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Introduction
Christine Develotte

The volume Interactions and Screens in Research and Education
presents a self-reflexive research project that was conduc-
ted in and on a doctoral seminar focused on Multimodal
Screen Interactions (or IMPEC as per the French acronym).
This introduction is written in the first person as it tries to
elucidate the choices I made as director of this seminar .
It aims to specify the goals, the genesis and the theoretical
and practical grounding of research that was conducted as
a collective project under my leadership 2.

The two main goals of this research are related to the specific
nature of the digital environment on which and in which
we work :

— The analysis of a concrete research training seminar
that was both face-to-face (on site in Lyon) and re-
mote (via a videoconferencing platform and tele-
presence robots), leading to a reconceptualisation
of interactions related to experience in a hybrid
context.

— The positioning of this study in favour of open
science that forms part of the digital humanities and
new scholarly formats that are currently being de-
veloped. Ultimately, the data gathered will thus be
available to the scientific community and the results
will be published in different forms, digital forms in
particular.

1. Given the collegial mode of functioning that will be explai-
ned further on, first person singular and plural will be used alter-
nately in this introduction.

2. This “Digital Presences” research project has benefitted from
the financial support of the ASLAN Labex since 2018.


https://impec.sciencesconf.org/resource/page?id=4&forward-action=page&forward-controller=resource&lang=en
https://impec.sciencesconf.org/resource/page?id=4&forward-action=page&forward-controller=resource&lang=en
https://aslan.universite-lyon.fr/site-anglais/
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The context of research on Screen-based
Multimodal Interactions (IMPEC :
Interactions Multimodales Par ECran)

I will start by describing the research context surrounding
this volume : both the prior or concomitant studies that ins-
pired the volume, and how it is situated in the continuity of
my own work.

Multidisciplinary inspirations

Undoubtedly as a result of my own multidisciplinary aca-
demic background ?, the sources of inspiration for my re-
search are not restricted to a single domain. I provide four
examples here that have had the greatest influence on this
project.

Mauro Carbone (philosophy)

Mauro Carbone and his “Vivre par(mi) les écrans” research
group have been examining how we live with screens from
a phenomenological perspective since 2013. He posits that
screens, which today are the habitual interface for our re-
lationships to the world, to others and even to ourselves,
produce “regimes of visibility” (Carbone, Dalmasso, and
Bodini 2018, 23).

In our situation of communication combining screens of
different sizes in artefacts * or as part of a platform, the pre-
mediation of the presence of remote participants is clearly

3. I began by studying literature, then psychology and socio-
logy, and then applied linguistics, combined with a period of re-
search in communication sciences.

4. The notion of “artefact” designates any non-animated ob-
ject without specifying its function. For more information, check
“Theoretical and methodological framework for visual reflexive
ethology”, section “Remote communication artefacts and their po-
sitions in the room”.
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apparent. Participants are not featured in the same way de-
pending on the screens that broadcast their presence. As
Francesco Casetti (2018, 53) reminds us :

The screen only becomes a screen from the point of
view of the device with which it is associated, and
which links it to the set of practices that produce it as
such.

And because different telepresence screens are associated
with specific affordances, they permit certain possibilities
of expression or not : for example, participants using the
Adobe Connect platform can express themselves in chats,
whereas participants using robots cannot. We can thus
agree with Carbone when he says that “a certain ‘regime of
visibility’ is intertwined with a certain ‘regime of sayability’
by virtue of directing the attention and inattention both of
our gaze and of our discourse” (Carbone, Dalmasso, and
Bodini 2018, 25).

One of the goals of our research is to show which ethos and
discourse are associated with each screen. Reciprocally we
aim to study how the participants in-situ address remote
participants depending (or not) on the different screens
mediating their presence.

Louise Merzeau (information and communication
sciences)

Louise Merzeau calls the advent of digital technology an
“environmental transformation that affects structures and
relationships ... [and that] calls into question the concep-
tual models that serve to formalise them” (Merzeau 2009,
23). This calling into question of conceptual models is also
needed when considering exchanges via screens (video-
conferencing or telepresence robots). This is the point of
view adopted in my earlier work (Develotte, Kern, and
Lamy 2011; Kern and Develotte 2018) and one of the cru-
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cial goals of this project is to propose conceptual innova-
tions based on multidisciplinary analyses” of the data ga-

thered.
Susan Herring and Marie-Anne Paveau (linguistics)

In 1996, Susan Herring ® launched the field of linguistic re-
search on “computer-mediated communication” (1996).
She provides a new synthetic schema of multimodal inter-
active communication that goes from email, via the telepre-
sence robot, to the 3D immersive platform avatar (Herring
2015).

Like Susan Herring, French linguist Marie-Anne Paveau has
mainly studied written digital discourse. She presents her
work as “a response to the need to invent new concepts,
tools and limits to describe how forms of discourse native
to the internet function from a qualitative and ecological
perspective”. Paveau defines “discourse native to the inter-
net” as “the set of all verbal productions that are elabora-
ted online, regardless of the devices, interfaces, platforms
or writing tools used” (Paveau 2017, 8). She posits that “na-
tive digital language productions” (2017, 8) involve a non-
human dimension (machine, software, algorithm...) that
informs and shapes what can be said (2017, 11).

This conceptualisation of digital discourse is embodied in
the expression “discursive technology”.

The anteposition in French of the term “technology” (tech-
nologie discursive) underscores the paramount importance of
this dimension in discourse that is indelibly marked by it.
This is what we will describe in this volume : the manner of

5. Check “Theoretical and methodological framework for vi-
sual reflexive ethology”.

6. As a leading figure in linguistic studies of online commu-
nication, Herring was the editor-in-chief of the journal Comzputer-
Mediated Commmumnication from 2004 to 2007 and then of the journal
Language@Internet.


https://academic.oup.com/jcmc
https://academic.oup.com/jcmc
http://www.languageatinternet.org/
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speaking and interacting with remote participants is unique
and depends on the specificities and affordances of each ar-
tefact.

