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Video-based communication has become a common way of interacting with remote interlocutors,
whether through complex videoconferencing systems or webcams integrated into consumer tech-
nologies. Ethnomethodology and conversation analysis (EM/CA) are sociological approaches that
have been influential in Human–Computer Interaction for nearly three decades due to their focus
on the situated organization of practical activities. In this article, we present a state-of-the-art
review of empirical research on video-mediated social interaction studied from the perspective of
EM/CA. We put forward an original organization of the findings on the interplay of talk, bodily
behavior and spatial and material resources. The review underscores the ways in which technology
enables and constrains interaction, shaping familiar and novel social activities. We also propose

directions for future research and systems design.

RESEARCH HIGHLIGHTS

• Video-mediated interaction has become ubiquitous due to dedicated technologies and devices.
• Ethnomethodology and conversation analysis have produced a number of studies on participants’ prac-

tices when involved in remote synchronous video communication.
• The reviewed studies provide detailed descriptions of users’ multimodal behavior when interacting

with/through the technology.
• This research is moving forward, simultaneously helping to anticipate future needs and find design

solutions, while concentrating on the study of evolving technologies-in-practice.
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1. INTRODUCTION

It is March 2017, and Robert Kelly, a professor of inter-
national relations and expert on South Korea, is being inter-
viewed live on BBC News via an online video-call from his
home office. Suddenly the door opens and a little girl marches

into the room, followed soon after by a toddler. Kelly strug-
gles to continue the interview, and several seconds later his
wife shows up and hastily drags both children out of the
room. The short clip was shared by hundreds of thousands of
people on social networks and became a popular item on
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major news channels worldwide. In an interview following
their unexpected virtual fame, the couple explained that
Kelly’s wife, Jung-a Kim, was watching the live interview on
TV in another room, when she suddenly saw—with a delay
of a few seconds—their children Marion and James on screen
in her husband’s home office, and acted immediately to save
the situation (Johnston, 2017).
As this story shows, we are spending an increasingly large

part of our lives surrounded by screens and cameras. The TV
practices of remote interviewing and on-site reporting, avail-
able only to professionals for many decades, have become
ubiquitous in everyday life. Whether with complex videocon-
ferencing systems or webcams integrated into everyday tech-
nologies, video-based communication has become a common
way of interacting with remote interlocutors. In this paper, we
examine practices of participants involved in video-mediated
interaction and their connection with the features of the tech-
nologies used. More specifically, we provide a state-of-the-art
review of studies on video-mediated social interaction con-
ducted according to two interrelated sociological approaches:
ethnomethodology and conversation analysis (EM/CA).
EM/CA emerged in the 1950s and 1960s, originally based

on the work of Harold Garfinkel (1967) and Harvey Sacks
(1992). It investigates the methodical work that participants
produce in order to accomplish the ordinary scenes of every-
day life (such as common activities and situations). EM/CA
research describes the social organization of practical activ-
ities in detail, as they unfold in situ and in real time.
Researchers adopt a naturalistic approach consisting of obser-
vation and audio/video-recording of social conduct in its nat-
ural settings of occurrence. Both approaches are closely
related in their historical development and epistemological
presuppositions, but what distinguishes them is that EM stud-
ies the practical achievement of the organized and intelligible
character of social phenomena (Lynch, 1993), while CA spe-
cifically focuses on identifying generic orders of organization
of talk-in-interaction (Schegloff, 2007).
Over the past three decades, EM/CA has been influential

in studies of technology-supported and technology-mediated
social interaction (e.g. Button and Dourish, 1996; Dourish
and Button, 1998; Dourish, 2001; Heath and Luff, 2000;
Suchman, 2011). As early as the 1970s, Garfinkel formulated
the program of ‘hybrid studies of work’, which substantially
influenced the field of social studies of science and technol-
ogy (e.g. Garfinkel, Lynch, and Livingston, 1981). Later on,
following the ground-breaking study of Suchman (1987),
EM/CA impacted the areas of Human–Computer Interaction
(HCI) and Computer-Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW).
Suchman’s study devised a fruitful alternative to the dominant
cognitivist understanding of action as derived from plans by
focusing on the grounding of action in the contingencies of
practical situations. According to Matthews (2013), one of the
reasons for EM/CA’s influence is the insight gained on the
context of use and user practices and its utility for technology

design. Today, EM/CA continues to inform HCI, while the
field provides opportunities for re-examination of EM/CA’s
core assumptions and earlier empirical findings in novel
settings.
In this paper, we focus on EM/CA studies of situations in

