2011; Holstein 

& Gubrium, 1997), and a pervasive feature of popular culture in general (P. Atkinson & 

Silverman, 1997). However, there is disagreement among researchers using this method 

(as well as among those who oppose this method) about what exactly can be discovered 

through interview research. Therefore, in this section I provide a brief summary of the 

major arguments regarding facts, subjectivity, and validity. 

Early approaches to interviewing (often associated with positivism) have been described 

as a process of excavating pre-ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ΨŦŀŎǘǎΩ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǇŀǎǎƛǾŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜ (Gubrium & 

Holstein, 2003b; Holstein & Gubrium, 1997; Mason, 2002; Rapley, 2001; Silverman, 1997). 

According to the excavation model of interviewing, the interviewer can gain access to the 

truth if they ask questions in the correct way (Baker, 1997; Fontana, 2003; Gubrium & 

Holstein, 2003a)Φ ¢ƘŜ ΨŦŀŎǘǎΩ ŜȄƛǎǘ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘƭȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊΣ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ 

inǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜǎΩ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎǎ ƻǊ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŦŀŎǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΦ  

This positivist approach has been criticised for being overly simplistic, especially by those 

associated with constructionism. According to the constructionist perspective, the 

interviewer and interviewee work together to construct meaning (Gubrium & Holstein, 

2003a; Holstein & Gubrium, 1997). The benefit of this constructivist approach is that it 

recognizes the role of the interviewer and acknowledges the context in which the 

interaction takes place (Rapley, 2001). However, it can make it difficult to make 

connections between what happened in the interview and the wider world: 
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 óradical social constructionists suggest that no knowledge 

about a reality that is óout thereô in the social world can be obtained 

from an interview, because the interview is obviously and 

exclusively an interaction between the interviewer and interview 

subject in which both participants create and construct narrative 

versions of the social worldô (J. Miller & Glassner, 1997, p. 99). 

¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀǘǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ ΨǿƘŀǘΩ ŀƴŘ 

ǘƘŜ ΨƘƻǿΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ (Brinkmann, 2013, pp. 151ς152; Byrne, 2012, p. 212). In other 

words, they need to take note of what participants say while keeping in mind the context 

in which they are talking. One way of achieving this dual focus is to acknowledge that 

interviewing is a subjective method in two ways (Brinkmann, 2013, p. 143; Gillham, 2005, 

p. 6). Firstly, the interview is an interaction between specific people and cannot be 

repeated in the same way with other people. Secondly, the analysis is interpretative, and 

therefore subjective2.  

Brinkmann (2013) argues that subjectivity is a necessary part of interviewing because the 

processes it focuses on are themselves subjective: 

óin qualitative interviewing, all there is the human factor. There would not be 

anything to analyze, were it not for the human factorð human beings talking, 

interacting, understanding (or not), and interpreting each other ð but this does not 

mean that analyses and interpretations cannot be rationally discussed and 

assessedô (Brinkmann, 2013, p. 143). 

¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ΨǾŀƭƛŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ a true 

representation of the interactions (the interviews) that took place (Brinkmann, 2013, p. 

153; Gillham, 2005, p. 7). For this reason, I ensured that any extracts presented in the 

thesis are not only representative of the phenomena they are to exemplify, but also true 

to the entire interview and are not taken out of context. I also made sure to include 

extracts from each interview, although some participants are quoted more often than 

others. 

I chose to conduct semi-structured interviews, which is the most wide-spread form of 

interviewing  (Brinkmann, 2013, p. 19). Semi-structured interviews facilitate the 

                                                      
2 This is not particular to interview research because all raw data require interpretation, and 

facts do not speak for themselves (Gillham, 2005, p. 8). 
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discussion of pre-established topics chosen by the researcher in the participantsΩ own 

terms (Kvale, 2007, p. 12). This is achieved by using an informal tone, open questions 

(Byrne, 2012, pp. 209ς211; Magnusson & Marecek, 2015, p. 47; Mason, 2002, p. 62), and 

ŀƴ Ψƻpenness to changes of sequence and forms of questions in order to follow up the 

ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ƎƛǾŜƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ǘƻƭŘΩ (Kvale, 2007, p. 51). However, there is also a 

clear focus on the research topic, which requires extensive preparation on part of the 

researcher (Gillham, 2005) (the preparations undertaken are discussed in the following 

section). Each interview was one-on-one, because I was interested in individual 

descriptions rather than group discussions. In addition, some of the questions could be 

perceived as quite personal, especially for the participants who used VC to communicate 

with romantic partners.  

4.6.1 Design 

When designing the interview guide, I started by revisiting the semi-structured interview I 

had conducted in 2011 during my MA. At the time of this interview, I was already 

planning the MA dissertation on the topic of using Skype, and the interview was to shape 

the pilot study. The interviewee was Shanice, a friend who was originally from California. I 

chose to interview her because I was aware that she regularly used Skype to keep in 

touch with friends and family. I designed the question schedule based on a preliminary 

literature review and my own experiences of using Skype. The interview lasted almost 

half an hour, and in line with the semi-structured approach, I complemented the planned 

questions (listed in Table 4) with spontaneous ones during the interview. 

Table 4 - Pilot interview question schedule 

1.  How often do you use Skype? 

2.  Are your calls usually pre-arranged? 

3.  Does it matter who initiates the call? 

4.  Do you pay special attention to what you wear? 

5.  Have you experienced any difficulties in using Skype? 

What kind? 
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6.  Can you remember a time when you thought ΨI'm so glad 

I can use Skype to talk to someoneΩ? 

7.  Is skyping similar to using the phone? Why/how? 

8.  Which do you prefer? Why? 

In order to develop the interview guide for the main study in 2014 I listened to this pilot 

interview, transcribing all the questions and summarising the answers. I added some of 

the questions that were asked spontaneously during the interview to the interview guide 

(the full revised guide is presented in Table 6). I also removed question 3 (Does it matter 

who initiates the call?) as it broke the flow of the pilot interview. Finally, I rephrased 

question 7 (Is skyping similar to using the phone?) to be more open (Can you compare VC 

to another form of communication?), leaving it to participants to name other modes of 

communication that were relevant for them. 

I tested the updated list of questions by interviewing Bryn in October 2014. After listening 

to and partially transcribing this interview, I decided to send some of the questions to the 

participants in advance in the form of a short survey (see Table 5). For all following 

interviews, participants were asked to complete the survey and return it either 

electronically or in a hard copy before the interview (the answers to the survey questions 

are available in the appendix p. 258). They were asked to provide their age, gender, and 

occupation, and answer six questions about their VC habits.  

Table 5 - Pre-interview survey 

1. Please list all the video chat software you have used. (For example: Skype, 

Facetime, Google hangouts, etc.) 

2. How often do you use video chat? 

3. When did you first use video chat? 

4. Who do you talk to via video chat? 

5. What locations have you video chatted from? (for example bedroom, living room, 

kitchen, Café, hostel, etc.) 
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6. Are your video chat sessions usually pre-arranged or spontaneous? 

Using a survey before a qualitative interview in order to establish context is a technique 

recommended to researchers (for example in J. Miller & Glassner, 1997, p. 106; Phellas, 

Bloch, & Seale, 2012)Φ Lƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΣ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ΨōŜǎǘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ 

technique to gather relatively straightforward factual data in response to closed 

queǎǘƛƻƴǎΩ (Gillham, 2005, p. 166). The questions in the survey are such closed questions, 

contrasting with the open questions posed during the interviews (listed in Table 6 below). 

By separating the questions in such a way, I was able to capitalise on the strengths of 

both methods (surveys and semi-structured interviews). 

A further advantage of the survey was that it provided a starting point for the interviews, 

which was especially useful in the interviews where I had not met the participants 

previously. Thus, I had a general impression of how participants used VC before the 

interviews, and could start by asking for further details or clarifications (for example: 

ΨƘŀǾŜ ȅƻǳ ōŜŜƴ ǳǎƛƴƎ {ƪȅǇŜ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǿŜŜƪ ŜǾŜǊ ǎƛƴŎŜ ȅƻǳ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƛǘ?). In addition, 

it also provided participants an indication of what to expect during the interview, and a 

chance to reflect on their practices in advance.  After creating the questionnaire, the 

interview guide was updated to the final version (see Table 6) 

Table 6 - Final interview guide 

Discuss answers to questionnaire 

Do you pay special attention to what you wear, where you are, or how you 

arrange the room? 

Do you pay attention to the background on the other side? 

What device do you use for VC? 

Have you experienced any difficulties in using VC? What kind? 

Can you compare VC to another form of communication? 

Are there things you do differently now than in the beginning? 

Would you describe yourself as a VC user? 
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Do you always have the feedback video on? 

Can you think of a time you were really glad you could use VC to talk to 

someone? 

Would you like to add anything? 

Conducting semi-structured interviews entails variation in the order and phrasing of the 

questions. For example, the question Ψ/ŀƴ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƻŦ ŀ ǘƛƳŜ ȅƻǳ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƎƭŀŘ ȅƻǳ 

could use ±/ ǘƻ ǘŀƭƪ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜΩ was only used to prompt less chatty interviewees, and 

was not asked as default. Nonetheless, the guide is a good indication of the topics 

covered in the interviews.  

The process of testing and reviewing the interview questions was shorter and less 

complicated than the one suggested for example by Gillham (2005). However, Gillham 

discusses interviews as a first exploration of a topic (which may be followed by further 

interviews as well as other methods of data generation). In contrast, when creating the 

interview guide I had transcribed significant portions of my videos as well as having 

completed the preliminary analysis of the DLL 2013 data set (including the project plans), 

which meant that I already had a sense of some important themes which I wanted to 

explore in the interviews. One of these is the location(s) used for VC, and what made 

them suitable or unsuitable for the purpose. Several questions related to the VC habits of 

Ƴȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΣ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ΨƴƻǊƳŀƭΩ for them. I was also interested in 

ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ Ƴȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ΨŜȄǇŜǊǘ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ƙŀōƛǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ 

changed over time. 

I conducted interviews with 29 participants in total including 19 students recruited via 

email advertisements (see appendix p. 236) and 10 acquaintances who were VC users 

(including Bryn, April, and Burt, who had provided some of the video recordings). Similarly 

to the videos, the interviews were also collected using purposive sampling (Silverman, 

2014, pp. 60ς61). I targeted students at my university because the majority of them come 

from other cities, and are thus likely to have friends and family living in other cities or 

ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΣ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ±/ ǎƻŦǘǿŀǊŜΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ŀǎ ΨŘƛƎƛǘŀƭ 

ƴŀǘƛǾŜǎΩ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴǘ ǳǎŜǊǎ ƻŦ ŘƛƎƛǘŀƭ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ (boyd, 2014b; 

Hargittai, 2010; Palfrey & Glasser, 2008; Taipale, 2015), including VC. Including 

acquaintances allowed me to interview participants from a wider age range, providing 
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further perspectives. In particular, it proved especially useful to talk to people who 

occupy different roles within their family (children, parents, and grandparents), as this 

has been linked to different patterns of VC use (Ames et al., 2010; Geenen, 2017; Harper, 

Rintel, et al., 2017; Harper, Watson, & Woelfer, 2017; Holloway et al., 2014; Kelly, 2015; 

[ƻƴƎƘǳǊǎǘΣ нлмоΣ нлмтΤ aŀŘƛŀƴƻǳ ϧ aƛƭƭŜǊΣ нлмоΤ hΩIŀǊŀ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллсύ.   

Three of the interviewees were students on the DLL module who had provided access to 

their videos. I started these three interviews by focusing on questions arising from my 

analysis of the DLL videos and then moved on to discuss their general VC habits. One of 

the interviews was carried in out in Hungarian rather than English. Anna was one of the 

undergraduate students who responded to the email sent out in the department. She saw 

my name and recognised me as Hungarian, and wrote to me in Hungarian to arrange a 

time for the interview. As we were already communicating in Hungarian, I felt she would 

be more comfortable conducting the interview in our shared first language. Quotes from 

Anna are presented in the original with accompanying translation. 

I provided interview participants with standard consent forms (see appendix p. 237) 

which gave them the option of remaining anonymous. Most participants preferred to be 

referred to by their real first name, and appropriate pseudonyms were assigned to those 

who wished to remain anonymous. Where other people are referred to by name in 

interview extracts, the names have been changed. For interview participants who also 

gave video recordings (Bryn, April, and Burt) the same pseudonym was used across the 

different data sets.  

4.6.2 Participant overview 

In total, I interviewed 29 participants about their VC habits. The average length of the 

interviews was 22 minutes, but they varied considerably: the shortest one was 11 

minutes (Yasmin), and the longest one was April with over an hour, carried out in two 

sessions. The audio recordings of the interviews add up to over 11 hours in total. The age 

of the participants is presented in Table 7. 
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Table 7- Interviewees by age 

 

Twenty participants were full time undergraduate students between the ages of 18 and 

25. These interviewees had very similar living arrangements (occupying a single a room in 

a shared house) and comparable VC habits, especially in terms of location. The other nine 

participants had a range of occupations (in full time employment, studying and working 

part time, on maternity leave, and one retired participant) and different living 

arrangements (for example living in a shared house, with a partner, or with young 

children). 

At the time of the interviews, all participants had been using VC for at least two years. I 

categorised them into three groups according to their length of use (see Table 8). The 

group with the least experience had been using VC for 2 to 5 years. This was the largest 

ƎǊƻǳǇΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǎŜŜƳǎ ΨƭƛǘǘƭŜΩ ƛƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘǿƻ 

groups, who have been using VC for 5 to 8 years or over 8 years.  
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Table 8 ς First use 

 

Remembering the time of the first use was not always easy for participants. For example, 

in the pre-interview survey David wrote ΨL ƪƴƻǿ ŦƻǊ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ L ǿŀǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ {ƪȅǇŜ ŦǊƻƳ 

summer 2011 onwards. I must have used it before ǘƘŀǘ ǘƻƻΣ ōǳǘ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜ ǿƘŜƴΩ, and 

several others indicated that the date provided was an estimate. This is similar to what 

Longhurst (2017, p. 32) found in her study on Skype use, and indicates that for these 

participants, VC is no longer experienced as ΨƴŜǿΩΣ ōǳǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƴƻǊƳŀƭ ƭƛŦŜ ǘƻ 

some extent, the memory of the first use fading away with repeated exposure. Several 

participants mentioned life events as reference points, typically moving to a new place or 

having a close friend or family member move to a new place, like Rachel in Extract 1 (bold 

font is used to indicate the most relevant expressions in the example).  

Extract 1 

Dorottya: Okay right so I see that you use video conferencing 

very often, has that been like that um throughout ever since 

you've started using it? Oré 

Rachel: Not really, I didn't have much need for it when I was 

at home. Mainly cause everybody who I videoconference with now, 

I don't live with anymore or don't see as often. Like friends who are 

in uni or my family who I don't see anymore. The only reason I 

started using it like way back then was because when people were 

on holiday or my brother went to uni I started talking to him on 

Skype and things, and my dad like had a job in London so we 

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

2 - 5 years 5 - 8 years 8 + years

P
a

rt
ic

ip
a

n
ts

years of use



53 
 

didn't see him very often. So I used it for that kind of thing. So I've 

definitely increased it since going to uni, being away from 

home. 

Based on her survey responses, I identified Rachel as a frequent VC user. When I asked 

her whether that has been the case from the beginning, Rachel described two distinct 

periods which are separated by one event: when she moved to another city to start 

university. Before university, she had little need to use VC, as the people who she wanted 

to talk to were physically close (and presumably reachable by other means, including face 

to face meetings). Occasionally, some of these people would travel, but this was 

presented as the exception rather than the rule and we can assume that they returned to 

the original ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀŦǘŜǊ wŀŎƘŜƭ ƳƻǾŜŘ Ψŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ ƘƻƳŜΩ ǎƘŜ ǿŀǎ ŦŀǊ ŀǿŀȅ 

from her family and friends most of the time, which encouraged her to increase the 

frequency of her VC use.  

This extract also highlights that in order to find out how much experience users have, we 

need to consider the frequency of use as well as the time elapsed since the first use. For 

many participants, how often they use VC has changed over time. However, when the 

interviews were conducted, most participants were at least weekly users (see Table 9).  

Table 9 ς Frequency of use 

 

Considering the length and frequency of VC use, it is not surprising that most participants 

(22) said that they would describe themselves as a VC user in response to a direct 
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ǘǿƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ όōƻǘƘ ǊŀǊŜ ǳǎŜǊǎύ ǊŜǇƭƛŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘŜ ΨƴƻΩΦ CƛǾŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ 

ambivalent, stating that they perhaps were in the past or could be in the future, but not 

necessarily at the time of the interview.  

4.6.3 Transcription 

One of the most important choices to be made when working with interviews is the 

transcription system used in preparation for analysis and in publications, because 

transcription is an interpretative process, and not a neutral representation (Brinkmann, 

2013, p. 61; Coates & Thornborrow, 1999; Duranti, 2006; Gibbs, 2007, p. 10; Gilbert, 

1997, p. 147; Gillham, 2005, p. 121; Ochs, 2006, p. 167). Different transcription systems 

ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ΨǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ 

interests ς the hypotheses to be examined ς ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩ (Ochs, 2006, p. 167). 

Section 4.5 discussed the choice of transcription system for the video extracts, which is a 

detailed CA based system. For the reasons outlined below, a different system was used 

for transcribing and presenting the interview transcripts (the transcription conventions 

for interview quotes are available in the appendix p. 229). 

Using a CA based transcription system or a version of the Jeffersonian transcription 

system (M. J. Atkinson & Heritage, 2006) is advocated by many researchers adopting the 

methodology of interviews. For example, Potter and Hepburn (2005) argue that a full 

Jeffersonian transcription is needed to capture all important aspects of an interview, even 

if the focus is on content and not interaction. However, in a direct response to this paper, 

Smith, Hollway, & Mishler (2005) question whether CA truly is the only appropriate 

transcription system for interviews. The three critics highlight that no one transcription 

method can be universally recommended, and that different transcription methods serve 

different purposes. In particular, they criticise CA for making it hard to follow the topic, as 

the dense use of specialist symbols gets in the way. This position is echoed by Kvale 

(2007, p. 97), who writes that CA type detailed transcriptions 'are neither feasible, nor 

necessary, for the [qualitative analysis] of large interview texts in common interview 

projects'. Rather, Kvale recommends prioritising a readable style, omitting repetitions and 

hesitations in extracts (p. 132) which is also supported by other researchers (Brinkmann, 

2013, p. 124; Gillham, 2005, p. 124; Magnusson & Marecek, 2015, p. 172).  

There is a similar dispute regarding the need to transcribe and include interviewer talk in 

any published extracts. On one hand, Rapley (2001, p. 306 original emphasis) insists that 
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Ψat the very least ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊǎΩ ǘŀƭƪ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ always be includedΩ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ 

stance, because anything less only provides a partial or decontextualized account of the 

interview (see also Silverman, 2014, p. 199). However, Holloway (Smith et al., 2005) 

argues that an answer is not just a response to the question immediately preceding it, 

but everything that has happened leading up to it (from the moment of recruitment). 