Gregory Bateson (anthropology of communication)

There is nothing new about having a multidisciplinary team
study a common corpus. This adventure was undertaken in
The Natural History of an Intervieww(McQuown 1971) recoun-
ted by Wendy Leeds-Hurwitz” (1988). T will discuss some
of the elements of this work below as well as its connections
to the present project.

This multidisciplinary project® that would represent a tur-
ning point in research in social communication was laun-
ched in 1955-1956 at the Center for Advanced Study in the
Behavioral Sciences at Stanford University.

From this pioneering project in communication, I chose
not to define a prior theoretical orientation °, to respect the
ecology of interactions and to open up the data to a mul-
tidisciplinary team of researchers. This project also taught
the importance of setting a precise research schedule from
the start and involving all the members of the group. Bate-
son, who was the only researcher present in the film, was
in fact very uneasy about having his postural, mimetic and
gestural behaviour dissected on screen by his colleagues. In
our project, all the participants were involved in the same

7. Leeds-Hurwitz’s study was discussed in greater detail in one
of the first presentations of our research during the seminar on “Meé-
thodes Pour La Recherche Autour De La Commeunication Multimodale
Artéfactée” (meaning : As seen from the perspective of the IMPEC
seminar : Methodological Choices for Reflexive Research).

8. Which initially brought together two psychiatrists, two lin-
guists and three anthropologists.

9. Isuggested that the general research framework be based on
the naturalistic approach developed by Jacques Cosnier under the
heading of “comprehensive ethology”.


https://amupod.univ-amu.fr/video/2806-conference-1-journee-detude-methodes-pour-la-recherche-autour-de-la-communication-multimodale-artefactee-dans-loeil-du-seminaire-impec-choix-methodologiques-dune-recherche-reflexive/
https://amupod.univ-amu.fr/video/2806-conference-1-journee-detude-methodes-pour-la-recherche-autour-de-la-communication-multimodale-artefactee-dans-loeil-du-seminaire-impec-choix-methodologiques-dune-recherche-reflexive/
https://amupod.univ-amu.fr/video/2806-conference-1-journee-detude-methodes-pour-la-recherche-autour-de-la-communication-multimodale-artefactee-dans-loeil-du-seminaire-impec-choix-methodologiques-dune-recherche-reflexive/
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undertaking, took the same risks (in terms of their image)
and made the same commitments.

My research on screen-based interaction

I began to work on screen-based interaction in 2002,
usually in educational contexts, before turning to synchro-
nous online conversation starting in 2006.

Describing online conversation

The research project entitled Décrire la conversation (“Des-
cribing conversation”; Cosnier, Kerbrat-Orecchioni, and

Bouchard (1987)) was inspired by The Natural History of
an Interview, and in 2006, as a next logical step, I invited

my colleagues to join me in co-editing the volume entitled

Décrire la conversation en ligne (“Describing online conversa-
tion”; Develotte, Kern, and Lamy (2011)).

In this volume, using a common corpus given to different

researchers to study, we were able to show that desktop

videoconferencing communication had revisited the prin-
ciples revealed for face-to-face conversation. Interactional

synchrony, for example, cannot be separated from the qua-
lity of the digital flow and from distortion of the audio or
video signal, which induces a necessary adjustment on be-
half of the speakers.

Directly following up on Décrire la conversation en ligne, the

aim here will be to understand how this polylogical situa-
tion changes participants’ behaviour in comparison to the

dialogical situation studied earlier. The second aim will be

to analyse the effect of the simultaneous use of various

means of communication.

Ethical dimensions of the research

Filming interlocutors inevitably leads to the problem of ac-
cessing “natural” data.
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We believe self-reflexive research *° to be closer to “natural”
data rather than “elicited” data. In our case, even if having
the ultimate goal of studying interactive behaviour could
potentially influence participants’ behaviour, the doctoral
seminar held a genuine educational function of training
doctoral students.

Promoting open science

In Décrire la conversation en ligne, the video data we used
to study online conversations were then included in the
CLAPI database '* which was developed by the ICAR la-
boratory and is accessible to all researchers '%. Today, ten
years later, as open science has become more widely accep-
ted, we naturally adopted the prospect of sharing the data
associated with our project.

Moreover, an encounter with Marcello Vitali-Rosati in 2018
gave shape to the idea of publishing our results in digital
form — an idea which we intuitively had thought about, but
which we did not know already existed. This immediately
seemed the best way to exploit the multimodal nature of
our video data 3.

The IMPEC research group

The IMPEC group is a working group that was formed in
2013 based on researchers’ shared interest in screen-based
interactions. The group is committed to a multidisciplinary
approach, mainly involving applied linguistics, cognitive

10. Check “Theoretical and methodological framework for vi-
sual reflexive ethology”.

11. Corpus de Langue Parlée en Interaction (Corpus of Spoken Lan-
guage in Interaction).

12. Interactions, Corpus, Apprentissages, Représentations (In-
teraction, Corpus, Learning, Representations).

13. Check “Theoretical and methodological framework for vi-
sual reflexive ethology”.


https://impec.sciencesconf.org/resource/page?forward-action=page&forward-controller=resource&id=23&lang=en
http://clapi.ish-lyon.cnrs.fr/V3_Accueil.php?interface_langue=EN
http://icar.cnrs.fr/
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sciences, and communication sciences. The group studies
a variety of situations, both individual (i.e., telephone, vi-
deo games, etc.) and collective (the use of screens in face-
to-face or remote contexts, such as talks, webinars, network
games, or museum visits ). These situations can occur wi-
thin a professional setting with computer screens, specific
screens (control screens), and in various private contexts,
and may involve the general public or a particular audience
(i.e., children, young adults, seniors). These situations are
usually multimodal in a broad sense; in other words, they
connect the multimodality that emerges between people
(verbal, paraverbal and non-verbal) and the multimodality
present in any type of content (i.e., text, audio, still and
moving images) visible on screens.

The group organises its work around a biennial conference
and a seminar which I coordinate .

