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Abstract: This chapter details how deixis has been analyzed and conceptualized with-
in social interaction, particularly from the perspective of conversation analysis. Often
described as a “context-dependent” form, deixis is approached by scholars studying
interaction as a phenomenon contributing to the constant re-creation and transforma-
tion of the context. Moreover, social interaction reveals how deixis is a fundamentally
recipient-oriented and socio-centric – rather than ego-centric – phenomenon, con-
stantly adjusting to the relevancies and the contingencies of the emergent collective
action. Moreover, deixis involves not only specific lexical forms, but a large range of
multimodal resources, including language, gesture, gaze, and the body. The chapter
shows how deixis has been specifically conceptualized in ethnomethodology and
conversation analysis; it then describes their empirical approach with a special focus
on time, space and the person.
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1 Introduction

In previous literature, deixis has been described within system-based approaches in
linguistics as sophisticated grammatical sets of possibilities in various languages.
Later, usage-based approaches have focused on cultural, social, and discursive
features of deixis as it is actually employed by speakers in specific contexts and
activities. Interactional approaches have elaborated on these aspects by showing how
deictic forms are used with other embodied resources in talk-in-interaction, and how
the finely-tuned selection and use of deixis contribute to the ongoing action in which
the participants are engaged.

This chapter discusses aspects of deixis and indexical reference that have been
particularly highlighted by studies on social interaction, and more precisely in con-
versation analysis. It shows the productivity of this particular perspective on deixis,
which reveals both the interactional work it takes to achieve indexical reference and
the interactional effects that deictic resources can generate.

The chapter first highlights the specific perspective offered by ethnomethodology
and conversation analysis on indexicality and deictic expressions (§1). Then it dis-
cusses some contributions from the literature in conversation analysis, showing how
it revisits classical domains of deixis – namely personal deixis (§2), demonstrative and
spatial deictic reference (§3), and temporal deixis (§4). Although primarily based on
French data (the section by Beyssade on ↗6 French, Guillot on the history of French
↗23 From Old French and Middle French to Contemporary French, and Patzelt on ↗7



French French Varieties outside of France), the chapter reflects on more general
dimensions of deixis in social interaction.

1.1 The ethnomethodological view of indexicality

Ethnomethodology (Garfinkel 1967) and conversation analysis (Sacks 1992; Sacks/
Schegloff/Jefferson 1974) emerged within sociology in the 1970s. It is characterized by
a strong conceptual and analytical focus on the situated actions of the participants
involved in social interaction. Although they are not prima facie concerned with the
analysis of language, they have contributed substantially to the understanding of how
linguistic features are mobilized by interlocutors to organize their actions in publicly
recognizable and collectively negotiated ways.

This has generated an important recognition and even integration of conversation
analysis within linguistics, as shown by the development of interactional linguistics.

In this chapter, I do not present ethnomethodology and conversation analysis in
general (but see Heritage 1984 for the former and the recent handbook edited by
Sidnell/Stivers 2012 for the latter). Rather, I aim to convey their specific contributions
to the study of deixis. This contribution can be understood in two distinct ways: on
the one hand, ethnomethodology has developed a specific and radical understanding
of the notion of indexicality, which I sketch in this section (§1.1); on the other hand,
conversation analysis has been influential in developing a better understanding of the
way in which deictic expressions are used in social interaction. In the second part of
this section (§1.2), I present the general perspective of conversation analysis on deixis,
which will then be detailed in the remaining part of the chapter.

With a strong focus on the local organization of situated action, ethnomethodol-
ogy has extensively discussed issues raised by indexicality. In an important early
paper, Garfinkel/Sacks (1970) confront the ethnomethodological take on indexicality
with accounts given in philosophy and sociology. While classical accounts of deictic
forms have addressed indexicality as a problem to be remediated in order to favor
“objective” formulations, Garfinkel and Sacks treat it first as inescapable and irreme-
diable – as constitutive of natural language – and second, as a productive resource
instead of a source of troubles. Indexicality, along with indeterminacy, is what makes
language flexibly adaptable to an infinite variety of contexts; moreover, it is managed
within methodic (i.e. systematic) practices by social participants involved in interac-
tion. Indexicality reveals that language use is necessarily bound to context, and
participants constantly work to contextualize it (↗16 Contextualism; ↗17 Indexical-
ism).