Therefore, it is impossible to represent all of the relevant context in the final paper, and 

the researcher must reflect on this and present a summary rather than just a transcript of 

the interviewer talk immediately before, during, and after the chosen extract (Smith et 

al., 2005). In this thesis I have taken the second approach, providing summaries of the 

context consistently and including my own contributions where clarity requires.  

In summary, researchers promoting the use of CA for transcribing any interview argue 

that important aspects will necessarily be missed if another, less detailed system is used. 

This is especially so for the contributions of the interviewer, which are often overlooked. 

HoweǾŜǊΣ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŀǊƎǳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ΨŜƴƻǳƎƘΩ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƴǳŀƴŎŜŘ 

than including as much detail as possible about the immediately surrounding talk. 

According to this view, the transcription should be as simple as possible while still 

containing enough detail to support the interpretations and claims made in the analysis 

(Ochs, 2006, p. 167)Φ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ΨŜƴƻǳƎƘΩ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ƛǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ 

a valid representation hinges on reflexivity rather than an overabundance of detail (Gibbs, 

2007, pp. 90ς93).  

In my case due to the large number of interviews it would have been impossible to fully 

transcribe all of them within a reasonable time frame. Outsourcing the transcription was 

undesirable, as I needed to familiarise myself with the data in great detail and it would 

have been financial burden. Thus, I began by producing detailed CA transcripts for six of 

the interviews: Shanice, Bryn, Ben, Dina, Mark, and Gemma (the full CA transcript for 

.ŜƴΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ ǇΦ 247). As transcribing every instance of 

verbal back-channelling and the exact timing of overlaps proved overly time consuming, I 

decided that it would be more productive to start with a rough transcription of all the 

recordings and add more detail gradually to the sections chosen for analysis, which 

Gillham (2005) refers to as selective transcription.  

The transcription process is considered the first step of analysis, as the researcher 

becomes familiar with the data (Brinkmann, 2013, p. 61; Fielding, 1997, p. 147; Gibbs, 
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2007, p. 10; Gillham, 2005, p. 121). In addition to that, creating transcripts also allowed 

me to utilise the text search of the CAQDAS software NVivo (discussed below), which 

aided the analysis greatly. However, throughout my research I considered the transcripts 

ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǳŘƛƻ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎǎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ΨŘŀǘŀΩΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ 

coding I listened to the recordings before assigning the codes.  

Following the recommendations of Gibbs (2007), Gillham (2005), Silverman (2014, p. 

111), and Smith et al. (2005), I started by creating a full rough transcript for the three 

earliest  interviews: Shanice, Bryn, and Ben. I also produced a full transcript for the three 

DLL interviews, as the topics discussed in those would be different than the remaining 

interviews. I then created partial transcripts for the remaining interviews, alternating 

between verbatim transcriptions and summaries. During the analysis process described 

below, I extended the summaries into detailed transcripts where necessary. The extracts 

as they appear in the text were simplified (by omitting hesitations and repetitions) 

keeping in mind the principles outlined in this section.  

4.6.4 Coding and analysis 

I chose to use the CAQDAS software NVivo (version 10 and later 11) to manage, annotate, 

and analyse the audio recordings from the interviews. The transcripts of the six fully 

transcribed interviews were originally created in Transana, but the coding and analysis 

functions of this software proved difficult to use.  Therefore, I transferred the transcripts 

to NVivo and continued the transcription and analysis of the remaining files using this 

tool. I added information collected via the questionnaires, creating a database of the 

participants which was linked with the interviews.  After the six full interview transcripts 

were completed, I annotated the remaining interviews. Specifically, I transcribed each of 

my queǎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ 

interview segment.  

hƴŎŜ L ƘŀŘ ƭƛǎǘŜƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎΣ L ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŀ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻŘŜǎΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ 

ǎƻƳŜ ōǊƻŀŘ ǘƻǇƛŎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘΦ Ψ/ƻŘŜΩ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ϥŀ researcher-generated 

construct that symbolizes and thus attributes interpreted meaning to each individual 

datum for later purposes of pattern detection, categorization, theory building, and other 

analytic processes'  (Saldana, 2013, p. 4). By starting with descriptive codes  (Saldana, 

2013, pp. 87ς91), it is possible to organise the data, become more familiar with it, and 

find out something about it as a whole (Gibbs, 2007, p. 4; Mason, 2002, pp. 150ς159). 
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Thus, it is an essential step in the analysis which provides the basis for more complex 

analyses. The transition from descriptive coding to higher levels of abstraction is done by 

grouping the initial codes together and revising the coding system to reflect patterns 

across the data (Gibbs, 2007, pp. 43ς44; Rivas, 2012, p. 375).  

At the beginning of the coding stage, the main question is how to create the codes to be 

used. The two main approaches are concept-driven coding and data-driven coding 

(Brinkmann, 2013, p. 62; Gibbs, 2007). In concept-driven coding, '[t]he categories or 

concepts the codes represent may come from the research literature, previous studies, 

ǘƻǇƛŎǎ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭŜΩΣ ƻǊ ΨƘǳƴŎƘŜǎΩ (Gibbs, 2007, p. 44). In contrast, data-driven 

coding (which is used for example in grounded theory) means that the researcher 

approaches the data with no preconceptions, and builds the codebook based on the data 

(Gibbs, 2007, pp. 45ς46). However, the two approaches are not exclusive, and most 

researchers rely on both to create the list of codes (Gibbs, 2007, p. 46).  When using 

concept-driven codes (which are also called provisional codes), these need to be revised 

in the process of applying them to the data (Gibbs, 2007, pp. 44ς45; Mason, 2002, p. 160; 

Saldana, 2013, pp. 144ς147). The systematic revision of the coding scheme is the core of 

producing good quality research. The process of coding, like qualitative research in 

general, is necessarily a subjective process. Therefore, the key is to practice reflexivity 

rather than attempting to be objective or neutral (Gibbs, 2007, pp. 90ς93). 

I started with concept-driven coding, based on the interview guide (for example compare, 

background, device, and problems) and some other topics that appeared to be salient 

during the annotation process (for example audio only, professional, multi-party, and old 

user). I then identified the relevant interview sections for each code, going through the 

annotation or transcription for each interview and listening to audio where necessary. For 

some codes, it was possible to start by creating a text search query (for example to search 

ŦƻǊ ΨŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΩΣ ΨŦŀŎŜΩΣ ΨŀǿƪǿŀǊŘΩΣ ƻǊ ΨǎŎǊŜŜƴΩύΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ ǿŜǊŜ 

transcribed verbatim these searches were always supplemented by going through the 

interviews one by one. During the coding process I also added new codes to the list, 

merged codes, or split codes into sub categories.  These changes to the coding scheme 

were also applied to the interviews that had already been coded.  

At the end of this recursive process I ended up with 28 codes in total, which are listed in 

the appendix (p. 238). The coding process allowed me to identify two overarching themes 
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which became the focal points for the analysis presented in chapters 6 and 7. First, I 

discovered that the participants seemed to discuss different aspects of space. This 

prompted me to revise and elaborate the codes based on repeated listening and reading, 

leading to the following list of codes (all related to space): location, camera space, 

distance, background, screen, public, and virtual tour. During the analysis, I found that 

ǘƘŜǎŜ ŜȄǘǊŀŎǘǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀƭƭ ōŜ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ƴŜȄǳǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΩ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳŜŀƴǎΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ 

the focus of chapter 7 became the mediational means, with particular attention to space.  

²ƘŜƴ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǘƘŜƳŜΣ ΨŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΩ ǎǘƻƻŘ ƻǳǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻŘŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ 

number of references. On further inspection, a number of further codes also provided 

exchanges related to attention: self-image, compare, learning, multi-party, age, showing 

things, privacy, and intrusive. These codes related to the concept of practices, therefore, 

in chapter 6 I explore practices of paying attention in VC. 

In writing these two chapters I followed the same general steps: first I collected all the 

sections with codes that were relevant to the themes. I grouped these interview sections 

in different ways, until I found a pattern that was meaningful. Then, I searched the video 

recordings for instances that illustrated the issues outlined by the interviews. Thus, I 

conducted an inductive analysis of the interviews and a micro-analysis of chosen sections 

of the video recordings.  

The third analysis chapter (Chapter 5) is dedicated to a close analysis of the chains of 

lower-level actions within VCs, with a focus on openings. This chapter differs from the 

other analysis chapters in how the central theme was identified, as it is based closely on 

the pilot study, which means that it was planned from the earliest stages. The relevant 

material for this chapter was not found through inductive analysis of the interviews, but 

through the analysis of the structure of VC interactions as they appear in the video 

recordings. In this chapter the role of the interviews is to provide information about what 

VC users do before the start of the VC, for example the arrangements they make. 

4.7 Summary 

The present research is unique among studies of VC in that it combines micro analyses of 

video recordings with analyses of interviews. The findings from the different types of 

analyses are brought together under the framework of nexus analysis. This was achieved 

by focusing on three key concepts in nexus analysis: chains of lower level actions, 
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practices, and mediational means. The analysis and discussion is presented in three 

chapters, which are built around the three concepts listed above. However, the structure 

of the thesis is also informed by the inductive analyses in the sense that the specific 

chains of actions, practices, and mediational means were identified through engagement 

with the collected videos and interviews. It would be impossible to fully discuss all the 

possible chains of actions, practices, and mediational means that are relevant for VC 

interactions within a thesis. Therefore, I chose the ones that appeared salient in the 

recorded VC interactions and the interview discussions. 

I begin the analysis and discussion of the data with the smallest unit of analysis: the 

lower-level action (Chapter 5). This chapter focuses on the chronological sequences of 

actions as they appear in the videos and the accounts in the interviews. Next, in Chapter 

6, I examine how certain sequences of actions relate to other types of higher-level 

actions. In shifting the emphasis from chronological sequences to recognisable actions 

across different activities, I move the discussion from chains of actions to practices. In the 

final analysis and discussion chapter (Chapter 7), I examine the mediational means, in 

other words the cultural tools that are used during VC interactions. In the concluding 

discussion, I trace the links between the chapters and summarise the answers to the 

research questions. Finally, I reflect on the theoretical contributions of the thesis in 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ ƴŜȄǳǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ DƻŦŦƳŀƴΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 

human interactions.  
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5 Chains of lower-level actions: openings, noticings, suspensions, 

resumptions, and closings 

¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ΨWhat chains of lower-level actions can be 

identified in VCs, and how do they structure VCs?Ω. The focus of this chapter is on the 

smallest meaningful units of action, the way they are chained together sequentially, and 

the role of the chained actions within the VC. The structural features are discussed with 

particular attention to openings, as this has been a fruitful area of inquiry for some time 

for the study of phone conversations as well as face to face encounters. The reason for 

this is that openings are compact and interactionally dense because they must accomplish 

multiple goals; the most important being determining whether or not co-participants will 

engage with each other and if yes, in what manner (Schegloff, 1986, p. 113). Thus, 

openings set the tone for the entire conversation. In addition to openings, I also consider 

interruptions and closings, as mediation is particularly visible in such sequences (Dooly & 

Tudini, 2016, p. 42). In this chapter I draw on extracts from the video recordings and 

interviews to explore presence in VC (5.1); the standard body posture during VC (5.2); 

pre-openings (5.3); openings (5.4); noticings, which are commonly used in openings but 

also elsewhere in VCs (5.5); an example of a VC opening (5.6); dealing with interruptions 

through suspensions and resumptions (5.7); and finally, closings (5.8). 

5.1 Presence 

Establishing co-presence is the starting point for any kind of interaction (Heath, 1984, p. 

249). However, the concept is problematic in the context of VC, as for most of human 

history it was impossible to have co-presence without physical proximity, which  is still 

considered to be crucial for co-presence by some (Altschuller & Benbunan-Fich, 2010; 

Bregman & Haythornthwaite, 2003). Today communication technologies have challenged 

us to reconsider what co-presence means by offering the chance to communicate quasi 

synchronously with distant interlocutors. The first such technology was of course the 

telephone, ΨǿƘƛŎƘ enabled people to talk as if they were in co-presence when in fact they 

were not' (Hutchby, 2001a, p. 85). The achievement of co-presence without physical 

ǇǊƻȄƛƳƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ΨŜǎǎŜƴŎŜΩ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ (Fish et al., 1990, p. 4), which is 

why it has been at the centre of CMC research (Lee, 2004; Lombard & Ditton, 1997).  
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There are several contributing factors to creating a sense of co-presence over physical 

distances. In the context of synchronous communication, Rettie (2009) has emphasised 

the role of sharing time, which is characterised by consistent availability (Altschuller & 

Benbunan-Fich, 2010; Bregman & Haythornthwaite, 2003; Goffman, 1963), reciprocal 

orientation, and immediate feedback (Bregman & Haythornthwaite, 2003). There is also a 

subjective experience of connectedness and closeness (Bente, Rüggenberg, Krämer, & 

Eschenburg, 2008; Licoppe, 2004; Villi, 2010, p. 151) which has been termed social 

presence (Ijsselsteijn & Riva, 2003; Short, Williams, & Christie, 1976). If these conditions 

are fulfilled, it can be said that technologies like VC and the phone allow for a special type 

of co-presence where the spatial co-location is achieved by electronic means (Hutchby, 

2001a, p. 1; Zhao, 2003), sometimes referred to as mediated co-presence (Gershon & 

Manning, 2014; Rettie, 2009; Villi, 2010, 2015) or virtual co-presence (Altschuller & 

Benbunan-Fich, 2010; Bente et al., 2008; Brewer & Dourish, 2008; de Fornel & Libbrecht, 

мффсΤ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǘǘŜ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмлΤ hΩIŀǊŀ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллсΤ ²ƘƛǘŜ ϧ ²ƘƛǘŜΣ нллтύ.  

The potential for communication technologies to connect people who are physically 

absent is seen by some to threaten relationships with physically co-present people. 

Mobile phones in particular have been criticised for facilitating what has been termed 

absent presence (Gergen, 2002): a situation where someone 'ignores' physically co-

present others because she is engrossed in another activity such as listening to music, 

reading something, watching TV, or most importantly, communicating with other people 

on her mobile. Gergen argues that although mobile phones did not create this problem ς 

it has been an issue since the discovery of printing ς they have made it more prevalent, as 

people are now tempted to reach out to others who are physically absent, to the 

detriment of those who are physically present. This highlights that physical presence is no 

guarantee for social presence. However, there are numerous ways of getting the 

attention of someone sharing the same space, which means that social presence can 

easily be re-established in physical presence. 

In contrast with the above, during VCs social presence is dependent on the microphone, 

speakers, camera, software, and the internet, all of which are prone to breaking down. 

This is one of the reasons mediated co-presence is experienced ŀǎ ΨŦŀǊ ƳƻǊŜ ŦǊŀƎƛƭŜΩ (de 

Fornel & Libbrecht, 1996, p. 50) and is often perceived as inferior to embodied presence 

(Deumert, 2014c, p. 9)Φ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŦǊŀƎƛƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŀǇǘƭȅ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜŘ ƛƴ {ŎƻƭƭƻƴΩǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ ǇƘƻƴŜ 
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communication (1998, pp. 70ς74), which shows that by making smooth transitions from 

one topic to another interactants also indicate to each other that the channel is working. 

In the same manner, VC users can signal their presence to each other by participating in 

the conversation. In addition, they also have non-verbal means to indicate their 

accessibility and availability. Rather than relying on gaze, which is the main resource for 

indicating attention in face to face interaction, the main strategy on VC is to take up and 

remain in the appropriate position in relation to the VC device, which has been termed 

the talking heads arrangement.  

5.2 Talking heads arrangement 

CŀŎŜ ǘƻ ŦŀŎŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǎƘŀǇŜŘ ōȅ  ǿƘŀǘ DƻŦŦƳŀƴ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŀƴ ΨŜȅŜ ǘƻ ŜȅŜ 

ƘǳŘŘƭŜΩ (1963, p. 95) and Kendon (1990) ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŀƴ ΨŦ-ŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ [ƛŎƻǇǇŜ ŀƴŘ aƻǊŜƭ (2012) 

ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ǾƛŘŜƻ ŎƘŀǘΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ΨǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ƘŜŀŘǎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

means that in VC the head of the participants should be visible on the screen, for example 

like in Figure 2.   

 

Figure 2 

Licoppe and Morel (2012) show that this is the normative expectation for what should 

appear on the screen, and it has a great role in the organization of the entire VC 

interaction. The arrangement plays a key role in openings in particular, as it contributes to 

identification and recognition and establishing footing (Goffman, 1981a). The talking 

ƘŜŀŘǎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŀȄƛƳΣ ΨǇǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊ ƻƴ 
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ǘƘŜ ǎŎǊŜŜƴΩ  (Licoppe & Morel, 2012, p. 400)Φ Lƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŀȄƛƳΣ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ DǊƛŎŜΩǎ 

maxims (1989), is often violated. Therefore, the maxim is not a prescriptive rule, but 

something that participants observably orient to. Furthermore, it is a resource for 

meaning making during VCs, as violating the maxim prompts participants to scrutinize the 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ƛƳŀƎŜǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ΨǘƘŜƛǊ άƎŀȊŜǿƻǊǘƘƛƴŜǎǎέ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ 

interactionΩ (Licoppe & Morel, 2012, p. 408). 

One implication of violating the maxim is that there is a problem with the availability, 

recipiency, or involvement of a participant (Licoppe & Morel, 2012, p. 427). Therefore, VC 

users work to maintain the talking heads arrangement throughout the interaction (Ames 

et al., 2010; Rintel, 2014) in order to maintain a sense of co-presence. The maxim can also 

be relaxed in order to show objects or spaces (Kirk et al., 2010), which will be discussed in 

chapter 7. 

The interviews provided further support for the pivotal role of the talking heads 

arrangement in VC interaction. 20 of the 29 participants discussed seeing faces at some 

Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ όǘƘƛǎ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ ΨŦŀŎŜ ǘƻ ŦŀŎŜΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴύΦ CƻǊ 

example, at one point Dina succinctly said: ΨL ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ {ƪȅǇŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ȅƻǳǊ 

face, ŎŀǳǎŜ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ ȅƻǳ Ƨǳǎǘ ǇƛŎƪ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ ǇƘƻƴŜ ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƭƭ ǎƻƳŜōƻŘȅΩΦ In another vivid 

ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ {ƘŀƴƛŎŜΩǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ƻŦ ǇƘƻƴŜ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ±/ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƳŜŀƴǎ 

ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜΩǎ ŦŀŎŜ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŀ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴΦ This extract highlights that when people talk 

about seeing the other person on VC the face metonymically stands for the person. 

 

Extract 2 

Shanice: When you're talking to someone it changes the conversation when you can see how people 

react to what you are saying. What their facial expressions are. It's closer to talking to someone in 

person and that can change a conversation. If you're on the phone with someone and you tell them 

something and they say ΨƻƘ ƻƪŀȅΩ ǘƘŀǘϥǎ ŀƭƭ ȅƻǳ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƎŜǘΣ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ōŀǎŜ ƛǘ ƻŦŦ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ they say 

but if their face is all scrunched up or they have a big smile on their face it changes the connotation 

of what they're saying and how they're saying it.  