which participants use a specific type of technology: video-
based synchronous communication systems. With these tech-
nologies, participants have mutual access to sound and image
in real time, which may provide an ‘illusion’ (Fornel, 1996)
or ‘simulacra’ (Rintel, 2013a) of unmediated face-to-face
interaction. Our intention is not simply to recapitulate the
state of the field, but also to propose an organization of the
findings that is conducive to new advancements both in terms
of analysis and practical applications. This organization pre-
sents participants’ practices according to the main temporal
phases of a video-mediated encounter: setting up, opening,
maintaining/acting and closing. In the first part of the article,
we summarize and discuss the main findings presented in the
literature, providing an answer to the question: What have we
learned so far from EM/CA studies about interactional prac-
tices in video-mediated social interaction? In the second part,
we outline implications for technology design and propose
directions for further research.

2. CORPUS OF LITERATURE

Video communication has progressed through several defin-
ing moments such as the introduction of the Picturephone in
the 1960s (Noll, 1992), the public art installation ‘Hole in
Space’ in 1980, which connected pedestrians in Los Angeles
and New York City (Relieu, 2007), and ‘media spaces’ cre-
ated to enhance remote collaboration in large companies
(Harrison, 2009). EM/CA studies of video-mediated inter-
action do not show a continuous development. The first wave
of research came in the early 1990s, as videophone technolo-
gies attempted an initial entry into households and more com-
monly into workplaces, such as videoconferencing in business
meetings. Hutchby (2001) noted several years later that despite
the structural support in formal organizations, these technolo-
gies have been quite slow to take off. There was a resurgence
of research interest in the early 2010s, when video-mediating
technologies became part of ubiquitous computational devices
such as laptops, tablets and smartphones. After nearly three
decades of research, the time seems right for thorough recon-
sideration of the progress made so far, especially since the field
is growing quickly, reflecting the expansion in use of the tech-
nologies (Arminen, Licoppe, and Spagnolli, 2016; Vasilyeva,
2013; Velkovska, 2014).
Several sociological approaches, such as ethnography and

Goffmanian sociology, are related to and cross-fertilize with
EM/CA research while providing relevant insight on video-
mediated interaction (e.g. Bernhaupt et al., 2008; Carter and
Mankoff, 2005; Crabtree et al., 2003; Haddon, 2006; Rettie,
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2009). We have nevertheless limited this review not only in
terms of this specific subject, but also the specific approach,
in order to ensure consistency regarding the scientific perspec-
tive and to have a chance to accurately present an already
large body of literature in the limited space of a journal art-
icle. Even so, we can only point to the reviewed studies since
they are hallmarked by minute descriptions of social micro-
practices and furthermore focus on a diverse array of activ-
ities and technological settings.
The literature review is based on systematic searches in

ACM Library, Directory of Open Access Journals, Google
Scholar, JSTOR, Science Direct, Scopus and Web of Science.
We looked for explicit references to EM/CA (‘ethno-
method*’ and ‘conversation analy*’) in co-occurrence with
‘screens’, ‘displays’, ‘monitors’, ‘video-based communica-
tion’, ‘video-mediated interaction’ and other combinations of
relevant words. Furthermore, personal and institutional web-
sites related to research in the field (such as EM/CA Wiki)
were searched manually. Implementing the ‘chaining tech-
nique’, we also used the reference lists from the retrieved arti-
cles to find further literature and identify the most influential
work. A significant part of the reviewed literature originates
in French academic institutions and corporate research depart-
ments (cf. Licoppe and Relieu, 2007, and the issue of
Réseaux that they introduce); we selected the most relevant
texts, opting for the ones presenting the results in English.
Ultimately, we selected 63 studies for summary and discus-
sion. These included 50 journal articles, nine book chapters
and four conference proceedings.

3. PRACTICES OF VIDEO-MEDIATED
INTERACTION

Research in technology-mediated interaction often takes
‘unmediated’ or ‘face-to-face’ interaction as its background.
But this may not necessarily be the most appropriate way of
approaching the issue, and ‘[m]oving away from this perspec-
tive allows us to explore a number of important, intrinsic
properties of video as a communicative medium in its own
right’ (Dourish et al., 1996, p. 34).
The EM/CA perspective follows participants’ orientations and

examines which features of video-mediated settings are relevant
to them at any given moment, if any. The studies show ‘how the
characteristic opportunities for (and constraints on) actions of
what we would intuitively call ‘mediating technologies’ account-
ably shape the interaction practices available or observed’
(Arminen, Licoppe, and Spagnolli, 2016, p. 292). Fornel (1996)
provides an example of such orientations in his observations of
participants ironically attempting practices that are impossible in
video-mediated interaction, such as shaking hands or offering
their interlocutor a cigarette or a piece of chocolate.
EM/CA research documents such practices and at the