Thus, instead of pursuing the project of the “substitutability of objective for
indexical expressions” (1967, 4), Garfinkel’s ethnomethodology prefers to focus on
situated action and on the practical reasoning that makes it possible for participants
to act and talk meaningfully in an indexical way. It is interesting that within sociol-
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ogy, ethnomethodology has been precisely positioned with respect to its interest in
indexical expressions:

“The medium of Garfinkel’s innovative program was therefore to focus extensively on the ways in
which people talk in the course of their activities, the examination of ‘indexical expressions’ in
their home environments, with the aim of understanding how discourse conducted on the basis
of common sense understanding (and by means of natural language) actually ‘works’; thus, the
project could be summarized as studying the rational properties of indexical expressions”
(Sharrock 2004, § 42).

In ethnomethodology, this interest in indexicality is developed in a variety of ways
that go well beyond just deictic expressions, primarily including the description of
practical reasoning, which crucially relies on ‘methods’ like the etcetera, ad hocing,
and let it pass practices (see Garfinkel 1967). All of these methods address the way in
which participants in social action treat the necessary indeterminacy of language,
tacitly accepting it unless a problem emerges and requires their topicalization and
repair.

1.2 Deictic expressions as both context-shaped and context-
shaping

Conversation analysis inherits this interest in situated actions from ethnomethodol-
ogy. Nonetheless, its focus on indexical expressions is more oriented towards talk,
and to the way in which these resources are mobilized for the organization of turns at
talk as well as actions in context.

Given that the way in which deictic expressions are approached depends heavily
on how context is defined, specific conceptions of the latter provide for significant
differences in the study of the former. This situates the original contribution of
conversation analysis within the broader literature.

In classical accounts of deixis within linguistics, context has always been evoked
as a crucial dimension for the production and interpretation of deictic forms. For
example, Fillmore (1982, 35) states that “deixis is the name given to uses of items and
categories of lexicon and grammar that are controlled by certain details of the interac-
tional situation in which the utterances are produced”. But the definition of deixis as
a “context-dependent” phenomenon has been developed within a rather abstract and
general view of the context, treated as pre-existing and fixed. Once it was recognized
that the meaning of deictics is derived from context, which provides a background for
their interpretation, linguists have been less keen in working on how context is
actually treated, oriented to, and even constituted by speakers.

Linguistic anthropology has been important for the development of usage-based
approaches, beyond system-based descriptions, and for questioning traditional vi-
sions of context. It has advocated a more dynamic version of it: context is a socio-
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cultural construct, and therefore it is neither static nor homogeneous for all speakers:
it is constantly negotiated. So, instead of being just a “context-dependent” phenom-
enon, deixis is also seen as the very phenomenon that produces context. For instance,
Silverstein (1977, 145s.) recognizes that “indexical-referential devices of languages”
are both “creative” and “presupposing”: “They are indexical in Peirce’s sense,
because the dependency relationship is one of mutually implied co-occurrence, or
‘existence’ between signal and context. Thus, some aspect of the context is either
presupposed to exist when the particular element of speech occurs, or is created or
brought into existence when the particular element occurs”. More radically, Hanks
(1990; 1992) shows that deixis actually establishes context instead of merely depend-
ing on it: “verbal deixis is a central aspect of the social matrix of orientation and
perception through which speakers produce context” (Hanks 1992, 70). Consequently,
the issue becomes how participants “contextualize” their utterances, through various
practices that both interpret and configure the context (Gumperz 1982).

This point has been developed by linguists interested in social interaction and
drawing on conversation analysis (e.g., Auer 1988; Enfield 2003; Etelämäki 2009;
Hausendorf 1995; 2003; Laury 1997; Mondada 2002; 2005; Pekarek 1998).

Conversation analysis and ethnomethodology consider the relation between
language and context as mutually constitutive: talk adjusts to the context, but
through this very adjustment, which depends on the specific way in which context is
treated or interpreted – for all practical purposes – it also reshapes it. This double
dimension of talk, and more generally human action, both context-shaped and
context-renewing is what defines the notion of ‘reflexivity’ in ethnomethodology and
conversation analysis (Heritage 1984). This general feature highlights specific aspects
of deictic expressions: in order to be meaningful, these resources rely on the interac-
tional work of the co-participants, which establishes – both in the production of a
turn and in its interpretation – the relevant context to render indexical terms intelligi-
ble. This intelligibility is actively achieved by participants orienting both towards a
preference for progressivity and a preference for intersubjectivity (Heritage 2007),
which, in the case of person reference, is implemented in the preference for mini-
mization (the act of using the shorter and simpler form) and the preference for
recognition (securing the recipient’s recognition of the referent; cf. Sacks/Schegloff
1979; Enfield/Stivers 2007).