The particulars of the standard arrangement depend on the materiality of the device used 

for VC. Licoppe and Morel (2012, p. 420) describe two distinct arrangements for laptops 

and for mobile phones. When using a laptop, interlocutors produce a medium headshot 
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which shows the head and the upper part of the torso. On a mobile phone users typically 

produce closer headshots, as it would be uncomfortable or impossible to hold the phone 

far enough away to incorporate the upper body into the view. However, the situation 

today is more complicated with the appearance of tablets. Firstly, they are in size 

between laptops and mobile phones and secondly, they can be either held in hand or set 

down on a surface via stands, which are now also available for smartphones.  

My interviews indicate that users tend to use more than one device ς only six participants 

reported using a single device, which was a laptop in every case. This shows that practices 

have changed a lot in just four years, as a previous study reported that all participants 

used a laptop or PC (Kirk et al., 2010).  Among the participants who use different devices, 

there were varying preferences. One of the advantages of laptops and tablets was that 

they have bigger screens compared to phones, which allows the viewer to see the other 

person more clearly. This was mentioned by seven participants as a feature influencing 

their choice of device. A further advantage (referred to by eight participants) is that they 

are easily set down on a surface, leaving the hands free and allowing the user to move 

ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ΨǳƴōǳǊŘŜƴŜŘΩΣ ŀǎ aŀǊƪ ǎŀƛŘΦ .ƻǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴǘ ƛƴ Extract 3 below: 

Extract 3 

Dorottya: Do you prefer using FaceTime on your phone or do you like doing it more on the 

laptop? 

Gemma: Well I used to do it on my phone, but now I prefer to do it on my iPad. Just because 

it's like, a bigger screen, and I can leave it there and kind of do other things as well as talking. 

However, eight participants noted that the size of laptops in particular can also be a 

disadvantage, because they are too heavy to carry around comfortably. The interviews 

indicate that most VC users have at least tried using different devices, and they prefer 

devices which fit well with their ±/ ƘŀōƛǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇƘƻƴŜ ƛǎ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ΨǎǇƻƴǘŀƴŜƻǳǎΩ 

device which requires less planning than more stationary devices. In addition, they are 

ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ΨǇƭŀȅΩ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǇǘƻǇ ƻǊ t/ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŀ ǘƻƻƭ ŦƻǊ ǿƻǊƪΦ ¢ŀōƭŜǘǎ Ŧŀƭƭ 

somewhere in between: they are generally used for entertainment and are easy to carry 

around, but they can also be set down and require a Wi-Fi connection. With so many 

options to choose from, users need to make an effort to make themselves available on 
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the right platform to the right people if they want to be reachable. Thus, in the following 

section I discuss availability management techniques and how users come to make VCs.  

5.3 Negotiating availability: pre-openings 

Before any kind of interaction is to take place, would-be interactants must establish each 

ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅΥ  

'The initial problem of coordination in a two-party activity is 

the problem of availability; that is, a person who seeks to engage in 

an activity that requires the collaborative work of two parties must 

establish, via some interactional procedure, that another party is 

available to collaborate' (Schegloff, 1968, p. 1089). 

In face to face communication, indicating (un)availability for contact is primarily done via 

gaze (Goffman, 1963, pp. 92ς95; Kendon, 1990, p. 51; Schegloff, 1986), posture, and 

spatial arrangement (Kendon, 1990, pp. 247ς249; Mondada, 2009; Mortensen & Hazel, 

2014; Tuncer & Licoppe, 2018). This is not possible when using mediated technologies 

such as the phone or VC, which was one of the main issues with early VC systems. For 

example, Fish et al (1993, pp. 57ς58) found that the users of their workplace VC system 

felt that the technology was intrusive because they had no way to manage their 

availability. This has also been identified as a key feature in landline phone call openings 

(Schegloff, 2004), where the caller is aware that they may be interrupting and the called is 

aware that the caller has limited resources to assess their current activities. On mobile 

phones, this problem can be avoided by the use of texting, which does not require an 

immediate response from the receiver and thus is perceived as less of an imposition 

(Rettie, 2007, 2009). In calls to mobile devices, Weilenmann (2003) has shown that the 

opening often contains availability checks, which can also be carried out indirectly by 

asking about the location. 

For VC sessions, such availability checks tend to be carried out before the call using the 

instant messaging system built into the platform or other media such as text messaging 

(Licoppe, 2017b; D. Miller & Sinanan, 2014; Neustaedter & Greenberg, 2012). I 

investigated the practice of arranging VCs in more detail by asking my interviewees 

whether their VC sessions are pre-arranged or spontaneous via the questionnaires and in 

the interviews. !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿǊƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ±/ǎ ǿŜǊŜ ΨǎǇƻƴǘŀƴŜƻǳǎΩΣ 

upon further discussion it became clear that this does not mean that they call their VC 
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partners Ψout of the blueΩΥ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ aŀŘŜƭƛƴŜ ǘƻƭŘ ƳŜ ΨL ǘŜȄǘ ǘƘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅϥǊŜ 

ŦǊŜŜ ŀƴŘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ǎŀȅ ȅŜǎ ǘƘŜƴ L CŀŎŜ¢ƛƳŜ ǘƘŜƳΩΦ {ƻƳŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ did report calling others 

Ψƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƭǳŜΩ ƻǊ ōŜƛƴƎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǿŀǊƴƛƴƎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŦǊŀƳŜŘ ŀǎ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎΥ 

either rare (and thus tellable) occasions, or limited to close relationships (with parents, 

siblings, or partners) where people can just tell each other if they are unavailable without 

negative consequences, as in the extract below.  

Extract 4 

Dorottya: So you said it's spontaneous, so does that mean that you just call somebody 

straight out of the blue, or would you still send a message before to check whether they're 

available? 

Saara: Because it's normally family members- just um- well with my husband I actually quite 

often check that if he's free or like uh he's not like trying to get out to go out on a meal or 

whatever. But with my parents if they show online I'm pretty much thinking that well if I'm 

disturbing them, they're gonna tell me so yeah just call. 

{ŀŀǊŀΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƭƻǎŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ƛǘ 

appropriate to caƭƭ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǿŀǊƴƛƴƎΦ {ƘŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ōȅ ōŜƛƴƎ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ƘŜǊ ƘǳǎōŀƴŘΩǎ 

habits, she knows that he is likely to be online even when he is not available. Therefore, 

she checks his availability whereas this is not necessary with her parents. This strategy 

echoes the findings of Kirk et al (2010, p. 138)Σ ǿƘƻ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ Ψwere aware 

of the common rhythms of availability of the people they were callingΩ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ 

engaging in VC with people they knew well. Similar practices were reported by Ames et al. 

(2010), who found that VCs among close family members were always preceded by a phone 

ŎŀƭƭΣ ōǳǘ ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭƛƴƎ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŀǘŜ ǿŀǎ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ΨǎǘǊŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǳƴƴŀǘǳǊŀƭΩ όǇΦ мпфύΦ 

Returning to the links between location, availability, and activity, I found that the home 

was by far the most commonly used location for VC. This resonates with findings about 

phone calls: although in theory mobile phone calls can and do happen anywhere, people 

still often talk in their homes beŎŀǳǎŜ Ψcertain places are considered more, or less, 

appropriate for a mobile-phone conversationΩ (Weilenmann, 2003, p. 1602). The interviews 

indicate that the home is an appropriate VC location because it provides privacy and control 

over interruptions (this will be discussed in more detail in chapter 7 section 7.1).  
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Before the start of the VC interaction, the software provides a number of options in order 

to signal (un)availability. Building up a contact list in itself is a way of exercising control in 

a way that is impossible in face to face interaction (R. H. Jones, 2004): only those on the 

contact list can contact a user. The selectiveness of the VC contact list was noted in a 

study by Kirk et al. (2010) and also by Fortunati (2002) in the context of mobile phones:  

óthe mobile tends immediately to become a strong booster of 

intimacy among those within the social network of the user. The 

purpose of the mobile is to be reachable not by everyone, but only 

by those with whom we want to communicate - intimate friends and 

selected others whom we want to contact usô (Fortunati, 2002, p. 

51). 

In other words, technologies such as VC software provide more opportunities for users to 

adjust the 'volume' of communication at will, choosing to respond to or ignore certain 

messages or summons, or manipulating their availability (Baron, 2008b). However, 

control over the contact list is a feature that varies considerably over the various 

platforms used for VC and is an area where the interests of users and VC service providers 

may clash. Following the recommendations in ShawΩǎ (2017) essay on the concept of 

affordances within digital communication research, in this section I explore contact list 

management options and availability settings which are encouraged by the various VC 

platforms. 

In terms of how contact lists are built, there are major differences between apps 

developed primarily for use on smartphones (such as WhatsApp, Viber, or FaceTime) and 

software initially developed for desktop PCs. Smartphone VC apps automatically connect 

to the contact list stored on the phone. In fact, Viber present this as a selling point on 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΥ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀŘƛƴƎ Ψ²Ƙȅ ±ƛōŜǊΚΩ ΨLƴǎǘŀƴǘƭȅ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǿƴ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ 

ƭƛǎǘΩ ƛǎ listed as one of the four bullet points (Viber Media, 2017). In contrast, when a user 

first downloads Skype onto her PC and creates an account, she will start with an empty 

contact list she can add other users to. While it is possible to import contacts in bulk from 

other lists, this is not encouraged in the same way as on smartphone apps. It seems that 

this difference is important to some users who want to be more restrictive in the contact 

lists they use for VC than those they use for other modes of mediated communication. 

For example, Sally said that she prefers to use Skype for VC over FaceTime or Viber, 
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ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ Ψȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ŀŘŘΣ ŘŜƭŜǘŜΣ ōƭƻŎƪ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ !ǇǊƛƭ 

ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ Ƙŀǎ ŘƛǎŀōƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ ±/ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ CŀŎŜōƻƻƪ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ΨƛŦ L ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘŀƭƪ ǘƻ 

my friends facŜ ǘƻ ŦŀŎŜ L ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƳ ƻƴ Ƴȅ {ƪȅǇŜ ώŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ƭƛǎǘϐΩΦ However, other users 

prefer convenience over control: Camille told me that she uses FaceTime more than 

{ƪȅǇŜΣ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ƛǎ Ψōǳƛƭǘ ƛƴǘƻΩ ƘŜǊ ǇƘƻƴŜΦ 

Within the contact list, users have the option of ŀǇǇŜŀǊƛƴƎ ŀǎ ΨŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΩ ƻǊ ΨǳƴŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΩ ŀǘ 

ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊȅ ƭŜŀǎǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ƴŀȅ ƻƴƭȅ ōŜ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƻǊ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ±/ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ŘŜǾƛŎŜ ƛǎ 

connected to the internet or running the given VC software, but most have further 

ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨōǳǎȅΩ ƻǊ ΨŀǿŀȅΩ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŀŎǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǳǎŜǊ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƻǊ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜƭŦ-

selected (for an overview of this function on Skype see Ayaß, 2014). /ǳǎǘƻƳƛǎŀōƭŜ  Ψŀǿŀȅ 

ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜǎΩ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘ ŀ ƪŜȅ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŜŀǊƭȅ La ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŘŜǇƭƻȅŜŘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ 

extensively by their users (Baron, 2008e). Thus, pre-programmed availability markers are 

an important tool to negotiate availability, and the interviews revealed several ways of 

relating to them. Five interviewees stated that they will not log into their VC software on 

their laptops unless a VC session has been pre-arranged using another channel of 

communication. Other users are almost always logged in, but engage in IM exchanges to 

check availability before stating a VC, for example as in Figure 3.  

 

 

Figure 3 ς IMing before the VC (Paul and Ray) 
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In this screen capture, we can see the instant messages exchanged before the VC 

between Paul and Ray juǎǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǳƳƳƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŘŜƻ Ŏŀƭƭ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ƻƴ tŀǳƭΩǎ ǎŎǊŜŜƴΦ !ǘ 

the time of the recording, Paul and Ray were collaborating on an article and as they were 

located in different countries, they carried this out via email and VC. The first message 

was sent bȅ tŀǳƭ όǿƘƻ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ŀǎ ΨƳŜΩ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎǊŜŜƴύ ǘƘŜ Řŀȅ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ±/Φ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ 

ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ tŀǳƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳǎ wŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜ ƛǎ ǊŜŀŘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ wŀȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ΨƘƛǘ ƘƛƳ ǳǇ ǿƘŜƴŜǾŜǊ ƘŜΩǎ 

ŦǊŜŜΩΦ Ie also asks Ray if he agrees to have the VC recorded for my research, and sends 

him a link to a webpage with information about the study. Ray only replies 27 hours later, 

agreeing to the recording (Yes, man. Of course! She can definitely record // or have the 

recording). The time stamps indicate that Paul was online when Ray sent the message, 

ŀƴŘ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅ ǊŜǇƭƛŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ Ψȅƻ ŀǊŜ ȅƻǳ ǊŜŀŘȅ ƳŀƴΚΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ 

message is notable, since the first message already contained a greeting (hey bro). 

However, considering the time elapsed between the two messages it seems appropriate, 

and it can also be interpreted as a signal moving from asynchronous to synchronous 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ wŀȅ ǊŜǇƭƛŜŘ ΨȅŜŀƘ Ƴŀƴ ƭŜǘǎ Řƻ ƛǘмΩ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ±/ ŀǎ tŀǳƭ 

reformulated the question about the recording (can I record?). After that, Paul accepted 

the call and the VC commenced (the opening of the VC is analysed in detail in section 5.6 

below).  

This single screenshot reveals a complex organisational history. The first message 

indicates that there was a pre-existing agreement of some work to be carried out by Paul, 

and a future VC session to be held once this work is completed. It would also be possible 

to trace the history further back to the first drafts of the paper and the first VC discussing 

it (this one is clearly one in a series of VCs between the two) or even their face to face 

meetings which sparked the idea for the paper, but that is outside the scope of this 

chapter. Presently, what is important is that there was a vague plan to have a VC at some 

Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ΨǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ŎƻǳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǊǎΩ ŀǎ ŀ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ 

time, Ray did not reply until the next day. However, once both of them signalled their 

availability, the VC was initiated within one minute. This short exchange ensured that 

both participants were ready and available for what turned out to be a long VC (lasting 1 

hour and 18 minutes). 

Other ways of negotiating availability include ignoring VC requests or stating 

unavailability after accepting the VC. However, such gate-keeping strategies are more 
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direct and thus face-threatening (Goffman, 1967). In addition, sometimes deliberate 

avoidance strategies can fail. One example came from Piotr, who uses Skype on his 

laptop, where he prefers to stŀȅ ΨƛƴǾƛǎƛōƭŜΩΦ His boyfriend is aware of this habit and has 

started to initiate videocalls to Piotr regardless of whether or not he appears to be online. 

In addition, the spread of smartphones further complicates the situation, as shown in 

Extract 5. At the time of the last interviews, almost all participants owned a smartphone. 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ōǳƛƭǘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘŜǾƛŎŜǎ ƛǎ Ψŀƭǿŀȅǎ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ 

ōŜƛƴƎ ΨǳƴŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΩ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘΣ ŀǎ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ Extract 5. 

Extract 5 

Piotr: I've got Skype on my phone as well and some- I don't really know how that works, it's 

very confusing. Cause sometimes I am invisible- I think I'm invisible, because that's what I 

have on my computer, but then my phone seems to be saying something else. 

In face to face communication people who do not wish to be available must take active 

measures to signal unavailability, for example by using involvement shields (Goffman, 

1963, p. 38-42). In CMC (including communication via PCs and smartphones) the users 

must make an effort to make themselves available by charging and switching on their 

devices, curating their contact lists, going online, and logging into the software. However, 

as users rely on these devices throughout the day (for both communication and solitary 

entertainment or information seeking), the effort required can be minimal. In addition, 

there is considerable variation in the default settings of the specific apps or software 

ǳǎŜŘΦ {ƻƳŜ ŀǇǇǎΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ Ǌǳƴ ƻƴ ǇƘƻƴŜǎΣ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ŀƴ Ψŀƭǿŀȅǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΩ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΦ 

This means that users can expect their messages or calls to be transmitted virtually 

instantly. Other apps give the user more control in deciding when they want to log in and 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǳǎŜǊǎ ǿƛƭƭ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜƳ ŀǎ ΨŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΩΦ  

To make matters more complicated, it is not uncommon to be logged into the same 

account on multiple devices at the same time; therefore, users may not always be aware 

what device is being used on the other end. Furthermore, although there is a tendency to 

be 'always on' (on some technology at least) this does not mean that people can expect 

instant responses, as the contacted person may be otherwise engaged or choose to 

ignore incoming messages. It seems that there are double standards when it comes to 

attitudes towards availability: studies have found that while phone users like being able 

to access others on their mobile phone, they dislike always being available to be 
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contacted (Baron, 2008d; de Gournay, 2002), and similar sentiments were expressed by 

my own participants. Therefore, it seems that functions such as blocking, logging out, or 

pre-negotiating VC on IM are key to the success of current VC software. 

¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ La ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ψŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƻƴΩ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ŜǾŜƴ ŎƭŜŀǊŜǊ ƛŦ ǿŜ 

consider the practices reported four years before the data was collected for this project. 

Kirk et al. (2010) ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƻƻƪ ΨŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ όŀǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 

software) as enough to warrant the initiating of a VC. This was possible because their 

participants did not log into the software unless a call had been arranged. It was also 

necessary, as IMing was not integrated into the system, which is actually one of the 

recommendations the authors make for future development. Among their participants, a 

spontaneous VC required sending a text message or making a phone call to prompt the 

other party to log in. Therefore, it is clear that both the social practices surrounding VC 

and technological affordances (chiefly integrated IM) have evolved, as indeed they are 

likely to continue to evolve. Furthermore, it is also apparent that users find ways of 

negotiating their availability by utilising the mediational means at their disposal. 

5.4 Openings 

Few studies have so far explored the openings of domestic VCs (a notable expection being 

Licoppe, 2017b); but there is an abundance of literature on the organisation of phone call 

openings, which provide a good starting point for the present discussion. VCs, like phone 

calls, are non-accidental (Schegloff, 2004) and clearly bounded interactions. Research on 

phone calls has shown that the reason for calling (Sacks, 1995) must be addressed in the 

opening and shapes the following conversation (Hutchby, 2001a, pp. 89ς91; Schegloff, 

2004), even when the reason is just to keep in touch (Drew & Chilton, 2000). Thus, 

boundedness and reason-for-calling are two features which can be assumed to have an 

impact on VCs, as they have shown to play a role in the organisation of interaction over 

the phone. However, there are also key differences as the lack of the visual mode, which 

does not apply to VC, also has a great impact on phone call openings (de Fornel & 

Libbrecht, 1996, pp. 57ς58; Hopper, 1992, p. 10; Schegloff, 1986, p. 118). Visual access, 

together with the differences explored below, means that VC openings are more variable 

ŀƴŘ ΨƭŜǎǎ ǎǘǊŀƛƎƘǘ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘΩ ǘƘŀƴ ǇƘƻƴŜ Ŏŀƭƭ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎǎ (Licoppe, 2017b, p. 352). 