same time informs us about their change over time; for

instance, the above-mentioned practices may disappear as
users become accustomed to the technology. It also shows the
diversity of situations in which the technology has been used
to date (see Fig. 1), from the street to hi-tech medical environ-
ments, from households to courtrooms. It underscores the var-
iety of technologies involved, from videophones to smart
meeting rooms, from customer applications to tailor-made
professional solutions. In terms of methodology, the studies
contribute ways of recruiting participants, dealing with legal
and ethical considerations and collecting and presenting
multimodal data that are adapted to the specificity of the stud-
ied phenomena. The following literature review, while focus-
ing on participants’ practices, also aims to report on these
aspects.

3.1. Setting up, opening and closing

When initiating a video-mediated interaction, participants go
through a series of phases involving distinctive practices.
Mondada (2015) identifies and distinguishes pre-opening,
opening and beginning phases in studying medical meetings.
Licoppe (2015) analyzes the initiation of everyday-life video-
mediated interactions as an approach—participants coming
progressively closer to each other—during which participants
show up (appear) in different modalities.

Figure 1. The diversity of video-mediated interaction—from private
settings (middle left, bottom) to group meetings (top) and hi-tech
professional environments (middle right).
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Prior to launching the connection, participants adjust their
bodily appearance, position and physical environment, for
instance moving furniture around (Fornel, 1996; Pappas and
Seale, 2009; Ruhleder and Jordan, 2001b). This also goes on
in the pre-opening phase as they launch and try out the con-
nection (Ibnelkaïd, 2015; Licoppe, 2015; Mondada, 2015).
These initial adjustments and tests are supported by technolo-
gies that provide feedback sound and image. Such adjust-
ments can go as far as moving to a place other than the one
where the activity usually takes place or re-shaping traditional
settings in considerable ways, as in the courtroom hearings
analyzed by Licoppe and his colleagues (Verdier, Dumoulin,
and Licoppe, 2012; Veyrier and Licoppe, 2015). They also
include working on the semblance of the group in order to
display each member’s function and status and the hierarch-
ical relationships among members. In the medical meetings
studied by Mondada (2015), for instance, one physician indi-
cates to another that he should move to a seat in the front of
the auditorium. Of course, a working technological link is the
necessary condition for video-mediated interaction, and the
preparation for the interaction and the pre-opening phase are
also dedicated to checking the technical aspects, such as acti-
vating the microphones during an initial exchange of try-out
greetings (Mondada, 2010, 2015).
Some systems incorporate a technical notification that acts

as a dedicated summons (Licoppe, 2012). Nevertheless, the
appearance of a remote image on the screen, or even the
screen itself, can also function as a summons (Licoppe and
Dumoulin, 2007; Muñoz, 2016; Relieu, 2007). In contrast to
traditional landline telephone communication, modern video-
communication technologies (such as Skype) offer the called
person the opportunity to decline the call in ways that display
presence, but not availability, and also to choose between
video and audio mode when answering the call (Ibnelkaïd,
2015). Another contrasting feature is that either the caller or
the called person may speak first (Licoppe, 2015). This is due
to the fact that participants rely on a series of greetings, verbal
and gestural, produced during the pre-opening and opening
phases as a way to display their own aural and visual appear-
ances and confirm those of their interlocutors-to-be (Fornel,
1996; Ibnelkaïd, 2015; Licoppe, 2015; Mondada, 2015). This
series of greetings is also a way to set up a proper pace and
order for the sequential production of turns-at-talk (Mondada,
2015). An alternative or additional resource for the partici-
pants to check an interlocutor’s availability and the proper
functioning of the technology is to switch to a textual mode
of communication (Ibnelkaïd, 2015).
In the opening phase of video-mediated medical meetings,

Mondada observes the practice of ‘roll call’, in which the
chair of the meeting checks the presence (i.e. successful con-
nection) of all participants by calling their names (Mondada,
2007a). Similarly, in video-mediated courtroom hearings, the
presiding judge produces a series of greetings and introduces
the participants not only by their name and position, but also

by their location in the courtroom (Licoppe and Dumoulin,
2007). In both settings, the person chairing the encounter
accomplishes substantial work to make sure that all the parti-
cipants move forward together during the opening phase of
the interaction, resulting in coordinated organized entry. This
involves auditory and visual verification of the connection
underway, as well as solving technical problems. In this
respect, the opening phase is also the locus of socialization
work into videoconferencing: novice participants being
instructed in the use of technology and the order of activities.
Tensions between ordinary practices and technologically con-
strained organization are also being resolved at this point; for
instance, participants abandon the practice of standing up at
the beginning of a courtroom hearing since this would put
them outside the camera frame (Licoppe and Dumoulin,
2007).
Participants orient to the beginning of the activity that is