The hybrid IMPEC seminar

The aim of this monthly seminar is to provide scientific
support to the doctoral students I supervise. The seminars
help to stimulate the students’ critical thinking by involving
guest researchers, in addition to providing the students
with the opportunity to present their ongoing work. The
majority of the doctoral students involved were pursuing
thesis topics connected to digital communication, usually
in the context of education. Since some students lived too
far away to attend the seminars physically, we started using
videoconferencing with a computer placed in the middle
of the table in the seminar room. Although this improvised
system did allow participants to attend remotely, it was not
very convenient. The participants in-situ had to remember
to move the computer so that the webcam was always poin-

14. The videos both of the conferences and of the seminar are
freely available on the IMPEC website.


https://impec.sciencesconf.org/resource/page?id=4
https://impec.sciencesconf.org/resource/page?id=4&forward-action=page&forward-controller=resource&lang=en
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ting in the right direction for the remote participants, and
the latter sometimes found themselves looking at a white-
board or in some other insignificant direction.

From videoconferencing to the “Digital presence” project

In 2016, we tried both to improve the technical set-up and
to involve the set-up in the construction of a corpus suitable
for studying different aspects of screen-based interactions,
which had been the focus of the seminar from the start.
The initial idea was thus to continue to host remote partici-
pants using various types of devices or artefacts in order to
analyse the effects of the different autonomy of the artefacts
on the dynamics of the seminar.

The polyartefacted doctoral seminar

Here, I will present the project participants and the charac-
teristics of the seminar. A more precise description of the
tools of communication and their affordances will be pro-
vided in the chapter “Theoretical and methodological fra-
mework for visual reflexive ethology”.

Participants

16 people participated in the research project on some le-
vel or another, with varying degrees of involvement at dif-
ferent times. The group was mixed from several points of
view : it was international and each of its members had a
different level of competency in using the artefacts (ranging
from no experience to mastery). The team was intergene-
rational and included three disciplines; the prevalence of
applied linguistics refers to my home discipline and to the
nine participants scientifically related to me (i.e students,
doctoral students, or former doctoral students). This is an
important element as these links that were established over
several years prior to the project form the basis for a socio-
emotional stability of relationships within the group. Mo-
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reover, | knew the “external” colleagues who were invi-
ted to join the team, since I had already collaborated with
them.

Characteristics of the seminar

Since the seminar is dedicated to doctoral students, I attach
great importance to the working atmosphere so that youn-
ger participants feel comfortable expressing themselves *°.
Benevolence is aword that I often use and that I try as much
as possible to put into practice. For me it is essential that
any question can be asked and all points of view can be ex-
pressed without anyone having to fear being judged by the
other participants. The adopted policy on the dynamics of
exchanges also led me to limit my own speaking time and
to express myself more concisely to provide more time for
doctoral students and less experienced participants.

In addition, I tried to conduct the research project so as to
provide the doctoral students with a scientific experience
as part of their doctoral training. In that perspective, the
doctoral students were involved in a research project that
was not exactly their own, but they could draw inspiration
from the project’s theories and methodologies. This semi-
nar thus links training FOR research to involvement IN re-
search, fostering a form of teaching based on lived expe-
rience ', The seminar also attempts to apply the concept
of Zone of Proximal Development (Vygotski 1985) by in-
volving colleagues of different academic ranks in different
exchanges.

15. I myself attended doctoral seminars as a doctoral student in
which only senior researchers spoke and I never dared to intervene.
Here, I tried to do the opposite by creating a space for congenial
exchanges.

16. This view echoes with the projects that I previously develo-
ped in language didactics for teaching a language by way of inter-
personal exchanges among students (Develotte 2008).
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Finally, we prioritised the idea of developing what Richard
Kern and I have called a “nurturing matrix” (Kern and De-
velotte 2018, 9) : a matrix that encourages collaboration
among participants. Ensuring that all the participants were
involved in the scholarly adventure in which I had invi-
ted them to take part was one of the main motivations
for fostering collaboration in the different stages of our re-
search : during the seminar, during the development of
the research project, and during the process of writing this

book Y.

Work programme

I planned a work schedule spread out over four years in
response to my painful past experience of collective re-
search projects that were inordinately extended in time and
that ended up exhausting the interest and energy of the re-
searchers. The four-year duration required us to adopt an
intense rhythm, which was sometimes a little difficult to
maintain. Nevertheless, the variety of the tasks in our time-
table held participants’ interest and maintained their invol-
vement. Moreover, as our research topic has been evolving
very rapidly due to improvements in technical means, the
objective was also to reduce the time separating the group’s
lived experience and making the research results available
to the scholarly community. Finally, the above-mentioned
encounter with Marcello Vitali Rosati, which was decisive
for the editorial choices made for this work, allowed us to
demarcate the different phases of the proposed schedule.

Choice of chapters

The writing of the different chapters in this book took place
in two stages, which are reflected in the two-part presenta-

17. Check “Theoretical and methodological framework for vi-
sual reflexive ethology”.
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tion below. First, we present three thematic chapters cove-
ring aspects that initially seemed to be the most salient for
the purposes of our research ; then three other intersecting
chapters, which often draw on the results of the previous
chapters.

Dimensions involved in polyartefacted situations.

The three aspects that were chosen at the outset are atten-
tion, corporeality and politeness.

Jean-Frangois Grassin, Mabrouka El Hachani, Joséphine Ré-
mon and Caroline Vincent wrote the first chapter entitled
“Attentional affordances in an instrumented seminar”. This
chapter examines how attention is reconceived within the
seminar in question as a dual attentional set-up, in its mate-
rial construction of space and in its relational construction.
The analysis focuses on sequences of the co-construction of
attention within the specific horizon of expectation of the
seminar, which is itself modified by the technological set-
up.

The second chapter, written by Samira Ibnelkaid and Doro-
thée Furnon, considers the technobodily modalities of en-
acting intersubjectivity and reveals that participants struc-
ture their perception and action through different states
of mediation : “demediation”, “remediation” and “imme-
diation”. Participants manage these states of mediation by
embodying specific roles in the interactions, such as “pro-
curators”, “witnesses” and “sentinels” through distributed
agency. The latter gives rise to phenomena of reification of
the animate and of personification of the artefact, leading
to the enactment of an artifacted intercorporeality.