Firstly, as discussed above, it is very uncommon for VC users to initiate a VC completely 

Ψƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƭǳŜΩΦ LƴǎǘŜŀŘΣ ±/ǎ ŀǊŜ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭŜŘ ƛƴ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜΣ ƻǊ ǳǎŜǊǎ ǇǊŜŦƻǊƳ ŀƴ 
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availability check via IM before the VC (these strategies can of course be used together as 

ǿŜƭƭύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ±/Σ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ Ψblurs when a greeting occurs, 

and what role it has ς after all, people may have greetŜŘ ƻƴŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƭƻƴƎ ōŜŦƻǊŜƘŀƴŘΩ 

(Licoppe, 2017b, p. 355). This is not to say that VCs should start without greetings ς they 

are in fact present in every example cited in the literature and collected for the present 

research. Instead, Licoppe shows that in VCs there are often multiple greetings (see also 

de Fornel & Libbrecht, 1996, p. 58) and that later greetings serve to indicate that users 

Ŏŀƴ ǎŜŜ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ŦŀŎŜǎ (Licoppe et al., 2013). This is an important concern for VC users 

because unlike picking up the phone, accepting a VC does not currently lead to an 

instantaneous audio and video connection (Licoppe, 2017b, p. 361). The potential delay in 

connection also has implications for speaker turn allocation. Licoppe (2017b) argues that 

in VC the first greeting is an acknowledgment that the co-participant has become visible 

ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀƴ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƻ ŀ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎŜŘ ǎǳƳƳƻƴǎΣ ŀǎ ƛƴ {ŎƘŜƎƭƻŦŦΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ ƭŀƴŘƭƛƴŜ 

phone call openings (1968). This explains why Licoppe found that in some cases, the 

called can produce the first greeting without creating any conversational trouble.  

±/ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎǎ ǊŜǎŜƳōƭŜ ƳƻōƛƭŜ ǇƘƻƴŜ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ Ψboth caller and called parties can 

treat one another as to all intents pre-identified at the start of a call and so dispense with 

many of the identification and recognition sequencesΩ (Hutchby, 2014, p. 88). This is in 

contrast with earlier studies of land line openings, where caller identification was not 

technologically enabled (Hutchby, 2001a; Schegloff, 1986). It is possible to skip 

identification and recognition sequences on VC because users tend to have individual 

personal accounts. All participants in this study had individual accounts, although sharing 

an account is certainly possible and may be more frequent in an institutional 

environment. If there is doubt about the identity of the interlocutor, this can also be 

established in any IM exchanges preceding the VC or done visually as soon as the video 

feed becomes available.  

A general goal in the opening of any interaction is to achieve phatic communion (B. 

Malinowski, 1923), which ΨǎŜǊǾŜǎ ǘƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎƻƭƛŘŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ όΧύ ώŀƴŘ ŜŀǎŜϐ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ŦǊƻƳ 

ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΩ (Laver, 1975, p. 236). This is accomplished through the use of formulaic 

language such as greetings, remarks about the weather, and small talk (Laver, 1975, p. 

218). After phatic communion has been established, conversation may move on to 
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discuss the reason-for-calling if there is a special one, or it may consist entirely of phatic 

communion if it is a habitual call (Drew & Chilton, 2000).  

In the introduction to a volume dedicated to small talk, Justine Coupland (2000a) argues 

that phatic communion has been viewed in an ambivalent way in research: although 

Malinowski notes that it fulfils an important social function, it is also seen as aimless and 

uninteresting. The volume (J. Coupland, 2000b) challenges the negative evaluation of 

phatic communion and small talk, treating them as worthy subjects of inquiry. As the 

majority of the data for this project comes from habitual VC calls between intimates, 

small talk and phatic communion are a central concern. 

Based on findings in the literature and an analysis of the recorded VC openings, it is 

possible to construct a candidate sequence for VC openings. A candidate sequence is an 

underlying structure in a type of interaction. Although it may not appear as such in actual 

interaction, parts of it appear in all real world realisations of the interaction type 

(Jefferson, 1988, pp. 418ς419). Finding a candidate sequence for the openings of Skype 

video-conversations was the main goal of the pilot study ό/ǎŜǊȊǃΣ нлмнύ. This candidate 

sequence was created based on {ŎƘŜƎƭƻŦŦΩǎ ǇƘƻƴŜ Ŏŀƭƭ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ (1986), other 

versions of this sequence modified for mobile phones (Arminen & Leinonen, 2006; 

Hutchby & Barnett, 2005), and the collected data (video recordings of nine Skype call 

openings). Similarly to Licoppe, (2017b, p. 352) I found that that the openings of VCs were 

more varied than the openings of phone calls.  

I was able to account for this variation by building on .ƻƭŘŜƴΩǎ (2008, p. 302) concept of 

first talkable, Ψŀ ǘƻǇƛŎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇƭŀŎŜΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

concept makes it possible to differentiate between topics which could have been on the 

participaƴǘǎΩ ΨŀƎŜƴŘŀΩ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ Ŏŀƭƭ and noticings (discussed in detail in the following 

ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ L ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨŀǊƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƻǇƛŎǎΩΦ The main finding of the pilot study was that there 

ƛǎ ŀ ΨǎƭƻǘΩ ŦƻǊ ƴƻǘƛŎƛƴƎǎ (discussed in detail in the following section) between the phatic 

how-are-yous and the first talkable. Therefore, I propose the following candidate 

sequence for opening VCs: 

1) ǎǳƳƳƻƴǎ ώŎŀƭƭŜǊϐ 

2) ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ώŎŀƭƭŜŘϐ 

3) ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ƎǊŜŜǘƛƴƎ ϝ 
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4) ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ƎǊŜŜǘƛƴƎ ϝ 

5) όƘƻǿπŀǊŜπȅƻǳ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎύ ϝ 

6) όƴƻǘƛŎƛƴƎύ ϝ 

7) ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘŀƭƪŀōƭŜ  

This candidate sequence is a modified version of the one identified in the pilot study, as 

the analysis of new data and findings in new publications have prompted me to revise it. 

The how-are-you (HAY) sequences and noticing are in brackets because they are optional 

sequences. The other elements are universal, but there is still scope for variation because 

the first greeting in a VC is response to the appearance of a video feed, and not an answer 

to the summons. Therefore, the first speaker can be either called or caller, which has 

implications for turn distribution thereafter. Furthermore, the star symbol (*) indicates 

that there may be multiple greetings, HAY sequences, and noticings before the 

introduction of the first talkable. 

5.5 Noticings 

In looking at the opening sequences of VCs, I found that there was a lot of variation 

caused by noticings, which have since been identified as a key organisational feature in 

VC (Zouinar & Velkovska, 2017). ! ƴƻǘƛŎƛƴƎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ Ψmakes 

relevant some feature(s) of the setting, including prior talk, which may not have been 

ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ǘŀƪŜƴ ŀǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘΩ (Schegloff, 2014, p. 219). Thus, noticings function 

retroactively which means that  

óthe element or feature singled out retroactively by a noticing 

was not a source of the noticing until the noticing made it such 

source. Thus, even though the surrounding environment and the 

prior talk are filled with potential sources for noticings, not every 

feature or (part of a) prior turn is singled out for being noticed. This 

indicates that those noticings that are done in social interaction, are 

done for cause.' (Keisanen, 2012, p. 201) 

Therefore, in this section I discuss what roles noticings play in the organisation of VC 

interaction and why they appear to be so common.  

The function of noticings has been studied within interaction in cars during driving (M. H. 

Goodwin & Goodwin, 2012; Keisanen, 2012), which has been identified as an interactional 

space that encourages noticings due to the constantly changing environment. This is 
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contrasted explicitly with private homes (Keisanen, 2012, p. 203), which I will show is the 

most common environment in domestic VCs. Nonetheless, noticings are common in 

domestic VC and they are an important resource for controlling the distant location, a 

ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ΨŘƻƛƴƎΩ ƛƴǘƛƳŀŎȅΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǘƻƻƭ ǘƻ ŀƛŘ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŦƻƻǘƛƴƎΦ  

Lƴ ŀƴ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǇŀǇŜǊ ƻƴ ±/ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ όǘƘŜƴ ǘŜǊƳŜŘ Ψ±ƛŘŜƻǇƘƻƴƛŎ 9ȄŎƘŀƴƎŜΩύΣ ŘŜ CƻǊƴŜƭ 

argues that there is an inherent asymmetry in these exchanges because each participant 

only has access to her own space, making it impossible to control what happens in the 

other side (de Fornel & Libbrecht, 1996, p. 53). In domestic VC today, physical access to 

the distant location is no more possible than two decades ago, although there are 

attempts to develop ways of solving this issue for example with the use of telepresence 

robots (Herring, 2016; Luff et al., 2003). In the domestic context, it seems that users have 

developed powerful ways of social control via noticings. In their investigation of physical 

interruptions in public Google Hangouts, Rosenbaun, Rafaeli, and Kurzon  (2016a) found 

that non-ratified persons (such as spouses or friends) were drawn into the interaction 

when distant VC partners produced noticings relating to them. In another study, Licoppe 

and Morel (2014) show that noticings can influence what is shown and how the camera 

moves during a virtual tour. Similarly, in two video extracts that will be discussed in detail 

in chapter 7, noticings produced by one participant encourage the other to give a virtual 

tour (that is, show their environment). Thus, noticings can help compensate for the 

asymmetrical access by expressing what is notable and showable, and compelling the 

distant interlocutor to change what is shown. Of course, one can try to resist (for an 

example see Licoppe and Morel, 2014) but not without consequences: in close 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ Ƙŀǎ Ψŀ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ǎŜŜΩ (Harper, Rintel, et al., 2017, p. 334; Kirk et al., 

2010, pp. 139, 143), which brings us to the second function: creating intimacy. 

Zouinar and Velkovska (2017, p. 402) argue ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ±/ ΨǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘŀƭƪΩ3 (which is introduced 

via noticings and includes practices of showing the environment or objects) is not simply 

ΨǎƳŀƭƭ ǘŀƭƪΩ (J. Coupland, 2000b) as in face to face interaction where the participants share 

the same environment: 

'Showing practices do not only structure the sequential and 

topical organization of family video conversation, but are also 

                                                      
3 There is a lot more to be said about the impact of the setting on the VC, which will be discussed 

fully in chapter 7. 
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involved in the accomplishment of intimacy and closeness: the type 

of relationship between participants is highly consequential on what 

is shown, especially concerning personôs body and local 

environment, and how is it shown. Moreover, shared history and 

mutual knowledge that characterize close social relationships are 

important resources participants rely upon to make sense of what 

they see on the screen.'  

Thus, by producing noticings, VC users can (indirectly) ask to be shown intimate spaces or 

features that may seem uninteresting to outsiders, for example new wallpaper (Licoppe & 

Morel, 2014), or an unremarkable kitchen ό/ǎŜǊȊǃΣ нлмсύ. This in turn constructs the 

relationship as one where such trivial topics are relevant, reinforcing the intimacy 

between the interlocutors. Furthermore, noticing small and mundane changes such as a 

change in room decor or a new haircut is a powerful way of showing the other person 

ǘƘŀǘ ΨȅƻǳǊ ƳƛƴŘ ƛǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳΩ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ 

the relationship (Volume II of Sacks, 1995, p. 167), and demonstrates intimate knowledge 

of the interlocutor (Licoppe, 2017a).  

A third function that noticings can fulfil is management of the interactional sequence. 

Similarly to the phone, noticings in VCs can also be a way of delaying the first talkable, 

which indicates to the other party that there is no urgent news or business to discuss 

(Bolden, 2008, p. 319; Drew & Chilton, 2000). Such noticings mark the purpose of the call 

ŀǎ ΨƧǳǎǘ ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƻǳŎƘΩ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǳƴŦƻƭŘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ 

difference between phone and VC noticings deployed for this purpose is that due to the 

visual channel, on VC participants are also able to produce visually occasioned other-

oriented ƴƻǘƛŎƛƴƎǎΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŀƴŎŜΦ !ǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ 

by the candidate sequence, there were many examples of noticings preceding the first 

talkable in the videos collected for both the pilot study and the present study.  An early 

study on the use of VC also found a prevalence of sequences related to the appearance of 

ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘŀƴǘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎŜŜƳŜŘ ǘƻ Ψprovide a transitional theme before moving on to the 

real reason for the callΩ (de Fornel & Libbrecht, 1996, p. 63). Thus, the phatic nature of 

noticings makes them a resource for facilitating transition to the reason-for-calling in VCs. 

This means that noticings can often be found in the opening sequences. However, they 

can also appear later in the interaction because '[a]spects of any given setting are 
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regularly utilized as a resource to generate topical talk, or to make transitions between 

topics' (Maynard, 1980, p. 283). 

In less regular calls noticings inserted into the opening sequence accompanied with 

laughter can also help to establish a humorous footing (Goffman, 1981a), as in the 

opening discussed in the following section. Finally, noticings can also refer to an ongoing 

activity the participants might be engaged in, such as eating. These topics are a tool not 

only for the participants to express their focus of attention (on the location, appearance, 

or actions of the other participant) but also to give an account for their lack of focus (in 

case of technological problems, unforeseen interruptions, or simultaneous involvement in 

other activities). Thus, they seem to create a common ground between distant 

interlocutors and highlight that the parties are doing something together while orienting 

to a better understanding of the situation. Therefore, they are a key part of achieving 

social co-presence via VC.  

5.6 A case study 

In this section I show how the concepts discussed in this chapter so far are relevant in an 

analysis of the opening of one of the recorded VCs. The two participants appearing in the 

extracts are Paul (the participant who made the recording) and Ray. The IM exchange 

preceding the VC has been discussed in section 5.3, which is where we pick up. Paul and 

Ray are researchers who met by chance while they were both conducting ethnographic 

research in the same location. They developed a friendship and decided to collaborate on 

a paper together. The recording was made shortly after Paul returned to his home 

institution after collecting data in the field, while Ray was still in the city that they met. 

Paul reported that at the time they were in frequent contact with Ray using a range of 

media (VC, email, IM, and social networking sites). In addition to working on the paper 

and discussing their respective careers, Ray also kept him updated about recent local 

events and notable happenings with mutual acquaintances. As all of these topics are 

discussed in the recorded VC session, it can be considered a typical example of their 

exchanges. The transcript of the opening is presented in three extracts which follow each 

other without any omissions.  

The transcript in Extract 6 begins when Paul starts the screen recording. Due to the way 

the software (Skype) works, we can see the previous messages exchanged on the screen 

(see the image in turn 5). These were analysed in section 5.3, but here the focus is on the 
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interaction as it unfolds during the recording. This extract demonstrates several of the 

features discussed, including multiple greetings and HAY sequences, the caller speaking 

first, and the use of visual resources. It ends with a brief discussion of the recording, 

which is the first topic discussed after the HAYs. 

Extract 6 - Moving from IM to VC 

1.  Paul: ((opens Skype))  [((types 'yo are you ready man?'))] 

2.  Ray: ((types 'Yes man. Of course! She can definitely record {ENTER} or have 

the recording')) 

3.  Ray: ((types 'yeah man lets do it!')) 

4.  Paul: ((types 'can I record?')) 

5.  Ray: ((summons)) 

 

6.  Paul: ((answer))  ((video comes on)) 
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7.  Ray: yo 

8.  Paul: yay ((waves hand in front of camera)) 

 

9.  Paul: yo yo whass[up man] 

10.  Ray: [((video comes on)) sup man] 
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11.  Paul: [how you doing] 

12.  Ray: [ƘƻǿΩǎ ƛǘ going] 

13.  Paul: man Ray I'm recording this stuff 

14.  Ray: great 

15.  Paul: okay? so [whenever you] 

16.  Ray: [okay] 

17.  Paul: want uhm you wanna say something off record then let me know  

18.  Ray: okay 

19.  Paul: okay ((laughs)) 

 

My analysis of this extract suggests that the notions of caller and called are even less 

straight forward in VC than previously suggested. In this case, Paul is the one who first 

suggest the VC in their IM exchange. Paul makes this first suggestion the day before the 

VC actually takes place, and on the day of the VC he is also the one to initiate the 

interaction when he sees that Ray is online (turn 1). However, it seems that he holds off 

on initiating the call because he wants to confirm with Ray that he is comfortable with 

this particular VC beiƴƎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘΣ ŀǎ wŀȅΩǎ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ όǘǳǊƴ нύ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ 

specifically refer to their immediate impending VC. As Paul is typing to confirm consent 

(turn 4), Ray starts the VC (turn 5) which means that he is technically the caller. However, 

Ray (the cŀƭƭŜǊύ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƻ ǎǇŜŀƪ ōȅ ƎǊŜŜǘƛƴƎ tŀǳƭ όǘǳǊƴ тύ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ tŀǳƭΩǎ 

ǾƛŘŜƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ όǘǳǊƴ сύ ōŜŦƻǊŜ wŀȅΩǎ όƻƴƭȅ ƛƴ ǘǳǊƴ млύΦ 

In terms of the asymmetry between caller and called, the situation is also unconventional, 

partly because this is a data gathering interaction. Both Paul and Ray are aware of the 

main reason for calling: to collaborate on a paper together. However, Paul also knows 

that he is already recording the interaction, which Ray is not necessarily aware of until 
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Paul explicitly tells him (turn 13). Therefore, it could be argued that the caller and called 

have either equal information, or that in this case the called has more information about 

the purpose of the VC before it is made. If we disregard the recording aspect, which is 

certainly not typical in VCs, the two participants have equal information about both the 

timing and the reason for the call. This challenges the view that the caller is at an 

ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜΣ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ΨŎŀƭƭŜǊ ƘŜƎŜƳƻƴȅΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƻŦten the case 

in phone calls (Hopper, 1992; Hutchby & Barnett, 2005; Schegloff, 1986). 

Regarding the greetings, there are several moves that could be viewed as greetings across 

three different modes: typed chat, speech, and hand gesture. This is significant because  

as Kendon (1990, p. 259) ŀǊƎǳŜǎΣ ΨώŀϐƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ the highly conventionalized nature of 

[greetings] might appear to provide no information, a great deal of information can be 

encoded in the precise manner of the performanceΩΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜ tŀǳƭ ǘȅǇŜǎ ΨȅƻΩ όǘǳǊƴ мύ 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŜŎƘƻŜŘ ōȅ wŀȅ ƛƴ ǘǳǊƴ т ƛƴ ǎǇŜŜŎƘΣ ŜƭƛŎƛǘƛƴƎ ŀ ΨȅŀȅΩ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǿŀǾŜ from Paul (turn 8) 

ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ǘǿƻ ƳƻǊŜ ΨȅƻΩǎ όǘǳǊƴ фύΦ !ǎ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ΨȅƻΩ ƛƴ ǘǳǊƴ м Ŏŀƴ ōŜ 

interpreted as a move from asynchronous to synchronous communication and turn 7 

indicates that Ray can now see Paul. This requires a response from Paul, even though he 

cannot see Ray yet, which is perhaps why he produces so many pseudo greetings over 

ǘǳǊƴǎ у ŀƴŘ ф όŀ ΨȅŀȅΩΣ ŀ ǿŀǾŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘǿƻ ΨȅƻΩǎύΦ tŀǳƭ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŀ ƎǊŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǳǇƻƴ 

seeing Ray, but he does produce a second HAY. 