the reason for the encounter (Mondada, 2015), but first they
might produce talk closely associated with the technology in
use and the remote nature of the encounter. For instance,
interlocutors ask each other where they are, what the place
that they can partially see on the screen is, what time it is and
what the weather is like in the other interlocutor’s location, or
who else is present. If the technology allows this practice,
participants may temporarily point the camera in different
directions to provide answers to some of these questions
(Ibnelkaïd, 2015; Veyrier and Licoppe, 2015).
Depending on the technology, video-mediated interaction

might be ‘hybridized’ with other activities that are underway
in the participants’ life-spaces (Relieu, 2005). Ruhleder and
Jordan (2001b) observe that opening and closing a videocon-
ference meeting is problematic in the absence of ‘dawn’ and
‘dusk’ periods. In this case, meetings do not emerge as events
delimitated from the participants’ previous and subsequent
activities. Some videoconference settings, for instance,
include wall-to-wall screens and permanently functioning
video-links, which might create an illusion of a ‘hyperrealis-
tic’ shared space. In one of these spaces, Bonu (2007) investi-
gates the closing and post-closing phases of meetings,
including the dispersion of the group and ‘re-establishment of
junction’ with the remote environment. He also observes trou-
ble reconstituting distinct remote and local environments
when no technical operation is needed to end the meeting.
Participants recreate two physically distant environments
through dedicated interactional work, including modifying
their bodily orientations and conversation topics, and
engaging in activities restricted to on-site members, like
organizing a departure for lunch (Bonu, 2007).
The production of relevant screen-frames is a result of

interpretive work by the person operating the camera: its
movements do not consist simply of reflecting a situation, but
they also produce it, and are accountable as such (Licoppe,
Verdier, and Dumoulin, 2013; Mondada, 2007b). Acting as ‘mun-
dane video directors’ (Licoppe and Morel, 2014), participants

76 JAKUB MLYNÁŘ et al.

INTERACTING WITH COMPUTERS, Vol. 30 No. 2, 2018



manipulate the camera in accordance with the ongoing talk
(Licoppe, 2014) and physical actions that need to be shown at
any given moment, for instance a surgeon’s movements dur-
ing a laparoscopic surgery being broadcast by a videoconfer-
encing system. In the words of Mondada (2003), ‘[c]amera
movements, technical choices and perspective-making are an
integral part of the social activities of interest here, embedded
in talk-in-interaction and synchronized with it’ (p. 60).

3.2. Maintaining connection

When initiating video-mediated interaction, participants’ actions
are oriented in part towards the functionality of the connection.
During the interaction, participants remain oriented to techno-
logical disruption as a possibility that has to be prevented, lead-
ing to routine sequences of verification (Mondada, 2007a).
Indeed, technical problems can prevent reciprocity of perspec-
tives, which is a basic assumption that makes social interaction
possible (Schutz, 1962). Moreover, as Mondada (2007a) and
Rintel (2013a) argue, the possibility of a technical problem is as
interactionally relevant as its actual occurrence. In practical
terms, this vulnerability in video-mediated interaction results in
videoconference or video-call participants’ reinitiating the
summons-answer sequence to determine whether the commu-
nication channel is still functioning properly and also treating
silences as signs of technical problems. At the same time,
videoconference participants scrutinize the image on the screen
with a dual purpose: not only to see what is happening, but also
to monitor the functioning of the technology (Mondada, 2007a,
2015). Participants of video-mediated professional meetings may
suspend the ongoing activity or put it ‘on hold’ by observably
focusing on the screen and scanning it visually, trying to reset
the software until the technical issues are resolved (Olbertz-
Siitonen, 2015). Nevertheless, the interactional significance of
‘trouble’ (such as overlapping speech or unexpected silence)
resulting from technical failure or intentional human conduct is
something that has to be determined by the participants over the
course of the interaction (Rintel, 2013a). For instance, Licoppe
(2017) analyzes a Skype call excerpt in which a ‘frozen’ image
is mistakenly interpreted as a showing of an object. In this case,
for the participants, the actual transmission distortion—however
omnipresent as a possibility—appears to be the dispreferred
explanation of whatever happens on the screen.
In a study of videoconference meetings, Ruhleder and