Moreover, this interactional work is not only done through the deictic form, but
also through the action in which the form features: this action is formatted through a
variety of resources, which are linguistic but also embodied. Thus, in this framework,
the description of deixis integrates not only the deictic term, but the production of the
turn and the action through the arrangement of multimodal resources, as well as the
participants’ orientations to the context that reflexively achieve it.

Furthermore, by mobilizing these resources, participants do much more than just
referring: they engage in social actions that acquire their intelligibility in the course of
the interaction, and in specific sequential environments. For example, the choice of a
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given set of resources in second position, i.e. in responsive actions, might index
alignment or disalignment, affiliation or disaffiliation, agreement or disagreement.

This kind of description is based on the principles of conversation analysis: it
relies on audio-visual recordings documenting situated activities in their detail; it
considers complex multimodal arrays of resources, in which the deictics are inte-
grated; it focuses on how these resources are arranged for the production of intelligi-
ble actions by the participants in interaction, as well as on their sequential organiza-
tion.

In the next sections, I show how such principles make an original vision of deixis
possible.

2 Person Deixis

2.1 From egocentred to sociocentred approaches

The fundamental elements of personal deixis refer to the speaker (“I”) and the
recipient (“you”). Very early on in the linguistic literature, this has prompted a new
interest in the way in which subjectivity is expressed in language. First the work of
Bühler (11934), and later that of Benveniste (1966; 1974), has been important in this
respect, focusing on the subject as coming into existence by the very act of saying “je”
‘I’, and as appropriating the language by the same act:

“C’est dans et par le langage que l’homme se constitue comme sujet; parce que le langage seul
fonde en réalité, dans sa réalité qui est celle de l’être, le concept d’‘ego’. […] cette ‘subjectivité’,
qu’on la pose en phénoménologie ou en psychologie, comme on voudra, n’est que l’émergence
dans l’être d’une propriété fondamentale du langage. Est ‘ego’ qui dit ‘ego’. Nous trouvons là le
fondement de la ‘subjectivité’, qui se détermine par le statut linguistique de la ‘personne’”
(Benveniste 1966, 259s.).

This focus on the subjectivity of the speaker has generated studies of the way in which
the speaker builds a discourse in which he appears to be more or less involved, by
choosing either the “énonciation de discours” (1st/2nd person pronouns and tenses
like the present, connected to the context of enunciation) or the “énonciation histor-
ique” (3rd person pronouns and verb tenses like the preteritum, disconnected from the
context of enunciation). This distinction between choices manifesting vs. obliterating
subjectivity has been developed in descriptions of polyphony, echoing other models
inspired by Bakhtin as well as Goffman. These descriptions have nonetheless been
used mainly in analyses of texts and media discourses, and much less on social
interaction.

Bühler’s emphasis on the origo and Benveniste’s on the subject as a basic
reference point for deixis have been positively received as an attempt to go beyond the
description of the linguistic system in order to take into consideration phenomena of
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subjectivity in language use. But they have also been critically commented on as
favoring a model egocentred rather than sociocentred (e.g. Jones 1995).

Conversation analysis provides such a sociocentred view, focused both on “I” and
“you” as indexing the basic participants to social interaction, speaker and recipient.
This analysis is both related to the organization of turn-taking (§2.2) and to the way in
which participants refer to persons in social interaction (§2.3).

2.2 Personal pronouns and turn-taking management

The speaker becomes “I”when he is established as speaker and begins his turn, either
after self-selecting or having been other-selected; he becomes “you” when he relin-
quishes his turn. Thus, these two pronouns are essentially related to turn-taking
practices (Sacks/Schegloff/Jefferson 1974).