The heavy use of yo together with bro, mate, and man used in the IM exchange function 

ŀǎ ǎƻƭƛŘŀǊƛǘȅ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ΨŘǳŘŜΩ (Kiesling, 2004, forthcoming) indexing their identity 

as heterosexual males with a knowledge of and affiliation with hip-hop culture (Cutler, 

1999). This is also indexed by the use of sup man? in the first HAY exchange (turns 9-10) 

which is followed by a more conventionally formulated HAY exchange (turns 11-12).  

Both HAY sequences are produced in overlap, in fact turns 9 and 10 are so synchronised 

that it is almost impossible to tell who is saying it ς the voice belongs to Paul but Ray is 

ŀƭǎƻ ƳƻǳǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ όΨǎǳǇ Ƴŀƴύ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜΦ ²ƘŜƴ L ŀǎƪŜŘ tŀǳƭΣ ŀ ǘǊŀƛƴŜŘ 

linguist, to watch the video to help me determine who says the line he also found it very 

difficult to decide. None of the HAYs get a reply, as in the slot where an answer would be 

imminent (turn 13) Paul changes the topic to announce that he is recording the 

interaction and offers to go off record if necessary, (turn 17) which is acknowledged by 

Ray (trun 18). The topic of the recording is not discussed at length, and as shown by 
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Extract 7 it is not followed by an exchange of reportable newsworthy events but a 

noticing from Ray (turn 20), which delays the introduction of a true first talkable further.  

Extract 7 - bƻǘƛŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨƳŀǊƪƛƴƎ ƭƻƻƪϥ 

20.  Ray: your hair's looking kind of long there  

21.  Paul: ((combs hair with his hands))  

 

22.  Paul: shit man ah Ich hab meine Haare gerauft you know I've been c- 

marking essays all day just like  

23.  Paul: ((buries hands in his hair)) 

 

24.  Ray: [(aw you still got it) I can see  yeah you got that]  

25.  Paul: [sitting there you know like tsk aaaw ((laughs))] 

26.  Ray: you got that look 
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27.  Paul: yeah 

28.  Ray: (    ) 

29.  Paul: ((laughs)) monchi[chi] 

30.  Ray: [(  )] 

 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ǎǘŀǊǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ wŀȅΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ŀōƻǳǘ tŀǳƭΩǎ ƘŀƛǊ όǘǳǊƴ нлύ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇǊƻƳǇǘǎ tŀǳƭ 

to account for his earlier activities. It seems that Paul does not take this as referring 

literally to the length of his hair but on the way it is styled (or not styled), as due to their 

regular VCs it is unlikely that his hair had visibly grown since they last saw each other. 

First, he ruffles his hair with his hands (turn 21) which serves as an enactment (Bavelas, 

Gerwing, & Healing, 2014) ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƳŀƪŜ Ƙƛǎ ƘŀƛǊ ƭƻƻƪ ΨƪƛƴŘ 

ƻŦ ƭƻƴƎΩ ŀǎ wŀȅ Ǉǳǘǎ ƛǘΦ ¢ƘŜƴ ƘŜ ǳǎŜǎ ŀ DŜǊƳŀƴ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ΨIch hab meine HŀŀǊŜ ƎŜǊŀǳŦǘΨ 

which ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘŜǎ ǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ ǘƻ ΨLΩǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǘŜŀǊƛƴƎ Ƴȅ ƘŀƛǊ ƻǳǘΩΦ !ǎ wŀȅ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǎǇŜŀƪ ŀƴȅ 

German, it seems that Paul uses the expression because it is his first language and he has 

trouble expressing his sentiment in English. Throughout this extract he relies repeatedly 

ƻƴ ŜƴŀŎǘƛƴƎ ΨǘŜŀǊƛƴƎ Ƙƛǎ ƘŀƛǊ ƻǳǘΩ όǘǳǊƴǎ нм ŀƴŘ ноύ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŜȄŀǎǇŜǊŀǘŜŘ ǎƻǳƴŘǎ όŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘǳǊƴ нрύ ǘƻ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜ Ƙƻǿ ΨƳŀǊƪƛƴƎ Ŝǎǎŀȅǎ ŀƭƭ ŘŀȅΩ όǘǳǊƴ ннύ ƳŀŘŜ ƘƛƳ ŦŜŜƭΦ wŀȅ 

indicates that he understands (turns 24 and 26) and makes two further comments which 

ŀǊŜ ǳƴƛƴǘŜƭƭƛƎƛōƭŜ όǘǳǊƴǎ ну ŀƴŘ олύΦ ¢Ƙǳǎ ŀ ƴƻǘƛŎƛƴƎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ tŀǳƭΩǎ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŀƴŎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ 

a slot for him to recount his day and his current state, after two HAYs remained 

unanswered in the first section (Extract 6). In the following Extract, Paul begins with 

another HAY (conventional apart from the use of man) but before Ray can answer he 

produces his own noticing about Ray (turns 31 and 33). His assessment of the 

ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ wŀȅΩǎ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ wŀȅΩǎ Ƙŀǘ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ǘƘƛŎƪ ǎǿŜŀǘŜǊΣ 

which has been visible since the video feed appeared in turn 10. 

Extract 8 - Noticing the temperature 

31.  Paul: how are you man it's it's a- is it cold in [{PLACE NAME}]= 
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32.  Ray: [yeah]= 

33.  Paul: =man you look like you're in the Himalayas or something you look 

you look like an Austrian  

34.  Ray: ((laughs silently)) yeah it's cold 

35.  Paul: [yeah?] 

36.  Ray: [it's] cold in the winter man 

37.  Paul: aw 

38.  Ray: I mean (no) it's it's only in the house that it's really cold at night 

39.  Paul: mm 

40.  Ray: um and I I get all bundled up you know like ((pulls hood over his 

head)) 

 

41.  Paul: mm [shit man] 

42.  Ray: [right] cool then uh  

43.  Paul: yeah 

44.  Ray: gotta get- trying to stay warm but I had I had a really fun day uh 

όLb¢9wbΩ{ NAME) came over and we're now starting to work όΧύ 
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Wǳǎǘ ŀǎ wŀȅΩǎ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ƴƻǘƛŎƛƴƎ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ tŀǳƭ ǘƻ ǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ Ƙƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ tŀǳƭΩǎ ǇƘŀǘƛŎ 

noticing also provides an opportunity for Ray to talk about how he is in general. The 

ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ wŀȅΩǎ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǿƘŜn they were 

both there a few months before this VC. Similarly to Paul earlier, Ray also provides an 

ŜƴŀŎǘƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ΨōǳƴŘƭƛƴƎ ǳǇΩ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭŘ ƴƛƎƘǘ όǘǳǊƴ плύΦ Lƴ ǘǳǊƴ пм tŀǳƭ 

ǊŜŀŎǘǎ ǘƻ wŀȅΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŦŀƭƭƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ Ŏlosing of the pre-topic 

segment. This is taken up by Ray in the next turn (42), which can be interpreted as a  

framing move (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1992) marking the end of the weather talk and 

making the introduction of a new topic imminent. This is not taken up by Paul, who 

produces a token of affiliation (turn 43). Thus it is now up to Ray to introduce a new topic, 

which he does in the same turn as producing the last utterance relating to the 

temperature (turn 44).  

The topic introduced by Ray in this final turn (his work with an intern) is the first talkable, 

ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƻǇƛŎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ŀƎŜƴŘŀ (Bolden, 2008) 

before the VC. Before turn 44, the entire interaction can be viewed as phatic, with the 

possible exception of the turns addressing the recording (13-18). However, the recording 

itself is not topicalized, as Ray provides minimal tokens of acknowledgement (great, okay, 

and another okay). Thus the first talkable is introduced over a minute into the call, which 

is a significant delay considering that the earliest opportunity to introduce it is after the 

greeting exchange. CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ wŀȅΩǎ ǎƻƭƻ ǿƻǊƪ 

ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ wŀȅ ŀƴŘ tŀǳƭΩǎ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ǿƻǊƪΦ ¢ƘŜƛǊ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ǿƻǊƪ όǘƘŜ ǇŀǇŜǊ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƻƴύ ƛǎ ƻƴƭȅ 

ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ мл ƳƛƴǳǘŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ±/ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŘƻƴŜ ΨǎƳƻƻǘƘƭȅΩ Ǿƛŀ ǎǘŜǇǿƛǎŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛon. 

¢Ƙǳǎ ƛǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ tŀǳƭ ŀƴŘ wŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ Ψƴƻ-reason-for-ŎŀƭƭΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ (Sacks, 1995, p. 

777), which requires them to call each other when they have no reason for calling. In this 

case, there is a reason for calling (which both of them are aware of) but by delaying the 

discussion of this reason until after the first talkable they can downplay the importance of 

this reason, and construct this particular VC as a call between friends. The friendly aspect 

of this interaction is also reinforced in several other ways throughout the VC, for example 

by extensively discussing other topics after the paper has been dealt with, use of humour 

ŀƴŘ ƭŀǳƎƘǘŜǊΣ ŎƻƴǎǳƳƛƴƎ ŘǊƛƴƪǎΣ ŀƴŘ tŀǳƭΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ wŀȅΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ǿƘŜƴ ǎƘŜ 

appears on screen. 
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Thus, this opening displays several of the features that have been discussed in the 

literature and the earlier sections of this chapter. There is co-ordination via IM preceding 

the VC, which shapes the timing of the VC and sets the agenda. There are several 

greetings or pseudo greetings, which have different roles (a move to synchronous 

interaction, acknowledgement of the video feed, greeting). The timing of the greetings 

shows the orientation towards the talking heads arrangement, which is maintained by 

both participants throughout the opening. There are also multiple HAY sequences, but 

interestingly these are not the turns that elicit a report of state of affairs. After a brief 

discussion of the recording, there are two noticing sequences, all of which delay the 

introduction of the first talkable. These noticings and the following phatic discussions are 

enabled by tƘŜ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭ ƭƛƴƪΥ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƳŀƪŜ ƛƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ 

appearance, displaying their familiarity with each other. Simultaneously, the noticings 

also serve as indicators that the participants are focusing on their interaction, which they 

construct as primarily friendly despite the task oriented nature of some of the later 

discussion.  

5.7 Suspending and resuming interaction 

[ŀǘŜǊ ƛƴ tŀǳƭ ŀƴŘ wŀȅΩǎ ±/ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǊǳǇǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ wŀȅΩǎ 

partner, which prompts them to temporarily suspend their conversation. Similar 

interruptions also occur in the VCs between Bryn and Dan, and have also been discussed 

in the context of public Google Hangouts (Rosenbaun et al., 2016a), phone calls 

(Keisanen, Rauniomaa, & Haddington, 2014), and face to face interactions (Ticca, 2014) 

under the label suspensions and their counterparts, resumptions. These phenomena are 

explored extensively in HaddingtonΣ YŜƛǎŀƴŜƴΣ aƻƴŘŀŘŀΣ ŀƴŘ bŜǾƛƭŜΩǎ (2014) edited 

volume on multiactivity where they provide the following definition: 

Suspending an activity momentarily puts it on hold because 

of multiple demands, but also indicates that its resumption is 

foreseen: the activity is not abandoned but only postponed. In other 

words, a suspension maintains the relevance of the suspended 

activity while that suspended activity is ñbackgroundedò 

(Haddington, Keisanen, Mondada, & Nevile, 2014, p. 25). 

Therefore, suspensions are not particular to VC, but they do appear frequently because as 

I will argue in the next chapter, VC provides an environment that encourages multiple 
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activities, which can easily lead to the situation described above. In particular, incoming 

messages or summons and interruptions from physically co-present others are 

unexpected occurrences that must be dealt with during the VC (Rosenbaun et al., 2016a).  

In this section, I focus on how suspensions and resumptions are managed during a VC, 

starting with an example from a VC between Bryn and Dan presented in two extracts.   

In the third of three VCs recorded by Bryn and Dan, the VC is interrupted by a phone call 

ŦǊƻƳ .ǊȅƴΩǎ ǎƛǎǘŜǊΣ WŀƴŜΦ /ƻƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘŀlly, the phone starts ringing just as Bryn and Dan are 

ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƴƎ .ǊȅƴΩǎ ƛƳƳƛƴŜƴǘ ǘǊƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ WŀƴŜ όǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘǊŀƴǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ǘǳǊƴ мύΦ 

Extract 9 provides a transcription of the interaction from just before the ringing of the 

ǇƘƻƴŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ .ǊȅƴΩǎ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ WŀƴŜΦ  

In this extract, Bryn addresses Dan and Jane at different times. From the video recording, 

it is clear to the analyst and the participants (as indicated by the lack of observable 

interactional trouble) who Bryn is addressing at any given time. This is inferable from the 

ǾŜǊōŀƭ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ .ǊȅƴΩǎ ǇƻǎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ gaze. Posture and body torque (Schegloff, 1998a) 

in particular have been identified as key resource for indicating involvement during 

suspensions in general (Haddington, Keisanen, Mondada, & Nevile, 2014; Sutinen, 2014). 

In VC, the main indicators are gaze and head orientation (Rosenbaun et al., 2016a). These 

cues would be overly complicated to transcribe, and as the participants wished to remain 

anonymous, they cannot be shown in the form of screenshots. Therefore, the transcript 

Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ƭŀōŜƭǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŜ ƻŦ .ǊȅƴΩǎ ǳǘǘŜǊŀƴŎŜǎΦ  

Extract 9 - Suspending the VC due to an incoming phone call 

1.  Bryn: ((to Dan)) yeah well I've put my stuff and it goes it's all fine (.) but I can't 

take anything else d'you know what I mean? like (.) I'm gonna have to do 

some [work on the Monday aren't I ?] 

2.   [((Bryn's phone rings))] [((Bryn's phone continues to ring))]] 

3.  Bryn: [((to Dan)) oh hang on it's Jane]  

4.  Bryn: ((on the phone)) hello  

5.  Bryn: ((on the phone)) it's alright 
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6.  Bryn: ((on the phone)) oh right what d'you need? 

7.  Bryn: ((on the phone)) the expiry date hang on a sec I'll have a look now 

8.  Bryn: ((to Dan)) shall I ring you back or are you alright to wait a second 

9.  Dan: just wait [I'll just go wash up (    )] 

10.   [((they both go off camera))] 

11.  Bryn: ((to Dan)) okay  

12.   ((Bryn stays off camera for 35 seconds, only sounds of objects being 

moved are audible)) 

13.   (( Bryn returns into camera view and picks up the phone from the bed)) 

14.  Bryn: ((on the phone)) sorry love ((opens a soda)) I was just thinking what 

should I bring my extra stuff in ((drinks ǎƻŘŀύύ όΧύ 

The first turn in this extract is a relatively long statement from Bryn regarding the 

impending trip with Jane, which is interrupted by a phone call. As soon as the phone 

starts to ring, Bryn turns away from the laptop to look at the phone, but he also 

completes his sentence. This indicates a simultaneous orientation to Dan and the phone. 

As the phone continues to ring (turn 2), Bryn produces a change-of-ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƻƪŜƴ ΨƻƘΩ 

(Heritage, 1984) ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ǇǊƻǘƻǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ǎǳǎǇŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǘǳǊƴΥ ΨƘŀƴƎ ƻƴΩ Ҍ ŀƴ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ όΨƛǘΩǎ 

WŀƴŜΩύ (Keisanen et al., 2014). The summons of the phone (turn 2) is very quickly followed 

by a suspension turn (turn 3) and the opening of new activity (greeting Jane in turn 4) 

without any response or interjection from Dan. This is a typical response to an incoming 

phone call during an interaction, as phone calls are time sensitive, unpredictable, and 

hearable by all (Ticca, 2014). Therefore, 5ŀƴ Ŏŀƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ .ǊȅƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŜ 

can hear and see via the VC, and it is sufficient for him to produce a single utterance in 

this extract (turn 9, discussed below). 

Bryn answers the phone by greeting Jane (turn 4) and from the next two turns we can 

assume that they both skipped the HAY sequences. This is followed by another change-of-
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state token (oh) and a framing move (right) (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1992), indicating the 

ǎǘŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΦ Lǘ ǘǳǊƴǎ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ŦƻǊ WŀƴŜΩǎ Ŏŀƭƭ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǎƻƳŜ 

ƻŦ .ǊȅƴΩǎ ǇŀǎǎǇƻǊǘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ŎƘŜŎƪ-in for their trip, which is a 

requirement for adding luggage. Turn 7 includes another suspension turn (hang on a sec), 

this time directed at Jane, which Bryn accounts for as necessary for him to find the 

required information. 

However, since he has already put Jane on hold, he also takes the opportunity to co-

ordinate with Dan. Turn 8 illustrates clearly the two options that VC users have in these 

cases: hang up and call again later, or keep the VC running and background interaction 

with the VC partner. In this case, Dan suggests to leave the VC running (turn 9) and takes 

the opportunity to go off camera while the VC interaction is on hold (turn 10). 

.Ǌȅƴ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜǎ 5ŀƴΩǎ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ όǘǳǊƴ ммύ ŀƴŘ ƎƻŜǎ ǘƻ ǊŜǘǊƛŜǾŜ Ƙƛǎ ǇŀǎǎǇƻǊǘ όǘǳǊƴ мнύΣ 

returning with a can of soda as well (turn 13). He apologises to Jane (turn 14), presumably 

for the delay in resuming the phone call, although this is not made explicit. They resume 

the conversation with a topic related to the call (packing for the trip), but not directly 

addressing the reason for calling (the request for information). This continues until Bryn 

has found the relevant information (not included in the extracts), showing that searching 

for information, talking to Jane, and drinking a soda are not incompatible tasks, unlike 

talking to Dan and talking to Jane. 

After Bryn gives Jane the requested information, they continue discussing related topics 

(luggage prices in general) while Dan is off camera. This portion of the interaction (1 min 

58 sec in total) was omitted from the transcripts presented here, but it is available in the 

appendix p. 266. Extract 10 shows how the closing of the phone call is co-ordinated with 

the return of Dan, which makes resumption possible. 

Extract 10 ς Resuming the VC 

15.  Bryn: ((on the phone)) maybe cause it's international I dunno (.)  

16.  Bryn: ((on the phone)) yeah 

17.  Bryn: ((on the phone)) ((laughing)) yeah 
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18.  Dan: ((returns to screen munching on something)) 

19.  Bryn: ((on the phone)) okiedoke  

20.  Bryn: ((on the phone)) alright then my love I'll speak to you- yeah see you later 

21.  Bryn: ((on the phone)) bye: 

22.  Bryn: ((to the phone)) ooh hello? ((looks at phone screen)) 

23.  Bryn: ((to Dan)) what you eating? 

24.  Dan: ((moves food closer to screen)) kay 

25.  Bryn: a what? 

26.  Dan: Special K bar 

27.  Bryn: oh (.) mmm (.) she just wanted to (.) check in 

Turn 15 shows the last turn in which Bryn is engaged in topical talk with Jane. At the same 

time, he is browsing the website of the airline with which they are flying, which means 

ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴƭȅ 5ŀƴΩǎ ǾƛŘŜƻ ŦŜŜŘ ƛǎ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜΦ While Jane replies, Dan 

returns to his laptop, reappearing on the screen (turn 18). It is possible that in her 

responses between turns 15 to 20 (which are inaudible on the recording) Jane initiates 

the closing of the phone conversation. Nonetheless, it is likely not coincidental that the 

first turn Bryn produces after Dan returns (turn 20) moves the phone call towards the 

closing. At the same time, he closes the browser and makes the VC window full screen 

again (which also makes him visible on the recording once more). There seems to be a 

timing issue with the closing (turn 21), as indicated by the repair initiation in turn 22 (ooh 

hello?), but it is unclear what the issue is and it remains unresolved.  