The third chapter by Amélie Bouquain, Tatiana Codreanu
and Christelle Combe deals with politeness using the mi-
crosociological theories of Erving Goffman (1974) and
the analysis of online conversation (Develotte, Kern, and
Lamy 2011). It revisits these notions, which are simulta-
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neously linguistic, transsemiotic and cultural, and reveals
new norms of politeness in the context of artefacted inter-
actions.

The diachronic evolution of experience

The second part of the volume undertakes a review of the
dimensions of the polyartefacted seminar that take on mea-
ning experientially over time.

The chapter “Autonomy and artefactual presence in a po-
lyartefacted seminar”, written by Amélie Bouquain, Chris-
telle Combe and Joséphine Rémon, analyses the effects of
presence via a comparative study of the potentialities of
telepresence systems. Depending on the interactional co-
construction undertaken by the participants, effects of pre-
sence of devices define an artefactual or an interactional pre-
sence around issues of autonomy of movement, visual and
sound ajustement, stealthy presence and forced presence.
Samira Ibnelkaid and Caroline Vincent examine “Digital
bugs and interactional failures in the service of a collective
intelligence”. This chapter is based on the analytical results
of the thematic chapters, which are related to a semantic
study of the final assessment questionnaires. The chapter
reveals the co-construction of a form of collective intelli-
gence and the enacting of a group ethos that does not neces-
sarily reduce situations of technical bugs but instead rein-
forces a feeling of personal efficacy (Bandura 1980) in the
individual and collective capacities of remediation.

Finally, Morgane Domanchin, Mabrouka El Hachani and
Jean-Frangois Grassin consider the polyartefacted docto-
ral seminar and its potential for research training. This last
chapter regards the seminar as a space of doctoral training
and, more precisely, the construction of the ethos of four
doctoral students based on identifying the traces of their
investment during the different phases of the seminar. Mo-
ments of collaborative learning are classified by way of a
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visual schema illustrating the potential acquisition of tech-
nical and scholarly competencies. The aim of the chapter is
to uncover the dimensions that doctoral training promotes :
notably, the socio-emotional, artefactual and international
dimensions that enhance the experience of young resear-
chers and the support we provide them.

To conclude this introduction, I would like to note that the
research covered in this volume is both modest and ambi-
tious. The research is modest in that it focuses on a limited
duration (six months) and involves only a dozen people
within a given educational situation. But our project is am-
bitious by virtue of its openness : our research seeks to
provide theoretical justification for a multidisciplinary ap-
proach to an object of research, a particular digital ecosys-
tem. Based on the analyses that have been carried out, our
project proposes new concepts that are suited to the rea-
lities and experiences described, to these situated “discur-
sive technologies”. Our project also aims to contribute to
the free and open dissemination of knowledge by way of
the online publication of our results and by making the data
freely available to the scholarly community.

Our research project constitutes both the culmination of a
professional trajectory and the starting point for a multidis-
ciplinary toolkit of digital interactions.
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Theoretical and methodological
framework for

visual reflexive ethology

Christine Develotte
Morgane Domanchin
Samira Ibnelkaid

The research presented in this book is based on an interdis-
ciplinary approach to multimodal and multisemiotic inter-
actional data. The polyartefacted seminar analysed here is
the subject of a multidimensional study, which in our ap-
proach required audiovisual access to the sequences of ver-
bal and non-verbal actions of the participants. This involves
adopting a comprehensive ethological approach (Cosnier
1978),1.e., a “direct observation of behaviours experienced
in the here and now” (Cosnier 2013, 258), taking into ac-
count interactional events as much as affects and empathic
processes (Cosnier 2013).

In this chapter, we introduce the theoretical and metho-
dological foundations underlying the collection, selection
and analysis of this corpus of audiovisual data. We also jus-
tify our interest in this field of research leading to the emer-
gence of what we call a “visual ethology”.

Theoretical and methodological choices
Ethology as a global approach to the field

Jacques Cosnier %, a researcher and one of the founders of
a laboratory in Lyon '°, chose ethology to describe situa-
tions involving interpersonal communication (197831986
1987). Based on a descriptive analysis of human behaviour,
this approach also includes individuals’ points of view ob-
served through interviews.

18. Jacques Cosnier was originally trained as a biologist.
19. Communication ethology laboratory, the foundation of the
current ICAR laboratory.


http://icar.cnrs.fr/
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Cosnier has called this naturalistic approach “comprehen-
sive ethology”.

Taking up this ethological perspective, we have sought here
to develop a new approach : “visual reflexive ethology”.
Our new approach deals with video interaction data and
is applied to ourselves, thereby integrating the advantages
and limitations due to the fact that the ethologist and their
object are intertwined and that, in this case, the interviews
were conducted between and among ourselves.
Collecting data for each of the sessions naturally modi-
fied the traditional seminar environment by adding micro-
phones and cameras which, by their presence, could in-
fluence the participants’ behaviour. Our research takes this
factor into account; it does not invalidate our naturalistic
approach, which is accomplished precisely through the re-
cording of our behaviour.

This approach requires making informed technical choices
regarding the number of cameras and their location. We
relied on the ICAR laboratory’s expertise when dealing
with such matters. The visual reflexive ethological appraoch
takes its place in a landscape of human and social sciences
delineated by visual ethnography and interactional analy-
sis.

Visual ethnography

In our view, the complexity of studying the presence of
subjects on a screen requires a multimodal and multisemio-
tic approach. Therefore, we draw on visual ethnography
(Ruby 1996 Banks and Morphy 1997; Pink 2007; Dion
2007) to explore the general ecology of physical-digital
interactions and to explore the flow of these interactions
across different media platforms and formats. In order to
do so, we make use of digital tools available to researchers
in digital humanities (digital cameras, dynamic screen cap-
tures, video editing software, etc.). This approach allows us
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to study both verbal and non-verbal communicative beha-
viours on and off screen, and leads us to understand ons-
creen presence as a linguistic, sensory and technical pheno-
menon.