While there is an immense literature on the selection of the next speaker and on
his establishment qua speaker, the relevance of personal pronouns in these practices
has been less explicitly discussed. In an interesting paper about “you”, Lerner (1996)
discusses the fact that the pronoun selects a participant to speak next, but does not
tell who has been selected. The participants rely on a set of practices to establish the
referent of the next speaker selected as “you”. Lerner distinguishes between refer-
ence-based practices (in which either elements of the context or the sequential
position of “you” make clear who is being selected) and addressing-based practices
(in which “you” does occur with other practices, typically with gaze, indicating who is
being selected, cf. also Lerner 2003). “You” is not only used by the current speaker
together with other resources for indicating who among the co-participants is being
currently selected: this multimodal arrangement is also oriented to by the co-partici-
pants, who might inspect the speaker’s gaze in order to discover who “you” is (Lerner
1996, 291).

2.3 Reference to persons in social interaction

Once selected and having acquired the right to speak, the “I” recipient designs (Sacks
1992, II, 438, 441) his turn in a way that is formatted, adjusted and finely tuned for
“you”, even though the reference of this “you” can change over the course of the turn
(Goodwin 1979). “I” and “you” are the positions that organize the basis of footing and
of the participation framework (Goffman 1981; Goodwin/Goodwin 2004) characteriz-
ing the exchange. The pronouns indicate how participants are related to one another;
they are implemented in order to establish and show in situ who the participants are
talking and listening “as”with respect to one another (Watson 1987, 271). The fact that
these pronouns are tied to the very fundamental conditions of speaking and partici-
pating in social interaction motivates Sacks to reject the concept of pronouns as
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‘substitutes for nouns’. Rather, when nouns are used, it appears they are in fact more
often being used as a substitute for the pronoun (Sacks 1992, I, 349, 353).

Harvey Sacks has devoted several lectures to personal pronouns – especially
“you” and “we” – in conversation, where he shows many occasions of what he calls
the “extraordinary transiency of reference” (1992, I, 333). Although the use of “I” for
the speaker and “you” for the recipient might seem straightforward, these references
can be a source of troubles of understanding and repaired (Hepburn et al. 2012).
Moreover, actual interactions reveal interesting variations in their use, showing that
these pronouns are not “dedicated” to these persons (Schegloff 1996, 442).

For instance, the speaker as well as the recipient can be referred to in the 3rd
person instead of the 1st and the 2nd. Sacks (1992, I, 711) notes that the 3rd person
allows one to clarify under which category the person is speaking or is being
addressed. As an example of the use of 3rd person instead of the 1st, Schegloff reports
a fragment during a therapy session in which Roger says “This is a unique case. Why
uh Rober Mandelbaum was a delinquent”. In this way, he is deploying a language
befitting case reports in juridical or academic settings (Schegloff 1996, 447). As an
example of the 3rd person used instead of the 2nd, Widmer (1983) mentions a street
painter addressing a family with a child by saying “On vous fait le portrait du p’tit
cosmonaute?”: the use of the 3rd person allows the painter to make an offer to the
parents (who are paying for the portrait) rather than to the kid; moreover, the descrip-
tion of the child as “a little cosmonaut” formulates the kind of portrait that could be
made of him. Schegloff (1996, 448) gives the example of a wife telling a guest, in the
presence of her husband Mike, “Mike siz there wz a big fight down there las’ night”,
where the use of the 3rd person allows the wife to address a telling to the guest, who
in the next turn might display her interest in the story and invite Mike to narrate it,
whereas the use of the 2nd person would have configured the action as a request
directly addressed to Mike, giving him the option to grant or to reject it in the next
turn. So, the choice of an alternative form of address allows the speaker not only to
treat the co-participant under another perspective and relationship, to re-shape the
current participation framework, but also to perform very different actions and project
different possibilities for the next turn.

Conversely, 1st and 2nd person pronouns can refer to parties other than speaker
and recipient. The pronoun “you” can refer to “everyone” (Sacks 1992, I, 349s.). Lerner
(1996, 282) gives the example of Ann telling a friend: “You do put on ((weight)) after
Christmas, don’t we”. He pinpoints that the use of “you” might be hearable as being
personally addressed to the recipient, as a description of her; Ann orients to this
possibility when she continues her turn by adding “don’t we”, which retrospectively
shows that the turn-initial “you”was not referring to (only) her but to people in general
(seeWatson 1987 for other examples of such pronouns reorientations and repairs). The
use of this general “you” can bear other interactional effects, as shown by Schegloff
(1988, 11s.) analyzing the following fragment from a conversation between friends,
where D has been in Nepal for a long time and C has visited him there:
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(1) (Schegloff 1988, 11)