The resumption in turn 23 is unceremonious, simply asking Dan what he is eating without 

any apology for the interruption. The smoothness of this transition back to the VC from 

the phone call indicates that the interruption was not particularly disruptive to the VC 

interaction. This is because a resumption Ψretrospectively displays the importance of the 
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suspensive event, in terms of temporal length, length of the inserted fragment and 

intensiveness of the new focus of attentionΩ (Mondada, 2014d, p. 58). In this case, the 

suspension is topically relevant, since it is preceded by talk about Jane and the upcoming 

trip. It also allows Dan to do something off screen and return with some food, which 

means that he is not idly waiting for Bryn to finish the phone call. This contrasts sharply 

with the resumptions discussed by Sutinen (2014), which were achieved gradually and in 

collaboration between all present participants. Bryn and Dan are able to transition back 

ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ±/ ǉǳƛŎƪƭȅ ŀƴŘ ǎƳƻƻǘƘƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǘǿƻ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎΥ ǳƴƭƛƪŜ {ǳǘƛƴŜƴΩǎ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ 

only one suspended activity, and Dan was not involved in the inserted activity. Therefore, 

as soon as the phone call is closed it is clear that the VC will resume. 

In terms of topicality, turn 23 is a noticing introducing a transitional topic which is dealt 

with very quickly (turns 24-нсύΦ Lƴ ǘǳǊƴ нп 5ŀƴ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘǎ ǘƻ .ǊȅƴΩǎ ƴƻǘicing non-

verbally by moving the cereal bar closer to screen as his mouth is visibly full. This is 

followed by a short verbal identification (kay) which is then expanded to the full name 

(Special K bar) after a repair request (turn 25). After displaying recognition (oh), Bryn 

ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ŦƻǊ WŀƴŜΩǎ Ŏŀƭƭ ǿŀǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ WŀƴŜ ŀƴŘ 

developments in her life. Thus, topic-wise they return to Jane, who was both the cause of 

the suspension and the part of the topic under discussion before the suspension.  

These two extracts show a complex interaction with multiple suspensions and multiple 

activities running side-by-side. The two conversations are incompatible with each other, 

so Bryn focuses on one at a time switching back and forth between the two. During the 

opening and closing of the phone call, Bryn also orients to the VC with Dan as a 

backgrounded activity through his posture and turn design. Other activities, such as 

eating, drinking, and searching for information, are compatible with and are done 

simultaneously with the ongoing conversation. The apparent ease with which they handle 

the suspension and resumption also shows how practiced they are at VCs, which they 

engage in five times a week with each other.  

In addition to the interruption by the phone, this recording also includes a second type of 

suspension which has not yet been studied in the context of VC: leaving the range of the 

VC device. This is more than simply going off camera, which while being a violation of the 

maxim of VC still allows users to both hear and be heard by the distant interlocutor. In 

contrast, leaving the range of the device actively halts interaction.  
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In Bryn anŘ 5ŀƴΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ŦƻǊ ōƻǘƘ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ 

turns 11 and 12 Bryn is off camera but stays within the room (and thus the range of the 

ŘŜǾƛŎŜύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ƘŜŀǊ ƘƛƳ ǎŀȅ ΨƻƪŀȅΩ ǘƻ 5ŀƴΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ 5ŀƴ 

may not hear this due to having left the room. We can also hear the noises of objects 

being moved while he is looking for his passport, which indicates to any listener that 

although he is off-camera, he is still within range and thus available to be summoned back 

if needed. In contrast, Dan leaves the room and the range of the device completely for a 

ǎƘƻǊǘ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜΣ ŀƭƭ .Ǌȅƴ Ŏŀƴ Řƻ ƛǎ ǿŀƛǘ ŦƻǊ 5ŀƴΩǎ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ŀǎ ƘŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ 

talk to his sister on the phone.  

Such suspensions also happened in recordings made by other participants, indicating that 

it is not uncommon for VC users to leave the interaction for short periods of time. This is 

notable because similar behaviour on the phone is not typically tolerated: silences are 

treated as problematic (Rettie, 2007). Therefore, on VC there are two main types of 

suspensions: those dealing with other interactions on screen and leaving the range of the 

VC device. Both types of suspensions need to be relatively short, otherwise interlocutors 

might ask to postpone the VC, as discussed in the next chapter.  

5.8 Closings 

The closings of interactions in general have drawn less attention than the openings, which 

is certainly the case for CA research on phone calls (but see Auer, 1990). This may be 

because while closings contain ritualistic elements and set formulae (Goffman, 1967), 

there is a much greater scope for variation than in openings (for example see Button, 

1987). This variation is necessary because closiƴƎǎ Ψneed to be adaptable to a virtually 

unlimited raƴƎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƻǇƛŎ ǘȅǇŜǎΩ (Schegloff, 2014). Furthermore, Schegloff 

and Sacks (1973) ƘŀǾŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƭƭ ΨǘƘŜ ŎƭƻǎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

ΨǘǳǊƴ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜǊȅΩ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴ Ψgenerates an indefinitely extendable string of 

turns to talkΩ (p. 294). Therefore, closings are a collaborative effort between the 

participants of a conversation and consist of sequences with identifiable beginnings and 

ends ς the end of the closing sequence being the end of the interaction.  

The closing sequences can be quite lengthy, especially in phone conversations (which 

were the ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ {ŎƘŜƎƭƻŦŦ ŀƴŘ {ŀŎƪǎΩ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎύ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘŀƴǘǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ǊŜƭȅ ǎƻƭŜƭȅ 

on verbal exchanges. In a study on the use of mobile phones, Rettie (2007) found that 

phone call closings can be perceived as problematic and difficult, and even a reason to 
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avoid taking or making phone calls all together for some users. In face to face interaction, 

participants use both verbal and non-verbal means to bring the interaction gradually to a 

close (Broth & Mondada, 2013; LeBaron & Jones, 2002; Schegloff & Sacks, 1973). Thus 

phone call closings are distinct because they must be achieved by verbal means only, but 

also because they are clearly bounded, just as phone call openings. Furthermore, Sacks 

has argued that the roles of caller and called are also relevant in closings, as it is up to the 

caller to bring the conversation to a close (Volume II, Sacks, 1995, pp. 360ς366). 

Another important aspect of closings is that they are a site for relational work (Schiffrin, 

1977), carried out for example by making jokes (Rintel, 2014; Schegloff, 2014). The 

relational aspect was linked directly to variation in research by Spilioti (2011) who 

showed that in text messages the presence of closings could indicate distance in the 

relationship or could be deployed strategically to mitigate face-threatening acts. She also 

highlighted the importance of viewing the medium (in her case text messaging) in the 

context of the other media used to communicate between the same participants: she 

found that some closings functioned as a closing of interaction for the day, not just the 

text messaging exchange.  

Based on these findings and the affordances of VC, we can infer some of the features of 

domestic VC closings. Firstly, VC closings are expected to be varied, with some formulaic 

features. These formulaic features can be manifested both verbally (saying goodbye) and 

non-verbally (by waving). Kirk et al  (2010, pp. 139ς140) found that visible closing 

gestures such as Ψover-exaggerated wavingΩ were becoming the norm in VC. The same 

study also found that VC users found the closings ΨawkwardΩ, which suggests that the 

awkwardness of phone call closings is not only due to the lack of visual cues, but perhaps 

the boundedness of the interaction that applies to both communication technologies. An 

alternative explanation is that as the roles of caller and called are largely irrelevant in VC 

openings, it may be unclear who should initiate the closing sequence.   

The abruptness of the closing can be mitigated by continuing the interaction via for 

example the IM system integrated with the VC platform. This option is very useful in cases 

when the VC ends due to technical problems, when a closing has not been completed (or 

even initiated). Thus, VC is commonly used in conjunction with IM, as well as 

communication via other platforms such as email or social media. Therefore, it is 

important to consider whether a VC closing also functions as the closing of the interaction 
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for the day. For example, in the closing analysed below, April and Burt agree to play a 

video game together later in the evening after Burt has had time to eat dinner. 

At just over 30 minutes into the VC session, Burt is the first one to overtly orient towards 

ŎƭƻǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ ΨLϥǾŜ Ǝƻǘǘŀ Ŝŀǘ ŘƛƴƴŜǊ LϥƳ ǎǘŀǊǾƛƴƎΩΦ During the VC 

ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǳǇŘŀǘŜ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŀȅΩǎ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪŜ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŦƻǊ .ǳǊǘΩǎ 

upcoming trip to the UK while constantly teasing each other and exchanging jokes. Then, 

ǘƘŜȅ ƳƻǾŜ ƻƴ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ŀ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ .ǳǊǘΩǎ DǊŀƴƳŀ ǎŜƴǘ ǘƻ !ǇǊƛƭΦ !ǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǎƻΣ 

ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǊǳǇǘŜŘ ōȅ ƭƻǳŘ ǎƛǊŜƴǎ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ .ǳǊǘΩǎ ƻǇŜƴ ǿƛƴŘƻǿΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎƛǊŜƴǎ ǇǊƻƳǇǘ 

Burt to recount an accident that had happened the day before, after which he abruptly 

states he needs to make dinner (the full transcript from this point onwards is available in 

the appendix p. 267ύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŜŀŘǎ ǘƻ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǘŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜ ŀōƻǳǘ .ǳǊǘΩǎ 

eating habits which ends with Burt once again stating that he needs to eat (this is turn 3 

in the transcript below). After that, April asks if he wants to play a game after dinner, and 

they both orient towards closing the interaction, hanging up two ƳƛƴǳǘŜǎ ŀŦǘŜǊ .ǳǊǘΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ 

mention of leaving to eat dinner. 

Extract 11 ς April and Burt bring their VC to a close 

1.  Burt: then pretzels (.) eating in my sleep (.) their salt smeared all over my 

face  

2.   (pause) 

3.  Burt:: alright so I'm gonna go eat 

4.  April:  okay  

5.   (pause) 

6.  April: okay d'you wanna play a game after that 

7.  Burt: yeah we can 

8.  April:  yeah 
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9.  Burt: it'll probably be like half an hour cause I gotta grill (.) and cook is that 

okay? 

10.  April:  u::m what's the time now 

11.  Burt:  it's uh elven your time 

12.  April:  yeah that's fine 

13.  Burt: yep 

14.  April: yep (woop woop)= 

15.  Burt: =cool 

16.  April: okay 

17.  Burt: alright 

18.  April: okay 

19.  Burt: thanks for skyping 

20.  April:  mhm 

21.  Burt: uh good bye to you and Dorottya ((waves)) 
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22.  April: ((laughs)) yay you made it weird okay= 

23.  Burt: =yay 

24.  April: ((laughs)) 

25.  Burt: we're thirty minutes in and I finally went awkward 

26.  April: oh (.) yeah  

27.  Burt: ((laughs)) 

28.  April:  okay bye 

29.  Burt: good bye 

30.  April:  ((hangs up)) ((turns off recording)) 

This example demonstrates that identifying the beginning of the closing sequence can be 

a challenge in itself. In the description above I begin with the first turn that topicalizes the 

closing, and summarising the earlier interaction to show the shift in topic. However, 

closing moves do not necessarily topicalize the end of the interaction: for a turn to be 

categorized as a closing move, it is sufficient for it be an Ψitem that is bereft of topic 

continuation or initiation features in a turn subsequent to a topic bounding turn', giving 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀ ΨŦǊŜŜ ǘǳǊƴΩ (Button, 1987, p. 102). In typical closings, once both 
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ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀ ŎƭƻǎƛƴƎ ǘǳǊƴ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨƻƪŀȅΩ ƻǊ Ψŀƭƭ ǊƛƎƘǘΩύΣ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǘǳǊƴǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

terminŀƭǎ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨōȅŜΩύ (Button, 1987). Here, we see a longer string of closing turns 

(turns 13 to 18), followed by a thank you (turn 19), and jokes about the recording (turns 

21-27), before the first terminal (turn 28).  

It appears that the topical marking of closings is characteristic of VC interactions. Only five 

of the seven domestic VC recordings include the closings, as Kate stopped the recordings 

before the end of the VC session. Of these five VC closings, four have explicit turns that 

ǾŜǊōŀƭƛȊŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ .ǳǊǘΣ 5ŀƴ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƘŜΩǎ 

ƻŦŦ όǘƻ ōŜŘύΩ ǎƘƻǊǘƭȅ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ±/Φ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ tŀǳƭ ŀƴŘ wŀƧΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ 

statement regarding immediate future actions, but Paul promises to send Raj an email 

with an updated version of their paper at some point in the future just before they hang 

up. Such explicit closing moves may be necessary because pauses can be a product of lag 

or other technological trouble; therefore, subtle closing practices such as the ones 

described by Button my not suffice. Furthermore, as argued in the next chapter, changes 

in posture, which have been shown to play an important role in closing face to face 

interactions (Broth & Mondada, 2013), are much less visible on VC. Therefore, similarly to 

phone calls, closings are to be accomplished by primarily verbal means, with the 

exception of the token parting gestures described below. 

In the videos, the participants make parting gestures by blowing kisses (Bryn and Dan), 

waving (Burt and Paul), giving a thumbs up (Paul), and a peace sign (Paul) in addition to 

conventional verbal goodbyes. Thus the choice of gesture indexes the nature of the 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀ ǊƻƳŀƴǘƛŎ ƻƴŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ .Ǌȅƴ ŀƴŘ 5ŀƴ ŀƴŘ ΨƘƛǇ-ƘƻǇ ōǊƻǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

case of Paul and Ray. In terms of the relevance of the roles of called and caller for the 

initiation of closings, the number of recordings is too low to make generalised claims. 

However, the case of Bryn and Dan suggests that the closing may habitually be done by 

the same person regardless of the roles of caller and called, as in all three cases it is Dan 

who initiates the closings, and he is caller in two cases and called in one. There are also 14 

closings in the DLL videos, but these are not discussed here as they constitute a very 

specific kind of interaction (conducting an interview for coursework) which would lead to 

limited insight into domestic VCs, the focus of the present thesis.  
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5.9 Conclusion 

In this chapter I have focused on chains of lower level actions in VCs, with particular 

attention to openings. I have shown that maintaining social co-presence requires the VC 

users to remain in the talking heads arrangement or account for their deviation from this 

arrangement. Due to the personal nature of the VC recordings analysed, phaticity is a key 

feature of the interactions. This is manifested both in what is discussed, and what is 

shown. Social conventions surrounding VC have evolved together with the software and 

the hardware: the VC platforms of today integrate IM, which is deployed strategically to 

mitigate the intrusiveness and abruptness of the suddenly appearing video feeds. 

Furthermore, participants can choose devices that fit their preferences and habits, as 

most platforms are available on PCs (including laptops), smartphones, and tablets. The 

use of other channels to arrange VCs and the potential delay between accepting the call 

and the transmission of the video impacts on the openings of the actual VC, which has a 

knock-on effect on the following interaction with regards to speaker turn allocation.  I 

have also shown that noticings are commonly used for a variety of purposes. Although 

noticings often relate to mundane topics, this is no way diminishes the importance of 

noticings for these interactions.  

Thus, I have shown how the affordances shape lower-level actions. VC provides limited 

visual access to a distant location via the internet. This creates the opportunity for a more 

flexible interaction than on the phone, with a greater tolerance for suspensions (both 

self-initiated and responding to summons from other channels). The informational 

asymmetry that was inherent in landline phone calls is almost completely erased on VC: 

participants know who is calling before picking up, and frequently the timing and agenda 

of the VC is negotiated before the VC starts. The first speaker may or may not be the 

ŎŀƭƭŜǊΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀōƭŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ΨŎŀƭƭŜǊΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŎŀƭƭŜŘΩ ŀǊŜ ƭŜǎǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƘŀƴ 

emerging categories such as speaker and listener and as discussed in later chapters, 

ΨǎƘƻǿ-ŜǊΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǾƛŜǿŜǊΩΦ This has implications not only for the openings, but also the 

closings of VC interactions. It may be unclear whose responsibility it is to initiate the 

closing, and subtle closing moves may be less effective than in face to face interaction. 

This can explain why VC closings, similarly to phone call closings, ŀǊŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ΨŀǿƪǿŀǊŘΩΦ  

To maintain an uninterrupted VC interaction, users must stay close to their devices. As 

these devices are multi-functional, it is easy for users to transition to and from other (less 
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synchronous) modes of communication, and I have shown that is a valuable affordance 

for regular VC users. However, these VC devices also provide a number of potential 

distractions, which is considered in the following chapter dedicated to practices of paying 

attention in VC.  
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6 Practices of paying attention 

It turned out that there was something terribly stressful about visual 

telephone interfaces that hadn't been stressful at all about voice-only 

ƛƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜǎΦ όΧύ DƻƻŘ ƻƭŘ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǳŘƛƻ-only phone conversations 

allowed you to presume that the person on the other end was paying 

complete attention to you while also permitting you not to have to pay 

anything even close to complete attention to her.  (Foster Wallace, 

1996, pp. 145ς146) 

CƻǎǘŜǊ ²ŀƭƭŀŎŜΩ ǎŀǘƛǊƛŎŀƭ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ ŦƛŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ±/ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ŎƻƴŎƛǎŜ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ ŀ 

very real problem within VC interaction: there is a tension between the desire to engage 

in other activities during the VC, and the expectation of getting the full attention of the 

VC partner. It appears that the ŎŀƳŜǊŀ ΨŦƻǊŜƎǊƻǳƴŘǎ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƻǊ ƴƻǘ 

another person is actually ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ȅƻǳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΩ ƛƴ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ 

medium of communication (D. Miller & Sinanan, 2014, p. 18). In this introduction, I 

explore why attention is such a central concern in VC and discuss practices of multitasking 

which shape expectations in VC.  

Before exploring the topic of attention in VC interactions, I would like to clarify the 

definition of practice in nexus analysis and the links and difference between chains of 

ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ ƛǎ ΨWhat are the 

intersecting practices in VC, and how do they shape the interactions?ΩΦ In nexus analysis, 

practice ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ Ψŀ Ƙƛǎǘƻrical accumulation within the habitus/historical body of the 

social actor of mediated actions taken over his or her life (experience) and which are 

ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀǎ ΨǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜΩ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΩ (R. Scollon, 2001a, p. 149). 