Jordan (2001a) focus on transmission delay as an inherent fea-
ture of mediating technology that causes participants not to be
‘co-present to the communication in the same way’ (p. 115).
With detailed analysis and comparison of video recordings
from both sides of the videoconference, they document that
transmission delay leads to phenomena such as unintended
interruptions, rephrasings, mistimed or delayed feedback and
other kinds of disruptions of the turn-taking system.
Moreover, ‘people are unable to identify and repair trouble as

it occurs because its origin is obscured’ (Ruhleder and
Jordan, 2001a, p. 132). Olbertz-Siitonen (2015) works delib-
erately with the perspective of only one participant at a time,
to stay closer to real-life conditions of professional videocon-
ference meetings in which participants cannot compare the
circumstances in the interconnected environments. She
describes sequential cues used by participants as evidence of
the delay that might also be referred and attended to as a
source of sequential trouble, such as mismatching and mis-
timed contributions (Olbertz-Siitonen, 2015, p. 204).

EM/CA studies capture not only how technology limits
human conduct, but also how participants exploit techno-
logical features as an interactional resource (Rintel, 2013a,
2013b, 2015). For instance, during video-mediated interac-
tions between romantic partners, the participants can recast a
lack of attention as technological trouble, for both themselves
and the partner (Rintel, 2013a), or use visual distortions as
resources for teasing (Rintel, 2013b).

3.3. Visual contact and attention

The very first studies on video communication systems point
to the importance of being on camera and the difficulty of
remaining there for the duration of the encounter (Fornel,
1992). Moreover, participants try to adjust the video-frame
and their bodily position to produce a portrait-like ‘head and
chest’ (‘talking head’) image on the screen. Any deviations
from this ‘default mode’ are treated as ‘noticeable and men-
tionable’ by the participants of mobile and Skype video-calls
(Licoppe and Morel, 2012). When using a mobile phone, this
mode is related to interactional and technical constraints, as
well as considerations of physical comfort. A close-up image
of the speaker corresponds to a narrow camera angle as well
as the convenience of keeping the arm flexed (Licoppe and
Morel, 2009). Particularly in the case of mobile devices such
as laptops or smartphones, interactional screen-frame adjust-
ment sequences may occur anytime. Licoppe and Morel
(2012) also suggest that the organized character of video-in-
interaction derives from a single maxim: ‘show the face of
the current speaker on screen’. Thus, in multiparty video-
mediated interactions, the person operating the mobile device
makes the speaker visible on the screen by turning the camera
towards them while he or she talks. By the same token, when
there is something other than the face of the current speaker
on screen, such as certain features of the local physical envir-
onment, the image is scrutinized by the participants of the
personal mobile or Skype call for its momentary interactional
relevance (Licoppe and Morel, 2012). Moreover, these max-
ims appear to be dropped in encounters oriented towards
‘showing and talking’ and producing video-as-data (Heath
and Luff, 1992; Morel and Licoppe, 2009).

In some of the earliest EM/CA studies on video-mediated
interaction, Heath and Luff (1991, 1992, 1993) note that the
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performative significance of gaze, gestures and bodily move-
ment appears to be decreased in video-mediated settings. As a
result, the initiation of focused interaction, including securing
the attention of the other participant, requires upgraded ges-
tural practices and transformation of ordinary ways of talking,
specially designed restarts, pauses and sound stretches (Heath
and Luff, 1993). In a recent study of video-mediated music
lessons, for instance, Duffy and Healey (2014) observe that
the teacher needs to produce more extensive verbal instruc-
tions to achieve proper bodily positioning by the student.
The distance between screen and camera produces disturb-

ing effects with respect to gaze direction. It is not possible to
achieve mutual eye contact with the image on the screen. As
a result, eye contact is artificially detached from attendance to
the speaker. Fornel (1996) notes that early videophone users
had to ‘learn to face the camera even though their spontan-
eous reaction would be to face their interlocutor on the
screen’ and at the same time to ‘keep an eye on the screen’
(p. 55). A similar phenomenon is observed by Dourish et al.
(1996), who also suggest that the practice improves over
time, as participants gain awareness of each other’s gaze pat-
terns. In this study, office workers linked by long-term open
video channels abandoned the practice of looking directly
into the camera once they had associated particular gaze
orientations with looking at the screen and being attentive to
the speaker.
In the current design of laptops and smartphones, with the

camera positioned directly above the screen, the distance
between screen and camera is minimalized, yet mutual gaze is
still not possible. These problems are even more acute in
multiparty settings. As Hjulstad (2016) points out, partici-
pants of video-mediated classroom interaction see each other
attending to the screen, but are unable to precisely distinguish
at whom or what on the screen they are looking. Luff et al.
(2016) also note that the ‘Mona Lisa’ effect (cf. Rogers et al.,
2003) applies to both gaze and pointing. Videoconference
participants looking at a person on the screen who is looking
and pointing forward, in their direction, will be unable to tell
where exactly he or she is aiming. In a related manner, if one
participant moves, he or she will have the impression of being
followed by the gaze and pointing gesture of the person on
the screen.