69 W: =D’people sit around eating in Nepal?
70 (0.2)
71 D: All the time that’s all they d[o
72 C: [They never drink
73 without(‘t) (0.2)
74 D: yeah ya never have liquor without (1.0)
75 fried meat er

In a detailed analysis of a more extended version of this example, Schegloff shows
that W’s question (69) is answered first by D (71) and then by C (72–73), who provides
a complement and a candidate co-telling. Interestingly, D first agrees formally with C
(“yeah” 74) but then continues by re-telling the previous turn using the same
syntactical format as C (72), but changing the pronoun “they” into “we”. In doing so,
D rejects C as a possible co-teller and provides an alternative type of reference to the
people of Nepal: whereas C refers to them at the 3rd person as “others than we”, D
now (vs. at line 71) refers to them in the 2nd person. Schegloff notes that “although
this sort of ‘you’ is commonly referred to as ‘the impersonal you’”, here it is in fact
used as a “personal (and knowledgeable) ‘I’” (1988, 11–12). In other words, this
‘ya’ alludes to David’s own participation in the practices he describes; it makes
him an insider, one experienced in – and knowledgeable about – the practices so
described.

More generally, the use of pronouns is category-bound – it refers to activities that
refer to some organisational or categorical status. This is the case in the use of “we”:
by saying “we did something”, the speaker is bonding with the recipient and at the
same time builds his description around an action categorized as things that “we do”
(Sacks 1992, II, 573), and that allows the recognition of “us” as members of a category
(1992, I, 333).

These variations in ordinary conversation indicate that the selection of the pro-
noun does muchmore than just referring: it performs other social actions and displays
(dis)alignments and (dis)affiliations. This is of special relevance for the identity work
pronouns do. For example, Nevile (2001; 2004, ch. 2–3) shows how pronouns used by
pilots during a flight take on successively relevant and different roles they have in
managing the takeoff phase, how they manifest their rights and obligations, and how
they understand their responsibilities. Even in scripted sequences (cf. Nevile 2004,
ch. 2), the selection and use of a pronoun (“I”, “you”, “we”) and a verb referring to the
current activity designs a sphere of responsibility and control (e.g. “your departure”
said by the Pilot Non Flying vs. “my go” said by the Pilot Flying vs. “we are ready for
take off” said by them as a team). It displays either joint tasks or a division of labour –
which are not only important for the intersubjectivity between pilots, but also for the
intelligibility of what they are doing for the controllers. Likewise, Ochs, Gonzales and
Jacoby (1996) show that by using ‘I’ in scientific explanations, as in “When I come
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down I’m in the domain state”, scientists present themselves as “experiencing physi-
cal events from the perspective of physical entities” (1996, 348). In another institu-
tional setting, the news interview, Clayman (1992) shows how the use of pronouns
achieves the ‘neutrality’ of the interviewer, and Heritage/Greatbatch (1991) show that
the use of the 3rd person pronoun by an interviewee to refer to another interviewee
preserves the framework of the interview, while the use of “you” generates direct
exchanges of disagreement and even of conflict between them.

3 Demonstratives and Spatial Deixis

The study of demonstratives and spatial deixis in conversation analysis highlights
the importance of using video materials and of considering a diversity of multi-
modal resources in interaction. Demonstratives and spatial reference have been
classically associated with pointing gesture (see for example the gestural use of
‘there’, where “you have to know where the speaker is pointing in order to know
what place he is indicating”, Fillmore 1975, 41). However, although gestures have
been regularly evoked, they have not generally been studied in detail (↗29 Gesture).
How and when are pointing gestures made? How are they prepared? How are they
attended to?

3.1 From gestures to the entire body: the complexity of multimodal
resources

Research in gesture studies (Kita 2003; Fricke 2007; Kendon 2004) have demonstrated
the interplay of language and pointing gesture in deictic reference (↗29 Gesture).
Conversation analysis has shown how these multimodal resources are mobilized not
only by the speaker but by all of the participants, as well as how not only gestures, but
the entire body might be used for achieving deictic reference.