Compared to other social science methods, nexus analysis takes a much narrower view of 

practices: for eȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƎƛŦǘ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǎƘŜŜǇ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΩ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

approaches, while in nexus analysis these would be seen as examples of a nexus of 

practice (Norris & Jones, 2005f). Practice in the narrow sense includes actions such as 
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handing an object, queuing, the question/answer sequence, greeting someone, or paying 

for an item (Norris & Jones, 2005f; R. Scollon, 2001a). Practices are linked together as 

chains of actions, but instead of focusing on the chronological sequence, here we focus 

ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨǎŀƳŜΩ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǾŜǊ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƪƛƴŘǎ 

of actions. For example, in the previous chapter I examined how a first speaker is selected 

in VC in the course of the opening. In this chapter, I explore how VC is intertwined with 

other activities. Following the guidelines for conducting nexus analysis (R. Scollon, 2001a), 

I examine the practices shaping VC interaction through the analysis of the interviews with 

VC users complemented with observations of VC use as recorded in the videos. 

Throughout this chapter, I discuss the various relevant intersecting practices, the histories 

of these practices, and their role in other chains of actions. 

Attention is a crucial commodity that we trade in our interactions: we pay attention to 

others and hope to get their attention in return (Goldhaber, 1997; R. H. Jones, 2005a). 

Attention is also finite and relative, which means that if we pay more attention to a 

certain person or activity, we are paying less attention to another. Although we cannot 

easily quantify attention, we have a sense of what it means to pay enough attention. This 

metaphorical understanding of attention applies to all kinds of communication, not just 

VC. However, as I will demonstrate below, different mediational means (IMing, phone, 

and speech) come with different expectations about the appropriate distribution of 

attention for the duration of the interaction. The problem in VC is that none of the 

practices that are routinely used in previous media work in the same way. Therefore, 

learning new ways of distributing, signalling, and interpreting attention is a crucial part of 

the domestication process for VC. 

Throughout this thesis, I use the term multitasking to refer to the state of intertwining more 

than one activity, regardless of whether the activities would be described as tasks in their 

own right. Initially, I intended to avoid using the label multitasking in the interviews as well 

as in the thesis because it is associated with the workplace (Haddington, Keisanen, 

Mondada, & Nevile, 2014; R. H. Jones, 2009a), and my research focuses on domestic use of 

VC. However I found that my participants used multitasking to describe their practices even 

when I avoided this term (for example by phrasing my questions about multitasking as 

ΨŘƻƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŜƭǎŜΩ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ±/ύΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ƛn line with the principles of CA (Hutchby 
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& Wooffitt, 1998; Sacks, 1995; Ten Have, 2006; Wooffitt, 2005)Σ L ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ 

perspective by following their usage.  

Research on CMC has found that IMing is rarely done without some form of multitasking. 

Ethnographic studies by Jones (2004, 2005a, 2009b, 2009a, 2010) show that IMing usually 

involves switching between multiple chat windows as well as other activities such as 

listening to music, browsing the internet, and sending photos. Jones (2004) suggests that 

the attraction of instant messaging is precisely that users are able to engage in multiple 

activities at the same time, while displaying appropriate attention in multiple interactions. 

However, multitasking during an IMing session is not necessarily something to be 

concealed: Baron (2008b, 2013) and Rettie (2009) found that their participants 

considered multitasking to be appropriate behaviour when communicating via IM. 

Therefore, it appears that in IMing multitasking is the norm, although in certain cases 

users may make efforts to conceal their involvement in other activities.  

Phone calls require more attention than IMing. Some activities that commonly 

accompany IMing, such as listening to music or talking to other people, would be very 

disruptive during a phone call. There is also evidence that unlike in IM exchanges, people 

expect to have the full attention of their interlocutor during phone conversations (Baron, 

2008b; Rettie, 2009). However, since people cannot see each other it is possible to carry 

out some activities (such as walking, cleaning, or checking email) without alerting the 

other person and/or disrupting the conversation (Kirk et al., 2010).  

In VC, it is almost impossible to conceal multitasking (Brubaker et al., 2012; Kirk et al., 

2010). This is also true for face to face interaction; however, as argued in the previous 

chapter, co-presence is far more fragile in VC than in situations of physical proximity. This 

is partly because audio and video problems are so common (Rintel, 2013b), and partly 

because VC users generally cannot use their lower bodies to indicate attention the way 

they can in face to face interactions (Kendon, 2004; Schegloff, 1998a), as the lower body 

is not usually visible on VC. Therefore, previous studies of VC have suggested that there is 

less tolerance for multitasking in VC than in face to face interaction, and that VC requires 

an investment of attention unlike any other form of communication (Ames et al., 2010; 

Brubaker et al., 2012; Buhler et al., 2013; Kirk et al., 2010; D. Miller & Sinanan, 2014, p. 

154). 
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Overall, it appears that people tend to multitask to some degree when using the distance 

communication technologies that came before VC as well as during face to face 

communication. Therefore, it is natural that they would want to do the same during VC. 

However, it appears that the affordances of VC emphasise such distributions of attention 

in a unique way. Consequently, VC users must carefully negotiate their involvement in 

other activities with their VC partners or refrain from multitasking altogether.  

The following three sections of this chapter explore attention practices in VC in relation to 

DƻŦŦƳŀƴΩǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ focused encounters. First, I examine how this concept, which was 

created to describe face to face interactions, can be applied to the context of VC (section 

6.1).  The model is a valuable starting point for the present discussion because it 

describes the kind of interactions where participants expect to have the full attention of 

their interlocutors. The analysis of the interviews and the videos indicates that for most of 

my participants, VCs are indeed focused encounters. The following section (6.2) focuses 

on a small group of participants who reported using VC in a way which subverts the 

accepted practices in focused encounters. These lapsed encounters are characterised by 

long silences and involvement in other activities which are incompatible with focused 

encounters (for example watching TV or studying). In the next section (6.3) I examine how 

my participants deal with a unique challenge in VC: the screen which facilitates the 

interaction by showing the interlocutor can also become a distraction when it displays 

incoming messages or the participants pay too much attention to their own video feeds. 

In the second half of the chapter, I build on the discussions in the first three sections of 

the chapter in order to arrive at a more complex understanding of the intertwining of 

different practices in VC interactions. In section 6.4, I review different theoretical 

frameworks for analysing involvement in multiple activities. The review includes 

DƻŦŦƳŀƴΩǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘǊŀŎƪǎ (1974b) as well as approaches based in CA 

(Haddington, Keisanen, Mondada, & Nevlie, 2014; Rosenbaun et al., 2016a; Stefani & 

Horlacher, 2017) and nexus analysis (R. H. Jones, 2004; R. H. Jones et al., 2001; Norris, 

2016; R. Scollon, Bhatia, Li, Yung, & Teach, 1999). Finally, I present two analyses of 

recorded VCs, the first one focussing on posture in a recorded VC featuring multitasking 

(6.4), the second on the management of a joint attentional frame in the preface of a 

digital showing (6.6). In the conclusion (6.7), I reflect on the theoretical models 
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introduced throughout the chapter and sketch out the emerging interactional norms in 

VC. 

6.1 Focused encounters 

Goffman observed that face to face interactions are organised around focused 

encounters, which he defined as interaction occurring 'when persons gather close 

together and openly cooperate to sustain a single focus of attention, typically by taking 

ǘǳǊƴǎ ŀǘ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎΩ (1963, p. 24). Although he is talking about embodied communication that 

can be perceived by the naked senses, he foresees that his observations may also apply to 

modes of mediated ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŜȄƛǎǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜΥ ΨώǿϐƘŜƴ ǘǿƻ-way 

television is added to telephones, the unique contingencies of direct interaction will 

Ŧƛƴŀƭƭȅ ōŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘΩ όǇΦ мсύΦ Furthermore, studies of 

phone calling practices have found that people treat phone calls as focused encounters 

(Baron, 2008b; Rettie, 2009). Since VCs are so closely linked to phone calls, extending the 

concept of focused encounters to the context of VC is a solid point of departure for the 

exploration of practices of paying attention in VC. 

A typical VC session can be described through slight modifications to DƻŦŦƳŀƴΩǎ 

definition: persons gather close to their screens and openly cooperate to sustain a single 

focus of attention, typically by taking turns at talking or showing things to each other. In 

the previous chapter, I have considered the key aspects of turn-taking in VC and in section 

6.6 I analyse an instance of a digital showing (Rosenbaun & Licoppe, 2017). In the next 

chapter, I will also explore the practice of virtual tours, during which participants show 

each other their physical surroundings. In this chapter I examine the different ways that 

attention is distributed during VCs by problematizing each part of the above definition: 

Do people engaged in VC stay close to their screens? Do they sustain a single focus of 

attention? What do they focus on? 

The video recordings indicate that for much of the VC, participants do have a single focus 

of attention, which is the VC interaction including the conversation and the visible 

images. The primary participants (who made the recordings) rarely open up other 

windows (especially ones that are unrelated to the interaction), and from what is 

observable it seems that the secondary participants focus on the VC as well: they stay 

close to their screens without significant posture changes. However, it is possible that this 

is partly due to the observer effect; participants may have made a greater effort than 
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usual to focus on the interaction because it was recorded. The instances where 

participants do orient to other activities are discussed in this chapter case by case.  

In line with previous studies of VC (Longhurst, 2016), my interview data also indicates that 

the ideal of VC as a focused encounter is a prevailing ideology. For example, Mark stated 

emphatically that in contrast to text-based media, VC and phone interactions require a 

ǳǎŜǊΩǎ Ŧǳƭƭ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΥ 

Extract 12 

Mark: I wouldn't like to talk to someone [on VC] and not be giving them not my hundred 

percent of my full attention. If someone wanted to do that to me I'd be quite annoyed. On 

text-based mediums you kind of expect people to be talking to other people at the same 

time but with phone or Skype όΧύ you should give the other person your full attention if 

possible. 

Most of my participants (16 out of 29 interviewees in total) expressed similar views, 

explicitly stating that they prefer to focus on the VC and/or expect the same from their 

partners. Two further participants mentioned that although they would happily engage in 

other activities during the VC, their conversational partners ask them to focus on the 

interaction, as shown in Extract 13. 

Extract 13 

Dorottya: So um would you often be doing something else while you're talking to people? 

Kayleigh: Yeah all the time, I'm always multitasking um or trying to multitask ((laughs)) my 

mum does tell me to stop sometimes um she thinks I'm not really involved in the 

conversation but yeah usually I'm doing two things at once. 

Dorottya: So she'd prefer you to kind of give her your full attention. 

Kayleigh: Yes definitely. 

Furthermore, three of my participants mentioned that they might ask the other person to 

ƳƻǾŜ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŜǊŜ ŜƭǎŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŦŜŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ Ψǘƻƻ ŘƛǎǘǊŀŎǘŜŘΩ ōȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎǎΦ Lƴ 

the most extreme case, April even rescheduled the VC because she wanted to discuss 

personal topics with her best friend, who was distracted by other people in the room and 

incoming phone messages. These comments indicate that it is not enough to avoid 
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multitasking: a focused VC encounter requires users to choose locations and times where 

interruptions can be minimised. 

For the users who subscribe to the ideology of VC as a focused encounter, giving their full 

ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ƭŜŀŘǎ ǘƻ ŀ ΨōŜǘǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 

for other users the requirement to focus on the VC can be overly demanding and 

restrictive. These users enjoy the VC more if they are also free to pursue other activities 

during the conversation. In the interviews eight participants mentioned that they like to 

multitask during a VC. In Extract 14, Gemma explains that although when she first started 

using VC she used to sit down and focus on the interaction exclusively, over time she has 

become more relaxed in her approach. This seems to be a common experience, as five 

other participants also framed multitasking as something they have started doing as they 

became more practised VC users.  

Extract 14 

Dorottya: Okay um are there things you do differently now than in the beginning? 

Gemma: Mmmm I suppose- like d- obviously it depends who I'm speaking to but if I'm 

speaking to my mum because we facetime quite regularly, I don't feel- not obliged but like 

to sit there and only speak, like I will gladly have my iPad on FaceTime you know while I'm 

off doing other things. Whereas like when I first moved away from uni, or when I was like 

first using Skype and FaceTime, I would've thought that you would've had to sit there and 

engage fully in conversation. Whereas now I realize that- esp- de- obviously depends who 

you speaking to, but especially when speaking to my mum and my sister and that, they're 

quite happy for me just to have them in the background talking while I'm doing other things 

as well. So I suppose I do that more than I did when I first started using it, but apart from 

that I don't think there's anything else that I would do differently. 

Dorottya: Okay and does that mmm make you, I dunno more happy to do it because you 

know it's not gonna be so intense just sitting thereΧ 

Gemma: Yeah yeah that's the thing like it's nice like if I want to sit down and have like an 

intense conversation then I can. But it's also nice to know that it can just be kind of relaxed 

like I can still facetime and have the conversation face to face, but I don't have to be 

completely tied to sitting on my chair at my desk. I can move around in my room, I can you 

know do little like bits and bobs while I'm talking, which is what I would do at home. So I 
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suppose it is good to not have that intensity, to have like a bit of option in what I wanna 

do as well as talking. 

In her description Gemma draws a clear distinction between two opposing ways of using 

±/Φ hƴ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ƘŀƴŘΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ΨƛƴǘŜƴǎŜ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǎƘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǾŜ 

the desk. In analytical terms, these seem to correspond to focused encounters in the 

strictest sense. On the other hand, there are relaxed conversations where she can move 

around or engage in other activities. It seems that she prefers these relaxed 

conversations, which are exclusively held with her mother or sister. In addition, the 

relaxed mode of using VC is something she has developed (together with her mother and 

sister) over time through the domestication process.  

When there is a single joint focus of attention in VC, the focus is typically on the 

conversation. However, it can also be a joint activity requiring some form of screen 

sharing or distant collaboration. In the interviews participants mentioned that they use 

screen sharing in order to watch movies together, teach each other how to accomplish a 

certain task on the PC, or gain access to otherwise off limits Facebook accounts. In 

addition, some like to play computer games with their conversational partners during the 

VC. Other examples of joint activities were playing a musical instrument, repairing a sink, 

and repairing a sewing machine. In these three cases the VC becomes task-oriented and 

the joint activity requires one participant to interact with their physical surrounding and 

the other one to focus on their screen. 

Therefore, we can conclude that the concept of focused encounters, which was developed 

in the context of face to face interaction, can indeed be applied to VC. The majority of my 

participants say they expect to have the full attention of their interlocutors for the 

duration of the VC. This means that they should stay close to their screens and focus on 

the conversation. For some participants, multitasking makes a VC more enjoyable, and 

the requirement to stay close to the screen may be relaxed. If participants choose to 

multitask, the other activities must be compatible with VC; otherwise, the VC is 

suspended, like in the example discussed in the previous chapter (section 5.7), or the 

focused encounter becomes lapsed encounter, as in the examples below. 

6.2 Lapsed encounters 

In the interviews, seven of my participants described using VC in a way that breaks all the 

rules of focused encounters: they did not sustain a single focus of attention and they did 
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not stay close to their screens, yet they did leave the VC software running and thus the VC 

continued in a sense. Instead of participating in a focused encounter, they left the VC 

window open and went about their day (for example to watch TV, do housework, or 

ǎǘǳŘȅύΦ .ƻǊǊƻǿƛƴƎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƻŦ DƻŦŦƳŀƴΩǎ (1963) terms, I refer to these interactions as 

lapsed encounters, but similar practices have been discussed under the label open 

connection (Buhler et al., 2013; Kirk et al., 2010; Neustaedter & Greenberg, 2012; 

Neustaedter et al., 2015), or always-on video (D. Miller & Sinanan, 2014; Neustaedter, 

2013; Rosenbaun et al., 2016a). 

Goffman uses the term lapsed encounter ǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ΨōŜ 

ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΩ and have the right to start communicating abruptly for example while walking 

silently, dozing on the beach, or staring at the fire (1963, p. 102-103). This definition can 

be applied to VC because by leaving the software running, VC users make it possible to 

restart communicating abruptly. In the silences between these exchanges they can 

ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘhem. The 

term lapsed encounter also highlights the boundedness of these interactions: VC users 

must engage in focused interaction before and after the lapsed encounter. Without 

focused interaction, it is currently impossible to start a VC, and as illustrated by Extract 

15, ending the VC without focused interaction would be considered rude. 

Extract 15 

Dorottya: So when you end these calls, when you've shifted into the not paying attention 

anymore but staying connected, would you then have to get their attention again before 

you sign off? 

April: Yeah of course we say goodbye to each other ((laughs)) God. I'm not being rude. No, 

no, no, no, yes, of course we do! 

Lapsed encounters are similar to the suspensions discussed in the previous chapter 

(section 5.7) in that the participants stop interacting with each other for a period of time 

during a VC. However, the interviews indicate that in lapsed encounters these 

interactional lulls are more frequent and much longer than the suspensions in the 

recorded VCs. In my analysis of suspensions and resumptions, I focused on the 

interactional work involved in transitioning between different interactions. In the present 
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discussion, the emphasis is on the expectations regarding availability, attention, and 

continued co-presence for the duration of the VC.  

Silences have different meanings during focused and lapsed encounters. In focused 

encounters, silences are problematic because they represent a lack of response. 

However, in lapsed encounters silence can indicate involvement in other activities, which 

is completely acceptable. In physical presence and via VC, long silences are acceptable 

(under the right circumstances) because presence is expressed by other means. In phone 

calls, where the only way to express presence is verbally, silence is unacceptable (Rettie, 

2007, p. 42). Therefore, by transmitting live video, VC has made it possible to participate 

in a synchronous but loosely structured interaction. 

Lapsed encounters have been observed in three different contexts: long distance 

relationships (Kirk et al., 2010; Longhurst, 2017, p. 111; D. Miller & Sinanan, 2014, p. 57; 

Neustaedter et al., 2015), study sessions  (Buhler et al., 2013; Kirk et al., 2010; D. Miller & 

Sinanan, 2014, p. 57), and work-place video communication systems (Bly, Harrison, & 

Irwin, 1993; Fish et al., 1993; Heath & Luff, 1992, 1993).  I found ǘƘŀǘ !ǇǊƛƭΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ 

her VC habits with her sister was very similar to the lapsed encounters in romantic 

relationships reported in the above mentioned studies, and two of my participants (Bryn 

and Camille).  

Extract 16 

April: When I skype with my sister it's not for the purpose of having a conversation that 

ƳǳŎƘΦ [ƛƪŜ ǿƘŜƴ ǎƘŜ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ƳŜ ǿŜ ǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎǘǳŦŦ ǘƘŀǘϥǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴ όΧύ .ǳǘ there comes a 

point while I'm talking to her where there's just no need to talkΦ όΧύ we're just comfortable 

enough to stay connected even though we're not paying attention anymore. So it's like an 

unspoken agreement between the both of us that it's okay now to shift your attention to 

something else. But I think that is very special and limited to certain relationships and also 

to the fact that when I skype with my sister it's probably late in the evening, she's not doing 

anything else, she's just watching TV. And I'm not doing anything else, I'm just sitting there 

doing something and that's just it. It feels very natural because that's like the moments 

when we sit together and we talk when I'm at hers. And then we watch TV and we talk 

about something for two minutes and then we do something else again. 
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April, like Camille and Bryn, talks about having lapsed encounters via VC with one specific 

ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƻƴƭȅΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴΩ ŦǊƻƳ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǎ ƛƴǘƻ ƭŀǇǎŜŘ 

encounters, which evokes the experience of cohabitating or physical visits. The silence is 

viewed in a positive light, it is proof that there is no pressure to talk within the 

relationship. Thus, paying less attention contributes to a feeling of intimacy, which is at 

odds with the rules of engagement in focused encounters.  