3.4. Acting in fractured ecologies

In video-mediated interaction, participants do not share the
same physical environment and have asymmetrical access to
visible surroundings. The mediating technology produces incon-
gruity and incommensurability between the environment of
action-production and the environment of action-reception
(Heath and Luff, 1992). In this respect, Luff et al. (2003) have
coined the notion of fractured ecologies, in which ‘participants
are unable to design their own conduct in such a way that it is

sensible and recognizable to a co-participant who has only lim-
ited access to the environment in which the action is produced.
In this sense, conduct is fractured—fractured from the environ-
ment in which it is produced and from the environment in
which is received.’ (p. 55) As a result, the ‘shared interactional
zone’ is highly fragile (Fornel, 1996, p. 53) and requires meth-
odical maintenance in and through interaction. In video-
mediated encounters between job-seekers and their counselors,
fractured ecologies result in greater asymmetries in terms of
access to relevant resources compared to face-to-face meetings;
for instance, only the counselor has access to documents previ-
ously viewed in common (Velkovska and Zouinar, 2007).
Nevertheless, participants might be able to re-shape their activ-
ities and adjust their communication practices to the technology
at hand. For instance, they can change gestural practices of ref-
erence to material objects and manage to make sense of other
participants’ practices, as long as the effects remain stable (Luff
et al., 2016).
To influence the remote environment, participants rely on

specific practices related to verbal and non-verbal referential
activities (e.g. pointing) and the achievement of common
orientation to an object (Luff et al., 2003; Mondada, 2007b).
In complex fractured ecologies involving more than two parti-
cipants, these may institute new practices of gestural refer-
ence. In his study of video-mediated classroom interaction in
sign language, Hjulstad (2016) observes that the ‘[s]igner
localizes a specific spatial direction for each of the copartici-
pants according to the signer’s own perspective’ (p. 338), and
thus ‘points’ to a different area of his or her immediate envir-
onment to refer to each of the remote participants. This prac-
tice of ‘referential mapping’ highlights a dependence on
spatial relations to make sense of gaze and gestures in face-
to-face interaction as well.
In a study of Skype calls between friends and family,

Licoppe (2017) examines the practice of producing recogniz-
able and accountable ‘showings’ of objects carried out by one
of the participants for the benefit of the other(s). He identifies
two ‘interaction orders’: the showing of an object that func-
tions as a complement to talk and a showing that substitutes
for talk. In the second case, Licoppe (2017) distinguishes
between ‘informative’ and ‘evocative’ showing sequences.
The former ‘enact a recipient without any relevant knowledge
with respect to the showable’ (p. 81), while the latter enact a
knowledgeable recipient. Apart from showing an object to a
static camera, another common practice related to acting in
fractured ecologies is the reorientation of the camera (Veyrier
and Licoppe, 2015), which is facilitated in the case of video-
mediated communication over mobile devices (Licoppe and
Morel, 2009).
A further problem in fractured ecologies is the remote ani-

mation and manipulation of objects. For example, Fornel
(1996) describes speech hesitation and leaning towards the
screen to indicate disturbing noise coming from another room
and the necessity of closing the door in the other participant’s
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local environment. Velkovska and Zouinar (2007) observe
job search counselors who are unable to remotely guide the
clients in scanning a document for them, as the hands of the
clients are not visible on the screen. Spatial ‘reorganization’
of the remote environment is often achieved by talk, and in
group interaction it may become the task of specific members.
For example, in the telemedicine consultations investigated
by Pappas and Seale (2010), nurses are responsible for phys-
ical and sensorial activities in their local environment—such
as operating the camera, performing tactile examinations and
evaluating symptoms—that the medical specialist ‘orches-
trates’ remotely.
Connecting spaces that are remote from each other, while