Within visual methods, video recording is more than a data
collection tool — it is a technology involved in negotia-
ting social relations > and a medium through which eth-
nographic knowledge is produced (Pink 2007, 173). Mo-
reover, new digital technologies, interfaces and sociodigital
networks are gradually introducing ethnographic studies
of the everyday digital communication practices of indivi-
duals and communities (Pink 2007, 197). In addition to vi-
sual ethnography, a form of digital ethnography that is deli-
nearised, multimodal and multisemiotic is emerging (Pink
2007, 197).

Interactional analysis

The notion of interaction has more or less restricted defini-
tions depending on one’s approach towards it. Goffman, a
linguist and sociologist, and one of the founders of interac-
tion analysis, explains that :

Interaction (i.e., face-to-face interaction) is defined as
the reciprocal influence of individuals upon one ano-
ther’s actions when in one another’s immediate physi-
cal presence (Goffman 1973, 23).

The overall conversational resources thus inform us about
the activity that the participants construct, from turn-taking
to the overall structure of the interaction. They result in
the definition of the content, form and the modalities of

20. Technology can only be used in the field if there is informed
cooperation and explicit negotiations with the participants in or-
der to establish a relationship of trust that is essential for the ethical
constitution of the interactional dataset.
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presence brought into play. Some of the chapters presen-
ted here will analyse the participants’ language produc-
tions from an interactionist perspective initiated by Goff-
man, Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, and then pursued, by
Cosnier, Kerbrat-Orecchioni, Véronique Traverso and Lo-
renza Mondada in France. In addition, the research gathe-
red here aims at extending this interactionist approach by
studying the impact of the screen on interactional rituals
observed off-screen until now. This volume describes “the
boundary between new practices and normative structures,
as well as the appropriation by human actors of both the
tools and the discursive or semiotic practices they induce”
(Develotte, Kern, and Lamy 2011, 19).

A transdisciplinary approach : Visual reflexive
ethology

We have chosen to employ a video-based approach to
record, analyse and illustrate interactional phenomena ?'.
Therefore, we chose not to transcribe verbal productions
complemented with gesture-related annotations in the tra-
dition of Conversation Analysis (initially based on audio
recordings). Instead, we aimed at preserving the primary
audiovisual material and guiding the reader-observer via a
semiotic and narrative enrichment process applied in post-
production. The video thus constitutes a mode of analytical
representation in itself which follows a scenario established
beforehand by the researcher. Video clips as dynamic illus-
trations are thus an innovative way of displaying data ana-
lyses and contributing to the renewal of the study of social
interactions by making use of the technological tools avai-
lable to researchers in digital humanities.

Beyond this general theoretical-methodological frame-
work, the authors of the different chapters of this book

21. Supplemented by semi-guided and explanatory interviews.
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have chosen other frameworks specifically adapted to their
topic and presented in each chapter. The fact that we call
upon different fields in our analyses implies that the same
concepts are sometimes used differently depending on the
chosen approach.

Material situation

In this section, we will first describe the “digital ecosystem”
(Bourassa 2018) of the seminar, emphasizing its material
and human dimensions. The concept of digital ecosystem
allows us to think of contexts as sites where multiple actors,
both human and non-human, come into play, linked by or-
ganic, technical and dynamic relationships.

In the case of our seminar, the face-to-face and remote di-
mensions are intertwined through communication tools
and artefacts.

Spatial organisation
The Pedagogical and Digital Innovation Room (LiPeN)

The “Screen-based Multimodal Interactions” (IMPEC ?%)
seminar was held at the Ecole Normale Supéricure (ENS)
in Lyon in a room used for teaching workshops. The open-
plan room contained mobile and modular furniture %>,

In the recorded sessions, depending on the session?*,
the remote participants were located in London (UK),
Hangzhou (China), Besangon, Caen and Aix-en-Provence
(France). As they were geographically spread around the
globe, they used various artefacts to communicate.

22. Interactions Multimodales Par ECrans (IMPEC).

23. The room is called LiPeN : “Laboratoire d’Innovation Pé-
dagogique et Numérique” (Pedagogical and Digital Innovation
Room)

24. See Introduction.
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Remote communication artefacts and their positions in
the room

In this book we differentiate between the notions of “set-
up”, “artefact” and “platform”. By set-up, we mean the or-
ganisation of multiple artefacts and the use of different plat-
forms to produce forms of presence.
The data collection set-up included microphones and video
cameras to record interactional data.

Project timeline

The general research program was set as follows :

— 2016-2017 — research design and data collection;

— 2017-2018 — data processing, archiving, choice of
research directions, initial brainstorming on the edi-
torialisation process;

— 2018-2019 — data analysis and book writing, fur-
ther reflections on the online publication;

— 2019-2020 — online editorialisation and opening
access of the Ortolang database containing this re-
search corpus to the scientific public.

Two data sets

Two types of data were collected and will be presented
in the following sections : first, the interactional data, and
then the data from interviews conducted with the partici-
pants.

Interactional data

During the 2016-2017 academic year, the choice of five se-
minar sessions was based on varying the communication si-
tuations as much as possible. We sought to place the guest
lecturers alternately in face-to-face and remote situations
(remotely via Beam or the Kubi robot or, in person, in
Lyon), so as to multiply the communication scenarios to


https://www.ortolang.fr/market/corpora/impec/v1
https://www.ortolang.fr/market/corpora/impec/v1
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be studied *°. We also tried to vary different criteria, such
as the status of each speaker (doctoral student or senior re-
searcher).

Data on participants’ affects

The interviews were mainly audio or video recorded. Accor-
ding to the research perspective being adopted, two types
of methodologically different interviews were conduc-
ted : explicitation interviews (Vermersch 1994) and semi-
guided interviews to clarify specific aspects.

Other data collections related to individual perceptions
were conducted in writing at the end of each session in or-
der to evaluate participants’ feelings of co-presence. This
type of data was collected asynchronously and hence mir-
rors a deeper reflective approach. In total, 4 questions were
related to the participants’ feelings.