The work of Goodwin (2000; 2003) has been fundamental for demonstrating how
language in general, and deictic expressions in particular, are made intelligible by
being employed together with other resources and through the creation of new
contextual configurations (2000). Pointing and talking are formatted together by
taking into consideration the surrounding space, the activity in which participants are
engaged, and their mutual orientation. Using the example of archeologists excavating
dirt, Goodwin shows how participants actively constitute a visual field that has to be
scrutinized, parsed and understood in a convergent way by the co-participants in
order to find out where the speaker is pointing. The archeologists juxtapose language,
gestures, tools (such as trowels, graphic fields, or maps) on a domain of scrutiny
surrounding them, but which is also being reflexively delimited by the very act of
referring to it.
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Gestures point at the object/place contextualizing the deictic, but in turn, they are
also contextualized by the movements of the bodies, both of the speaker arranging
her body in a recipient-designed way, orienting and adjusting to the recipient’s body
and the recipient displaying attention and understanding (Goodwin 2003). Moreover,
gestures neither act in a vacuum nor in a homogeneous space: they are ‘environmen-
tally coupled’ (Goodwin 2007), and as such they both adjust to the specificities of the
pointed at place, and they reflexively transform the domain of scrutiny by the very
action of pointing done within the current task. Moreover, gestures can point with an
object – like the trowel in the case of the archeologists – which can show, trace, and
inscribe something in the domain of scrutiny, not only highlighting it but materially
transforming it.

Along this line, a series of studies have expanded the complexity of multimodal
dimensions involved in achieving deixis. Some have pinpointed the management of
mutual attention (Kidwell/Zimmerman 2007; Mondada 2012a; Stukenbrock 2015) and
‘perceived perception’ (Hausendorf 2003). Others have highlighted their embedded-
ness in the organization of current action: for instance, Hindmarsh/Heath (2000)
show how gestures and body movements amplifying them are realized in a way that is
recipient-designed, i.e. indicate and even display the referent for the co-participants
at relevant moments, when the referent is visible for them. Pointing gestures are
“produced and timed with respect of the activities of the co-participants, such that
they are in a position to be able to see the pointing gesture in the course of its
production” (2000, 1868). Thus, the organization of the gesture and the body of the
speaker are adjusted to the recipient in order to guide him in the material surround-
ings and towards the referent. Since recipients display their understanding and
grasping of the action going on, speakers adjust to the production of these expres-
sions to their absence or delay.

This mutual orientation involves not only talk and gesture but the entire body,
gazing and bending toward the object (Hindmarsh/Heath 2000), and more radically,
actively rearranging the surrounding space (Mondada 2005; 2007). Deictic words and
gestures do not merely adapt to a pre-existing and immutable context; they are part of
an action which actively renews and changes context, rearranging the interactional
space in the most adequate way for reference to take place (Goodwin 1983). The
interactional space may be shaped as bodies are organized during the emergent
opening of a focused encounter as the prerequisite for the activity to be launched and
for pointing gestures to occur (Mondada 2009).

This embodied action has consequences for the formatting of the turn: Mondada
(2005) shows that the deictic is used only after a complex organization of the bodies
has been orchestrated by the participants, involving their entire bodies, as in the
following example, in which two women ask a passer-by where a touristic landmark
is:
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(2) (Corpus Barbéris, Montpellier-E11, 33’45’’)

P responds to the request (1) in line 6. She first mentions the target and begins to point
(Figure 1), projecting more to come. But soon, she retracts her pointing gesture and
delays her turn completion by a pause (7). The turn is completed later, with a deictic
(“là:” 8) and a new pointing gesture (Figures 2–4) after P has initiated a rearrange-
ment of the participants’ bodies. Already in line 6, P has begun to walk, inviting F to
follow her. She stops when she has reached an adequate position for her pointing
gesture, with which F aligns her body. Only when this new interactional space has
been created, she utters the deictic “là” and she delivers the route description with an
extended pointing gesture (Figure 4).

Thus, a description is launched, then suspended while some walking is going on.
This transforms the initial interactional space and adapts it to the next action, a
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spatial instruction based on deictics and pointing. We can observe a specific sequen-
tial distribution of linguistic resources here: whereas the NP referring to the target is
left-dislocated to the beginning of the route description (“l’église saint-roch” 6) and
responds to the query at a moment where the adequate context for reference is not yet
available, the pointing gesture and the deictic element are positioned at the end,when
the reorganization of the interactional space is complete. Pointing and indexical
reference are achieved only after a new interactional space has been established.
Moreover, whereas during the beginning of the description the recipients look at P,
they look in the direction indicated by the pointing gesture when the progressivity of
the action is resumed: at this point, they bodily orient towards the target, assuming
relative positions within the interactional space which are no longer positioned face-
to-face, but rather side-by-side.