providing only limited access to them, brings up the distinc-
tion between private and public activities. Ruhleder and
Jordan (2001b) have observed during videoconference meet-
ings that it is not unusual for people to engage in activities
that are designed to remain unnoticed by the remote partici-
pants. Hidden activities and side or parallel conversations
should be taken into account since they are nevertheless
related to the main activity (Tutt et al., 2007). In a study of
naturally occurring interactions in Google Hangouts,
Rosenbaun, Rafaeli and Kurzon (2016) examine this interrela-
tionship with the concepts of multiactivity, referring to two or
more interwoven and co-relevant activities, and schisming,
which is a participation framework with two parallel conver-
sations that cannot be understood separately. Multiple
engagements, with participants on the screen and bystanders
outside of it but co-present in the local environment, are
resolved with a variety of verbal and non-verbal interactional
practices (Veyrier and Licoppe, 2015). ‘The tension between
online and offline spheres is … acknowledged and made part
of the ongoing interaction’ (Rosenbaun, Rafaeli, and Kurzon,
2016, p. 307), when, for instance, physically co-present indi-
viduals outside of the screen frame are jokingly introduced
and shown to the other users in multiparty Google Hangouts
public sessions. With these practices, participants both estab-
lish and blur the traditional public/private and offline/online
distinctions.

4. DISCUSSION

The specificity of EM/CA research is that it focuses on parti-
cipants’ unfolding mutual orientations, as they are made
observable and accountable in naturally occurring courses of
action. It contributes detailed descriptions of participants’
practices as they happen in situ and in real time. This makes
the findings highly relevant for technology design. On the
other hand, the development of novel technologies points to
new directions for study. In this section, we discuss the previ-
ously reported findings with respect to implications for future
research and design. We derive these implications from the
reviewed literature and our broader knowledge of the field,

both as sociologists practicing EM/CA research and as com-
puter scientists.

4.1. Implications for future research

(a) Generic or dependent practices? The way people use
video-mediating technology is connected to its particular
‘affordances’ (Hutchby, 2001, 2014): the actions that it
enables and constrains. It is also related to the specific activ-
ities to be accomplished in the setting. This raises the ques-
tion of the generalizability of findings across settings and
technologies. What exactly do business videoconference and
smartphone video-calls between family members have in
common? In other words, do EM/CA findings refer to gen-
eric practices of video-mediated interaction, regardless of
activity, setting and technology, or to context/technology-
dependent forms of human behavior? Further investigations
could shed more light on this subject and generate analytical
and methodological contributions, such as ways of represent-
ing data, that are better adapted to the specificities of the set-
tings under study.

(b) Novelty and routine. A number of EM/CA studies of
video-mediated interaction investigate experimental or otherwise
unusual set-ups. Research with prototypes or novel technologies
(Kurvinen, Koskinen, and Battarbee, 2008; Suchman, Trigg, and
Blomberg, 2002) keeps providing ‘perspicuous settings’ magnify-
ing the work involved in interacting in/through technology
(Mondada, 2015). In the words of Suchman (1987), ‘by studying
what things look like when they are unfamiliar, [we can] under-
stand better what is involved in their mastery.’ (p. 75) On the
other hand, investigation of widely used video-mediating tech-
nologies will document how they blend with ordinary activities
and re-shape them, once they have become an unremarkable
component of everyday life.

(c) Longitudinal studies. EM/CA studies of video-
mediated interaction tend to focus on single encounters with
the technology without connecting them in temporal series.
While aiming to discover the methods with which participants
organize their conduct in situ, they may overlook how people
develop these methods over time. New research could provide
detailed descriptions of interactional changes over several
occasions and examine the emergence of specific forms of
conduct, as participants become acquainted with the technol-
ogy (Pekarek Doehler, Wagner, and González-Martínez, 2018).
Since the devices afford several uses, such research will also
tell us how a specific form of conduct becomes the preferred
one. Studies involving children or the elderly, among other
new users, learning about and mastering the use of the video-
mediating technology, could document the progressive devel-
opment of sophisticated practices. In the process, EM/CA
will develop solutions for the methodological challenges
involved in comparative research focusing on the detailed
organization of situated practices (Schegloff, 2009).
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(d) Transcending boundaries. For a long time, video-
mediated interaction was confined to clearly delimited spaces
and moments in time. Technologies have now become ubiqui-
tous and allow for continuous connection, even with participants
on the move. A consequence of this is that the technology is
now not only present in a higher number of scenes of action, but
also captures more aspects of them. Future research could pro-
vide insight into new forms of interactional involvement apart
from focused interaction in which pre-established participants
share a common focus of attention or activity. For example,
bystanders known to the participants may become momentarily
involved in the video-mediated interaction (Dourish et al.,
1996), and strangers visible on screen can become a subject of
interest, search and contact for the participants (Licoppe, 2013).
The possibilities increase as technologies become interconnected
and participate in human enhancement developments, the public
debate about issues of privacy and confidentiality expands, and
EM/CA research faces new methodological challenges, includ-
ing combining data generated automatically by the technology
with data produced by the researcher himself or herself (cf.
Brown, McGregor, and Laurier, 2013).