For three other interviewees, lapsed encounters were something more deliberate and 

ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭΦ !ƴƴŀ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ŜƴƎŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ Ŏŀƭƭǎ Ψ{ƪȅǇŜ ǘŀƴǳƭłǎΩ 

(Skype study sessions) with some of her friends. This means that they start a group VC, 

turn the sound off, and study individually. When they want to take a break, they look at 

ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎǊŜŜƴ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜǊȅ ƻƴŎŜ ƛƴ ŀ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜȅ ΨƪƴƻŎƪΩ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ 

conversation before returning their attention to studying. Jessica also mentioned that she 

likes to do revision while video chatting with her boyfriend.  

Extract 17 

Dorottya: Okay so when you say that you're um doing revision does that mean then that 

like the call will last a long time but you're not really talking cause you're revising? 

Jessica: Um no we tend to get distracted a lot. Um it does it tends to last longer and there 

are like bits where we're not talking but we tend to be like you know "oh what does this 

mean? This makes no sense I can't read my writing." Uh and then we show it. "Oh it probably 

says this. Uh I'll google it for you if you want" you know stuff like that. And then we s- get 

distracted and started talking about something completely different and be like "we should 

really be revising shouldn't we" and then we don't. 

Similarly, Madeline likes to log ƛƴǘƻ ΨTƛƴȅŎƘŀǘΩΣ ŀ ǎŜƭŦ-ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ΨƻƴƭƛƴŜ video chat 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ ƪŜŜǇ ǘƘŜ video chat window open while she works on her writing. The 

other people in the VC room are also writers, and Madeline told me that Tinychat 

provides a creative space for them where they can inspire each other and help each other 

when they are stuck. It seems that she too participates in lapsed encounters, with each 

person focussing primarily on their own writing but interacting with each other 

occasionally.  

In contrast with the positive approaches to lapsed encounters described so far, some of 

my participants expressed their dislike of these types of interactions. For example, in his 
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pre-ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ aŀǊƪ ǿǊƻǘŜ Ψώv]ery occasionally I have used FaceTime 

ǎǇƻƴǘŀƴŜƻǳǎƭȅΣ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ŎŀǎǳŀƭΣ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ǇƭŀȅŦǳƭ ƳŀƴƴŜǊΩ όfor a summary of all the 

questionnaire answers see appendix p. 258). When I asked him what he meant by a 

playful VC, he recounted the story of a VC session with his friend while he was travelling 

overseas. 

Extract 18 

Mark: [my friend] happened to be around at a friend's house but it was all people I knew as 

well. So what actually happened was it went from being like a five-ten minute chat between 

us, and then he went back into his room where they all were, and it was one of those weird 

moments when you have a bit of a thought process about technology where he kind of took 

me into the room and just left the laptop there. So then there was no real direct 

conversation but I was sat via Skype in the room with them for about two hours. And I 

ǿŀǎƴϥǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƴƎ L ǘƘƛƴƪ L ǿŀǎ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎΦ όΧύ 

Dorottya: So it was kind of like an open window between you guys but you weren't really 

engaging? 

Mark: No I mean you know it was kind of- you could at times but it was odd. But that's what 

I mean overall that was being playful or different. Like I don't really like that experience. I 

don't really find it that beneficial.  

Although Mark did participate in a lapsed encounter, as evidenced by his story, he did not 

enjoy it and would not like to repeat it. In addition, in two of the interviews I asked the 

participant whether he would consider using VC in such a way. In both cases, the answer 

ǿŀǎ ΨƴƻΩΦ ¢ƘƻƳŀǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ±/ ƻǇŜƴ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ŦƻŎǳǎǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ƛǘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǎƻǳƴŘ 

good, and Piotr also responded negatively, as shown in Extract 19.  

Extract 19 

Dorottya: Okay. Um right I wanna just ask you something that came out of the other 

interviews so um some people said that they like to have like the video like a video chat 

running but they'd be mainly doing other things, so it would just kind of be there. Like the 

channel is open but they're focussing on something else. 

Piotr: I don't like that. My boyfriend does it sometimes, I hate it. It's like, what's the point 

of having it on? If you are talking to someone, just talk, you know, that that's fine but- and 
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you can do other things at the same time, but if you are just doing other things and then 

ȅƻǳ ƻƴƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ {ƪȅǇŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘ L ŘǳƴƴƻΦ L ǿŀǎ ƭƛƪŜ άǿƘŀǘϥǎ  ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǇƻƛƴǘΚ It 

kind of requires my attention somehow, so I might as well not botherέΦ 

PƛƻǘǊΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊ ƘƛƳΣ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ±/ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

appears to be the dominant approach to VC within my participant group and previous 

studies of VC ς lapsed encounters are practised by a minority of VC users. The software 

and hardware are also designed to be used for focused encounters, similarly to phone 

calls. Therefore, lapsed encounters are a negotiated rather than an encouraged use of VC. 

Developers have been working on purpose-built always-on video systems for domestics 

use (Judge et al., 2011; Neustaedter, 2013; Neustaedter et al., 2015), but these are not 

yet wide-spread.  

Thus, the affordances of VC make it possible for users to engage in a very peculiar kind of 

interaction: they can leave the VC channel open, but direct their attention to unrelated 

activities. This behaviour is similar to the situations in which two people share the same 

space, but engage in separate activities. In the face to face situation they are available to 

each other just by virtue of physical proximity, with no additional effort required. On VC 

there is some effort involved in opening up the channel of communication due to the 

physical distance. However, once the channel is open, it is easy to continue running the 

software ς even if some users may not see the point of doing so.  

6.3 The screen as a source of distraction 

In face to face encounters, posture is one of the most important resources for displaying 

and organising attention (De Stefani, 2014; Kendon, 1990, 1992; Nielsen, 2014). During 

VC, the standard body orientation results in the talking heads arrangement (Licoppe & 

Morel, 2012), which means that the lower part of the body is off screen, and the upper 

part is relatively stable (Keating, 2016). When participants deviate from this position, 

their change of focus is clearly visible: for example, all the interruptions discussed in 

Chapter 5 are accompanied by changes in posture. However, simply maintaining the 

correct posture is not enough, because the screens can become a source of distraction for 

example if the users become too absorbed in looking at their own video feed, as in 

Extract 20 below. 
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Extract 20 

DƛƴŀΥ L ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ǎƛǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ Ƴȅ ǎƛǎǘŜǊ ǿƛƭƭ Ǝƻ άȅƻǳ ǎǘƻǇ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ȅƻǳǊǎŜƭŦέΣ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴϥǘ 

help but look, it's like looking in a mirror. And since my camera's at the top of my laptop 

and the screen's at bottom right-hand corner and I don't want to look into the camera, 

that's bizarre, so the eye contact's always very off, I'm looking down. 

Gazing at the self is a particular problem in VC because unlike any other form of 

communication, VC users are faced with live video feeds of themselves on the screen by 

default (Longhurst, 2017; D. Miller & Sinanan, 2014; Sindoni, 2011a, 2012, 2013). 

Although it is possible to turn this off, not many do, and seven of the interviewees 

explicitly told me that they were unaware of this option. 

In addition to monitoring their own video feeds, VC users can also direct their attention to 

other chat windows or software running parallel to the VC. Although interlocutors cannot 

ǎŜŜ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎΩ ǎŎǊŜŜƴǎ όǳƴƭŜǎǎ ǎŎǊŜŜƴ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘǳǊƴŜŘ ƻƴύΣ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ƳŀƪŜ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴǎ 

about what is displayed on the screen based on given off cues. These cues may be 'body 

idioms, facial expressions, keyboard and mouse behavior and verbal comments about it' 

(Lindroth, 2012, p. 137), as well as shifts in gaze (Licoppe, 2017b), changes in the amount 

ƻŦ ƭƛƎƘǘ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƻŦŦ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎŎǊŜŜƴ όǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŦŀŎŜύΣ 

or even a clear reflection of the screen if the other person is wearing glasses (Licoppe, 

2017b).  

The interviews indicated that participants do monitor each other for signs of multitasking 

during a VC. Therefore, I decided to identify and analyse any instances where a 

participant opened up a window unrelated to the conversation in the domestic video 

recordings. I did not include instances where a participant was looking up information 

relevant to the conversation, as in these cases the information seeking was not a 

ΨŘƛǎǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΩ ōǳǘ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴΦ /ŀǎŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƳǳƭǘƛǘŀǎƪƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ 

to the conversation are discussed in section 6.6 below, and in the next chapter in section 

7.2. 

As shown in Table 10, there were only six examples of such activities which were spread 

out over three different VCs (the other three domestic VCs did not contain any instances). 

One of the reasons why this number might be so low is that the primary participants 

avoided such activities as they were aware that their screens were being recorded. In 
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addition, the secondary participants may have well engaged in side activities on the 

screen, but without access to their screens this was not noticeable in the recordings. The 

only exception is example B, where the recording shows that the secondary participant 

όwŀȅύ ƛǎ ǘȅǇƛƴƎΦ !ǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ŀƴ ƛƴŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ƻƴ tŀǳƭΩǎ ǎŎǊŜŜƴΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ 

unclear what Ray was typing or who he was writing to.  

Table 10 - Multitasking on the screen 

example description VC code Length of 

side 

activity 

Purpose of side activity 

A.  Paul receives an IM Paul - Ray 53 sec Opening, reading, and 

replying to an incoming 

IM 

B.  Ray types something Paul - Ray 3 sec Unclear 

C.  Kate opens browser Kate - 

Charlie 

7 seconds Unclear 

D.  Kate opens browser 

(2) 

Kate - 

Charlie 

12 seconds Unclear 

E.  Kate gets a 

notification 

Kate - 

Charlie 

14 seconds Reading an incoming 

Facebook notification 

F.  Bryn checks his diary Bryn ς Dan 

3  

36 seconds Checking the schedule 

for the upcoming days 

 

Three of the examples (C, D, and E) are carried out by Kate in the course of a single VC 

with her brother Charlie. These instances are spread out across the 14-minute recording, 

which ends as they are deep in discussion (it is unknown how long the VC continued after 

the end of the recording). In these cases it is Charlie who does most of the talking, with 

YŀǘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƛƳŜΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ .Σ YŀǘŜΩǎ 

multitasking does not appear to disrupt the flow of the interaction and is not overtly 

attended to by the interlocutor (Charlie).  
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Lƴ tŀǳƭΩǎ ŎŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ƳǳƭǘƛǘŀǎƪƛƴƎ ǘŀƪŜǎ ŀ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǘƛƳŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƘŜ Ƙŀǎ ǘǊƻǳōƭŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ 

access the IM, which he only achieves 32 seconds after the notification appears. When he 

opens the incoming message, it turns out that it is relevant to the ongoing VC, as it is a 

message from one of his friends asking about his availability: 'Hey chattest du noch mit 

[Ray]???' (Hey are you still chatting with Ray???) to which Paul replies with 'ja gerade. 

meld mich gleich' (yes at the moment. call you soon). Just as RŀȅΩǎ ǘȅǇƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ . 

ǿŀǎ ŀǳŘƛōƭŜ ƻƴ tŀǳƭΩǎ ŜƴŘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘŜƴ tŀǳƭ ǘȅǇŜǎ ŀƴ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ wŀȅ 

can hear him typing. However, Paul and Ray continue their conversation once again 

without attending to the multitasking, and they do not end the VC for another 24 

minutes.  

Lƴ .ǊȅƴΩǎ ŎŀǎŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ мс ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǇŀǳǎŜ όǎƛƭŜƴŎŜύ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƘŜ ƛǎ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ Ƙƛǎ ŘƛŀǊȅΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

silence is broken with a framing move (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1992) by Dan (ΨǊƛƎƘǘΩύ which is 

echoed by Bryn, before he asks ΨŀǊŜ ȅƻǳ ƻŦŦΚΩ. This is followed by the closing, and the VC 

ends less than a minute later. This example differs from all the others in that the 

conversation does not continue when the other window is opened, and the VC ends 

shortly after. At this point in the interaction (which is twice as long as the other two 

recorded VC between Bryn and Dan) it appears that both participants are orienting to the 

closing of the interaction.  

In summary, the videos do not contain many examples where the participants can be 

observed using the screen to display information irrelevant to the conversation. These 

instances are not explicitly addressed in the interaction, although typing, notification 

noises, or longer pauses provide audible cues for the interlocutors. The interviews 

indicate that some VC users do monitor each other for signs of competing on-screen 

activities, but there were no instances of direct challenges in the video data. Rather, on 

the few occasions that the participants did engage in multitasking on the screen, the 

other activities were intertwined smoothly with the VC.  

In the remainder of this chapter, I continue to explore the ways in which VC can be 

entangled with other activities. In section 6.4, I introduce the theoretical approaches to 

multitasking that underpin the analyses in sections 6.5 and 6.6. In the conclusion (6.7), I 

reflect on the relevance of these models for the analysis of VC interaction. 
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6.4 Theoretical models of attention and multitasking 

DƻŦŦƳŀƴΩǎ (1974b)  model of multitasking builds on the metaphor of attention tracks. 

Goffman proposed that in any encounter, there are three metaphorical attention tracks: 

the main track, the directional track, and the disattend track. The main track 'provides an 

ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ Ƴŀƛƴ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻŦ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΩ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ όǇΦ нлмύΦ  ¢ƘŜ directional track contains 

signs that are themselves excluded from the main track but regulate it in some way. 

Goffman provides the example of punctuation, but an example more relevant to the 

present focus is posture (Kendon, 1992), which is discussed in more detail in section 6.4 

below. Finally, the disattend track contains actions that are wilfully ignored by 

participants, for example bodily functions (scratching, yawning, coughing, etc.).  

In the case of video chat, the main track would typically be the conversation (including 

speech and facial expressions), or any objects that are put on display purposefully. For the 

directional track, one of the most important resources apart from posture is camera 

movement, which will be discussed in detail in the next chapter (section 7.4). In addition, 

certain sequences (for example noticings) can provide information about the interaction 

as a whole, as shown in the previous chapter. The disattend track can incorporate a wide 

range of activities: making and drinking a cup of tea or coffee (as mentioned earlier), but 

also the occasional audible mouse click or short burst of typing as well as bodily functions 

which are disattended in other contexts too. However, such activities can only be 

disregarded if they are not too intrusive, and it is up to the conversational partner to 

ignore or comment upon them. 

DƻŦŦƳŀƴΩǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ although it allows for multiple 

tracks, there is a clear hierarchy between them. In contrast, research has shown that 

when using technologies (for example watching TV, listening to music, or reading) people 

ǊŀǊŜƭȅ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ Ψƛƴ ŀ ŦƻŎŀƭΣ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ŀƴȅ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǘŜȄǘ ƻǊ ƳŜŘƛǳƳΩ (R. 

Scollon et al., 1999, p. 35). Therefore, scholars using nexus analysis have argued that in 

the context of CMC it is more accurate to talk about multiple foci of attention or polyfocal 

attention (R. H. Jones, 2004; R. H. Jones et al., 2001; R. Scollon et al., 1999) and Norris 

(2016) has developed a practical framework for tracking changes in attention during 

polyfocal interactions. Similar arguments have also been made by researchers taking a CA 

approach, who refer to this phenomenon as multiactivity (Haddington, Keisanen, 

Mondada, & Nevlie, 2014; Rosenbaun et al., 2016a; Stefani & Horlacher, 2017). The aim 
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ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻƴ ƳǳƭǘƛŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜ ΨǘƘŜ ǿŀȅǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘǿƻ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ 

interwoven and made co-ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΩ (Rosenbaun et al., 2016a, p. 

295). In working with the concepts of polyfocal attention or multiactivity, the goal is not 

to identify the main focus of attentionΣ ŀǎ ƛƴ DƻŦŦƳŀƴΩǎ ƳƻŘŜƭΣ ōǳǘ ǘƻ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ 

participants orient to the different ongoing activities in the moment. In the following 

analysis, I take such a granular interactional approach in order to examine the distribution 

of attention throughout a VC session involving multitasking. 

6.5 Signalling attention via posture 

When VC users engage in multitasking, posture can be just as important a communicative 

resource as in face to face communication. In the recording analysed in this section Tracy 

ƳƻǾŜǎ ƛƴ ŀƴŘ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ƘŜŀŘǎ ŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƳŜǊŀΩǎ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƻŦ ǾƛŜǿ as she 

ŀǘǘŜƴŘǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀ ƳŜŀƭ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŀ ±/ ǿƛǘƘ {ƛŀƴΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΣ L ǎƘƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ¢ǊŀŎȅΩǎ 

changes in posture allow her to continue pursuing all of the relevant higher-level actions.  

The primary participant, Sian, recorded this VC interview with her friend Tracy as part of 

her coursework for a module on Digital Literacy and Language (details about the module 

and coursework can be found in section 4.4 and in /ǎŜǊȊǃΣ нлмсύ. Ψ{ƛŀƴΩ ŀƴŘ Ψ¢ǊŀŎȅΩ ŀǊŜ 

pseudonyms, as both of them have given me consent to analyse the recording but asked 

to remain anonymous in any publications. For this reason, instead of using the original 

still shots from the videos, I have included tracings which retain the data relevant to the 

analysis but obscure identifiable details. The tracings are for illustration only, analysis was 

carried out based on the original videos. 

At the beginning of the recording, Sian is in her bedroom, getting ready to record a VC 

interview with her friend, Tracy, about her use of social media. When Tracy accepts the 

VC, Sian adjusts the windows on her laptop so that she can see both the VC window and 

her list of questions that she has prepared in a Word document (see Figure 4). This 

window arrangement allows her to attend to two higher level actions: conducting an 

interview, and having a VC conversation with a friend.  
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Figure 4 

The beginning of the interview is delayed because Sian notices that Tracy is in the kitchen, 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƭŜŀŘǎ ǘƻ ŀ ǾƛǊǘǳŀƭ ǘƻǳǊ ƻŦ ¢ǊŀŎȅΩǎ ƪƛǘŎƘŜƴ ŀƴŘ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ όŀƴŀƭȅǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ 

chapter, in section 7.4). After Tracy returns to the kitchen, Sian is able to begin the 

interview, and Tracy continues to cook while answering the questions. The table below 

ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛǎŜǎ ¢ǊŀŎȅΩǎ ǇƻǎǘǳǊŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ video chat indicating the timing of each 

action in relation to the entire recording. These changes are meaningful because some of 

them result in a violation of the VC maxim (Licoppe & Morel, 2012, 2014), and many of 

them show a modified version of the talking heads arrangement.  

Table 11: Posture changes during the video chat 

Time  
(mm:ss) Action 

Relevant 
image 

00:11 

When Tracy's video comes on, she is looking at the screen and 
her upper body is in the frame. She is standing, cooking in the 
kitchen and her laptop is on a counter next to her, angled so 
that she is in the frame. Figure 5 

 
Figure 5 

00:22 
Tracy picks up the laptop for the tour of the kitchen and living 
room Figure 6 




















































































































































































































































































