In addition, 18 audio and video interviews were transcri-
bed and reviewed by the participant in question 2°.

Data collection set-up

Five of the ten sessions from 2016-2017 were selected to
constitute the research corpus which has a total duration
of 9 hours and 16 minutes. Each session was filmed in Lyon
from three to four different angles, and two to four different
sound recordings were produced. In addition, at least two
video recordings were collected at each session to docu-
ment the behaviour of the remote participants through dy-
namic screen captures or external videos. These data can be
arranged in a multi-screen format and, depending on the
analysis, certain aspects can be zoomed in.

25. See section on the “Specificities of a reflexive study”.

26. For the participants, multiple experiences were often not
possible. Only a few were able to experience the use of all the re-
mote communication artefacts.


https://hdl.handle.net/11403/impec/v2/2_corpus_presences_numeriques/presences_numeriques_questionnaires_bilan
https://hdl.handle.net/11403/impec/v2/2_corpus_presences_numeriques/presences_numeriques_transcriptions_entretiens
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Data collection

The first step involved identifying sites and selecting the
technical equipment to be used for the data collection (i.e.,
microphones, a webcam and video cameras). The purpose
was to collect a large amount of footage that would be rele-
vant for our research objectives.

The following choices were made :

— Between two and three fixed video cameras on tri-
pods were placed around the room to provide both
an overall view and a view centred on the video-
projected slide show,

— A GoPro action video camera was used to capture
an “overhead” view of the room. The same camera
was sometimes placed in front of the Kubi robot
when it was in use,

— A360°video camera was placed in the centre of the
room,

— Fourmicrophones were placed around the horseshoe-

shaped table.

Post-production work

After each data collection, each recording source (audio, vi-
deo, screen capture, remote view) was processed and syn-
chronised with the same time scale (also called a “time
code”).

This synchronisation helps to facilitate and enrich the ana-
lysis of phenomena by integrating different viewpoints (for
instance, in-situ and ex-situ). Subsequently, the audio and
video data were edited using Final Cut Pro X and Quick-
Time Pro software. The video clips chosen were multiscope
(combining several shooting angles on the same screen) in
which six to eight views were selected and combined simul-
taneously. During the production of these videos, the au-



32 [Interactions and Screens in Research and Education]

dio sources were integrated into the video files >’ to provide
better distribution of the sound. These initial edited video
clips formed the basis for the research subgroups’ analyses.
In total, the “Digital Presences” corpus includes :

— T7hours of video recordings (duration of the five ses-

sions),

— 35 hours of video recordings, including all views,

— 10 hours of dynamic screen captures,

— 28 hours of audio recordings

Data storage

The data has been stored in the Ortolang database which
will be presented in “Document sharing tools”. In order
to make it easier to share data among group members, the
digitised sound and video data were classified and listed
according to a nomenclature that made them easy to find.
The data were then stored in folders associated with each
of the five sessions presented above (i.e., IMPEC_LiPeN-
year-month-day). A summary data sheet containing a brief
description of all the views available is included in each of
the data collections.

Developing synopses and setting up a collective
workspace

During our meetings, we sought to establish an effec-
tive methodology to collectively annotate our data. We
thus created “synopsis” files in digital workspaces (Google
Drive) which were accessible to the whole group, in which
each person was asked to enter events that were particularly
relevant to their research focus.

27. For example, unlike.mp4 files, .mov files using QuickTime
Pro software allow researchers to check or uncheck an audio track.
In the event of overlap between participants, for example, this fea-
ture allows one of the unchecked audio tracks to be silenced and
can be useful for transcribing speaking turns.


https://hdl.handle.net/11403/impec/v2/2_corpus_presences_numeriques
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Transcripts

We transcribed the discussions that followed the talks in or-
der to see how each of the artefacts we used took part in
the exchanges, and the effects their presence had on the in-
teractions. We opted for a minimal transcription limited to
the verbal cues, providing a first “basic” transcript. The 18
(audio and video) interviews conducted with each partici-
pant from the research group were transcribed in the same
way. These transcripts allowed the group to study the 14
hours and 36 minutes of audio recordings. The transcribed
version of these interviews resulted in a 231-page transcript
booklet, in which the transcripts were arranged in chrono-
logical order. This booklet was produced and distributed
to the various participants in May 2019 and later on was re-
leased to the public.

The decision-making process and
organisation of discussions

Participants’ roles in the seminar

Apart from the role of the seminar leader mentioned by
Christine in the Introduction, other roles were assigned
while still others emerged spontaneously during the ses-
sions. The organisation of the seminar — both logistically
and technically — was ensured by its members.

For example, Morgane, a doctoral student in Lyon who is
highly involved in the life of the ICAR laboratory, suppor-
ted the technical set-up of the room hand-in-hand with the
members of the Cellule Corpus Conzplexces. She also monito-
red the digitisation of the videos and transcribed the inter-
views. In addition to this “official” technical and methodo-
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logical assistance, other types of support helped the opera-

tion to function properly 2.

Collaborative data collection and analysis

The choice was made to involve all participants in each and
every stage of the research project. The contribution of its
members resulted in the co-construction of the project, im-
plying a collaborative consulting policy among members
throughout the tasks and sub-tasks we encountered. The
discussions related to decision-making took the form of
brainstorming workshops, data sessions or even opinions
written in emails in between sessions. The topics of the dis-
cussions included for instance the choice of the camera’s
location in the room in Lyon or the anonymisation or not
of the data for the publications.

Document-sharing tools

A scientific repository platform

The Ortolang platform is a facility designed for language
data storage and processing, supported by the Huma-
Num infrastructure. Its aim is to construct a network in-
frastructure including a repository of language data (cor-
pora, lexicons, dictionaries etc.) and readily available, well-
documented tools for its processing.

This platform has hosted our data since the beginning of
our project. It was chosen not only for its simplicity of use,
user-friendly interface, and large storage capacity, but also
for a feature which makes it possible to provide access to
the corpus to various audiences, including researchers and

28. Dorothée was in charge of the Beam robot; Christelle set up
the video-conferencing sessions on Adobe Connect and provided
a space on Ortolang for our data storage ; Caroline booked the ma-
terial and the room, took notes on Google Doc and managed the
Google Drive storage system.


https://www.ortolang.fr/
http://www.huma-num.fr/
http://www.huma-num.fr/
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even the general public ?°. This open data approach reflects
this project’s position supporting open science.