4.2. Implications for design

This section reformulates recurrent findings of the reviewed
literature as a set of behaviors to be supported by video-
communication technologies, echoing some long-standing
concerns in HCI and CSCW (cf. Finn, Sellen, and Wilbur,
1997), and relating to recent technological developments in
the field.
(a) Mutual gaze and gaze direction. Participants expect to

achieve mutual gaze and a clear understanding of gaze direc-
tion that remains constant over time (Fornel, 1996; Heath and
Luff, 1992; Hjulstad, 2016). An initial solution for small
groups was the use of separate devices, each of them repre-
senting one remote interlocutor, equipped with a screen, cam-
era and audio functionalities (Gaver et al., 1993). Nowadays,
an increasing number of technical solutions for gaze correc-
tion are becoming available (Kuster et al., 2012) and recent
developments in gaze tracking also provide opportunities for
new functionalities (Otsuki et al., 2016).
(b) Spatial reference. Participants expect a clear under-

standing of spatial reference, including pointing, that remains
constant over time (Luff et al., 2003, 2016; Mondada, 2003).
Remote representation of arm movements has been explored
with robotics (Onishi, Tanaka, and Nakanishi, 2014), and
recent progress in gesture recognition provides further poten-
tial for ordinary situations (Katsamanis et al., 2017).
(c) Camera manipulation and showings. Participants

expect video technology to be able to accommodate multiple
seamlessly changing showings (Licoppe et al., 2017;
Mondada, 2003). Recent developments in wearable cameras
combined with eye-tracking and pointing technologies could

support emergent social practices of distant communication
(Kupta, Lee, and Billinghurst, 2016).
(d) Multimodality. Participants expect to be able to com-

bine different communication modalities and switch between
them seamlessly (Ibnelkaïd, 2015; Relieu, 2006; Sindoni,
2012). Drawing and handwriting is currently limited, espe-
cially with personal computers and mobile devices, and there
are major restrictions in conveying haptic/tactile and olfac-
tory perceptions during video-mediated interaction, although
notable progress has been made in this area (Dangelmaier and
Blach, 2017; Rasool and Sourin, 2016).
(e) Awareness and control. Participants expect awareness

and control of what is being transmitted through the video
(Rosenbaun, Rafaeli, and Kurzon, 2016; Ruhleder and Jordan,
2001b; Veyrier and Licoppe, 2015). Designers include aural/
visual signalization of current engagement in video-mediated
interaction (Mackay, 1999). Recent developments aim to offer
functionalities that distinguish among people based on their
participation status as well as activities produced to be public
or remain private (Marlow et al., 2016).

5. CONCLUSION

This article reviews video-mediated interaction research con-
ducted over the last 30 years using the sociological approaches
of ethnomethodology and conversation analysis (EM/CA). The
reviewed studies focus on specific practices taking place during
activities and in settings that are also very specific and describe
them in great detail. The article contributes an original organiza-
tion of the major findings by presenting them according to the
main temporal phases of a video-mediated encounter: setting up,
opening, maintaining/acting and closing. We thus put forward
an array of phenomena related to the interplay of talk, bodily
behavior and spatial and material resources that are relevant for
the understanding of a large spectrum of video-mediated social
activities. Moreover, we show that video-mediated interaction:
(a) constitutes a new locus for investigating classic EM/CA phe-
nomena (openings, closings, repairs) and discovering new ones
(showings); but also (b) shows new ways of accomplishing these
phenomena (via gesture instead of talk); and more importantly
(c) expands the field of investigation on coordinated action, for
instance to simultaneous action (mutual gaze) in addition to turn-
taking organized action. Finally, we outline directions for future
EM/CA research, arguing that emphasis should be given to com-
parative studies that follow users over time and across different
settings and technologies as they transcend previous boundaries
in terms of accessibility, mobility and technical interrelations.
In terms of practical implications, the review underscores

the importance of detailed analysis of actual human conduct
in real-life situations: (a) the practices going on in front of
the screen, including—but not limited to—those related to the
technology being used, but also (b) practices occurring in the
vicinity of the video-captured interaction that pertain to what
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is happening on the screen, in order to develop (c) context-
aware technologies that embody a subtle understanding of the
reflexive relationship between action and context (each of
them shaping and being shaped by the other). Novel technolo-
gies are often grounded in already existing activities: ‘if the
technology does not support familiar activities its actual use
can become problematic’ (Crabtree et al., 2009, p. 886).
Studying actual practices is a basis for anticipating new ones.
By reviewing and discussing EM/CA research on video-
mediated interaction, we have hopefully demonstrated that it
can continue to provide valuable insights for the field of HCI
and technology design.
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