A shared space for non-sensitive data

We occasionally used Google Drive to store elements rela-
ted to the project, especially to collaborate on publications,
plan abstracts for conferences, comments on video extracts,
etc. Google Documents was used for collective note-taking
during the seminars, which were also archived on Google
Drive. We also created and stored collaborative synopses
associated with each session.

Writing process

The idea was to give an account of the group’s experience
in a diffracted way by highlighting different aspects that see-
med the most interesting to prioritise in our project.

Group process

During the seminar, each of the sub-groups was asked
to present their intended approach to the analyses, their
theoretical-methodological angle and a few examples of re-
levant data. Each presentation led to numerous exchanges
with the whole group, allowing certain points to be clari-
fied and others to be enriched.

The feedback provided by the group throughout the wri-
ting process led to a two-day research workshop in June
2019 which focused on the first drafts of the various chap-
ters.

29. Access the “Digital Presences” corpus on the Ortolang plat-
form.


https://www.ortolang.fr/market/corpora/impec
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Specificities of a reflexive study

Using oneself as the object of study on a topic such as di-
gital presences is by no means trivial. On the contrary, it
generates effects that must be integrated into the analyses.

Reflexivity on the research purpose

The effects of familiarity with the subject suggest that the
research results relate to a “non-naive” audience who may
adopt more appropriate behaviours (e.g., in positioning
themselves in relation to the webcam or using the chat func-
tion on Adobe Connect) than an unsuspecting audience.

Moreover, neutrality becomes relative when the intervie-
wers are close colleagues involved in the same project. It
can be assumed that the preservation of each other’s face
is reinforced, especially when all parties know that every-
thing said will be made public. The quality of the socio-
affective relationship between the members of the group
is taken into account in handling the data (especially regar-
ding opinions collected in interviews and questionnaires).

Towards “visual ethology”

Through the theoretical and methodological framework
presented in this chapter, we aim to lay the foundations of
what we call “visual reflexive ethology”. This research ap-
proach takes on a video-based methodology and places em-
phasis on the participants’ (inter)subjective experience.
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Attentional affordances in an

instrumented seminar

Mabrouka El Hachani
Jean-Frangois Grassin
Joséphine Rémon
Caroline Vincent

Through a corpus study, we approach the seminar as a dual
attentional system in its material construction of space and
inits relational construction. In this context, we seek to des-
cribe the process of the co-construction of attention.

Our research question involves qualifying attention in a
hybrid polyartefacted doctoral seminar. How is attention
co-constructed and how do we recognise attentional phe-
nomena in a context where their manifestations are de-
pendent on artefaction?

Below, we discuss the concepts that have informed our ap-
proach to attention from an ecological perspective : atten-
tional framing, the different modes of joint attention, at-
tentional gestures and signs, the technogenesis of attention
and attentional affordances.

Theoretical framework

The aim of this chapter is to observe and understand the
“digital impregnation” of our attention, i.e., how the poly-
artefacted context recharacterises attention in a specific si-
tuation of joint and collaborative attention 3. The situation
involves the presence of people in a remote location which
makes attentional regimes more complex. Our ecological
perspective on attention will be a microeconomy *' of joint
attention (Citton 2014) including collective, artefacted and
transindividual attentional regimes.

30. For an exploration of the collaborative processes at work,
check “Research training in a polyartefacted doctoral seminar”.
31. Thatis, considered at the level of situated activity.
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The theoretical framework of our analysis is at the cross-
roads of phenomenological analysis (Depraz 2014; Livet
2016) and theories of artefacted interactions (Arminen, Li-
coppe, and Spagnolli 2016). The situation we are interes-
ted in, that of a research seminar, touches on the analysis
of professional situations (workplace studies) and training
situations. Our approach is based on a phenomenological
analysis, particularly of attention and affordances emerging
in the situation, rather than on an analysis of the activity in
all its dimensions.

The situation we are studying is a work meeting in which
artefacts play an important organisational role. Our analy-
sis is situated, but we believe it can be used to gain a more
comprehensive understanding of a world in which we are
increasingly caught up in “tightly interwoven networks of
intertwined attentions *2” (Citton 2014, 127) and in which
artefacts are increasingly used in interactions. This use im-
plies a growing variability in attentional capacities, atten-
tion being, moreover, “an intimate dimension of our hu-
manity” (Depraz 2014).

In this sense, the perspective we adopt is resolutely ecolo-
gical, supplementing a conception of attention focused on
objects with a detailed attention to environments. To put it
differently, the object takes on meaning for actors within a
specific environment, and this meaning allows them to pay
attention to it. The phenomenological viewpoint makes at-
tention “an experience of openness to the world rather
than an internal mental state” (Depraz 2014).

The artefactual situation we are dealing with does not on-
tologically change attention, but the multiplicity of pos-
sible targets for this attention complicates the “affective
and attentional tunings” (Citton 2014) that are required for
the joint activity expected in a research seminar : listening

32. We have translated all quotes by French speaking authors.
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to speakers (Sessions 2 and 4), presenting research to the
group (Sessions 1and 5), and engaging in scientific discus-
sions together (all sessions) are all activities whose scripts
are relatively well known and expected by the participants.

Attentional framing

Our attentional framing is therefore a collaborative situa-
tion that involves joint attention. Natalie Depraz (2014) de-
fines joint attention as “a structural case of relation to others
via an object that is the tangible fuel of the relationship bet-
ween two subjects, which builds intersubjectivity” (Depraz
2014, 410).

Co-attention or joint attention requires constant attentio-
nal feedback : to receive attention, one must pay attention.

The different modes of joint attention

Depraz identifies three modes of experiencing the articula-
tion between attention and intersubjectivity, or three forms
of co-attentionality that we explore here and illustrate with
examples : intersubjective attention, attentional intersub-
jectivity and interattention.

Joint attention as an experience is not homogeneous : it
can be emotional, rational, or complex. It is a “mode of
presence to” another person, a situation, an event, etc. At-
tentional practices depend on different confrontations with
other elements involved, each creating fragility : the envi-
ronment, the situation, the activity, the people, the arte-
facts and the documents.

Within the seminar, the modes of co-attention took place
within a specific organisational space which we analyse be-
low.



[Interactions and Screens in Research and Education] 41

The seminar as a space for attentional organisation :
attentional gestures and signs

We understand the seminar as a form of organisational fra-
ming of attention in which :

individually and collectively, individuals engage in
a dynamic process of orienting attention, construc-
ting meaning and developing appropriate responses
(Rouby and Thomas 2014, 43).

Within this system of distributed attentional processing
(Ocasio 2011, 1290), different types of behaviour (signal
selection, interpretation, action) can occur.

Analysing the attentional frameworks we are interested in
requires heuristic tools. Attention is indeed not a unitary
concept but a variety of interrelated processes that we des-
cribe here. William Ocasio (2011) differentiates three forms
of processes : attentional perspective, attentional engage-
ment, and attentional selection.

Attentional perspective, individual or collective

Attentional perspective is shaped by experience and by the
attentional roles assigned in the situation.

Attentional perspective determines, among other things,
whether or not the attentional markers posed by the partici-
pants are taken into account. Thus, if the participants chose
to orient their attentional perspective towards technical ma-
nagement, then alerts of this type would be noticed and
dealt with as a priority.

Attentional engagement

Attentional engagementis an intentional and sustained pro-
cess of allocating attention to solve a problem and make
sense of a situation.

In the case of the seminar, attentional engagement mani-
fested itself through the constantly renewed proxy of pre-
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sence of one another through the available digital devices
(guiding the Beam device, rotating the Kubi, activating a
microphone, projecting onto the wall etc.). Attentional en-
gagement took multiple forms, in a type of attentional flexi-
bility, as defined by Evelyne Rouby and Catherine Thomas
(2014).

Selective attention

The term selective attention refers to the process by which
individuals direct information processing to a specific set of
sensory stimuli at a given time.

The three processes described by Ocasio (2011) are among
the heuristic tools that allow us to understand the attentio-
nal orchestration within the seminar and the technogene-
sis of attention. We explore below how the notion of affor-
dances also contributes to this understanding.

Technogenesis of attention and attentional
affordances

In the situation under study, artefacts are in the foreground
and their role is crucial in terms of attentional frames.

Co-affordances

In our case, we cannot interpret individually the affor-
dances of the connected objects that enable communica-
tion because we are engaged in collaborative work. The si-
tuation shapes scripts where action is collective and cogni-
tion is distributed. These scripts are largely emergent.
Furthermore, following Bruno Latour and Nicolas Guilhot
(2007), we believe that “objects have the strange capacity
to be both compatible with social competences at certain
decisive moments, and the next moment, totally alien to
the repertoire of human action” (Latour and Guilhot 2007,
284), and that the situation therefore involves a high level
of uncertainty.



[Interactions and Screens in Research and Education] 43

This has two main consequences :

— We need to consider affordances in relation to
groups and communities of individuals, so as to
better take into account the co-influence between
individuals, groups and their social and material
environment; we call these social affordances “co-
affordances”.

— Communicative objects serve co-presence, and
their affordances are above all attentional. The set-
up we are studying is thus composed of human and
non-human elements, and in this sense, it is hetero-
geneous because all of the technical artefacts aim to
support communication and interaction between
individuals within the framework of the research
seminar. We call the set-up in question “attentio-
nal” (attentional set-up) because it appears to sup-
port the attention required for exchange and inter-
action.

These two characteristics of the affordances of telepresence
artefacts and software are our focus in this chapter, speci-
fically, their co-construction and their relationship with at-
tention.

Corpus analysis : co-construction of the
attentional set-up

Here we describe the complexity of the seminar process
through the analysis of the sessions and interviews with the
participants.

A complex system

The complexity of the set-up is based on several aspects that
we will analyse and explain below : the multiplicity of atten-
tional foci, the complexity of the participation framework,
a deficit of perceptibility and the fact that the perspectives
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of each person are difficult to interchange. We will see that
the bidirectional circulation of attention (reciprocal atten-
tion to others), attentional intersubjectivity, is the most
challenging characteristic of joint attention in the polyar-
tefacted set-up. The non-reciprocity of perspectives makes
interactions more complex.

Multiple foci of attention

The complexity of attentional orchestration within the se-
minar is due, first of all, to the multiplicity of attentional
foci. The participants needed to pay attention to the condi-
tions that made the interaction possible (the technical set-
up), but also to the main object of the seminar, a talk for
example, and to the interactional felicity (Cosnier 2008) of
each participant in the group.

The multiplicity of focus points is combined with an audio-
visual complexity which means that the participants do not
have a comprehensive understanding of how the system
works at any given time.

Audio-visual complexity

In Session 2, we can see an example of how complex the set-
up is. The origin of the sound is difficult to identify, even for
the participants themselves, who do not know which arte-
factis sending the sound to the remote participants, making
attention allocation and interactional ratification more dif-
ficult.

At any given moment, the participants do not necessarily
have a clear idea of how the set-up works, i.e., which ar-
tefacts are sending sound and image to the remote par-
ticipants. This complicates the attentional choreographies
(Jones 2004, 28) and requires the reconstruction of a collec-
tive and distributed apprehension of affordances, i.e., mu-
tually recognised possibilities of action for each participant,
which we call attentional co-affordances.
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The examples taken from the corpus show the complexity
of a situation where collaborative orchestration is made ne-
cessary by the absence of a comprehensive understanding
of the system by each individual.

False affordances

Hidden affordances (Gaver 1991) outline a non-participa-

tion framework or a framework of non-ratification, due to
technical problems or unperceived possibilities of action.
This impediment, which stems from the constitutive assym-
metry of the situation, requires co-construction in order to
circumvent obstacles.