3.2 Specific arrangements of multimodal resources in time

So, deictics are mobilized in a specific sequential position, together with other
resources, to achieve a particular action. The configuration of multimodal resources is
itself reflexively tied to the context and to the interaction. For instance, Mondada
(2012b) shows that ici ‘here’ can be employed either with or without pointing, depend-
ing on the recipient’s gaze. These different arrangements of resources characterize
two very different uses of ici, illustrated in the next fragments, extracted from a corpus
video recorded in a showroom, in which a car dealer (Jan) is explaining the function-
alities of the car to a customer (Diana). In the first case, he is explaining how to
display the external temperature by activating a button on the dashboard:

(3) (Corpus Mondada EMIC D10.36_température_ext)
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As Jan produces the turn-initial deictic form ici ‘here’, he is pointing and looking
at the monitor where the temperature will appear (Figure 5). Diana is also looking in
that direction. As he names the referent, he turns to her, and by uttering the adjective
following it, he looks at her (Figure 6). She immediately responds with an acknowl-
edgement token in overlap with the final syllable of his turn, and the exchange is
brought to a close.

In this case, ici ‘here’ co-occurs with a pointing gesture. But this is not the
unique practice for introducing new referents. Another one is observable in the
data, characterized by a delayed pointing gesture when the recipient is gazing
away at the beginning of the sequence. In this case, the deictic ici is still
produced at the beginning of the turn, but without any deictic gesture. The
pointing gesture is produced later, together with the NP naming the target object,
and only once the recipient has turned his attention to the speaker’s instructing
action.

In the following fragment, after having explained how to turn off the airbag that
is activated between the seats, Jan shows Guy a button that allows the driver to close
the doors of the car.

(4) (Corpus Mondada EMIC G5.00_fermeture_portes fr2)

Jan’s multimodally formatted turn (line 1) adjusts to Guy’s body realignment from a
position in which he looks away to a position in which he gazes at the target. When
Jan begins his turn, Guy is not turned in the direction Jan is showing. While uttering
the deictic, Jan does not perform any gesture (Figure 7).
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While Guy turns towards the front, Jan begins to move his hand toward the
referent (Figure 8) and progressively expands his pointing gesture (Figure 9).

After the deictic, Jan’s turn inserts another location (à l’avant ‘in the front’) before
he produces the NP describing the newly introduced item. This insertion orients to the
position of Guy, who is still looking backward. During the NP, Guy begins to look at
the object, and towards the middle of the NP, his head is perfectly aligned with the
target. At that moment, Jan gently touches the button that closes the car doors
(Figure 10). On the last syllable of the NP, Jan also looks at Guy (Figure 11). He can see
that Guy is gazing at the object being pointed at.

In this case, Jan’s turn formatting takes into consideration the fact that at the
beginning of the turn, Guy is not in a position in which he can see a possible gesture.
Not only does the trajectory of the emergent pointing gesture adjust to this, but so
does the turn’s format, integrating an extra spatial indication.

These two examples show that turns introducing a new referent with ici are
formatted in two different ways depending on the attention of the co-participant. In
the first pattern, ici works as a referent introducer and in the second, as an attention
getting device. In the former, the introduction of the referent is achieved by the deictic
co-occurring with the pointing gesture, and in the latter by the NP co-occurring with
the gesture.

This distribution of resources reveals the complexity of deictic practices, the
temporal and sequential organization of multimodal resources in interaction, and
the finely tuned organization of gaze and joint attention. Thus, pointing does not
merely co-occur with a deictic form. The multimodal formatting of the turn is an
emergent and situated process that finely adjusts to the co-participants’ orienta-
tions.

Multimodal studies show that there is not a set of expressive linguistic and
gestural forms on the one hand, and the context on the other hand, but that the very
mobilization of multimodal resources within a sequential trajectory of action dynami-
cally adjusts to and reshapes the context. This dynamic aspect is even more visible in
mobile situations, which reveal the conditions that referring and pointing must
assemble in order to make sense (De Stefani 2010; Haddington 2010; Keevallik 2013;
Mondada 2005; 2009), and uncover the difficulties that can generate errors (some-
times fatal errors, Nevile 2009).

4 Temporal Deixis

Temporal deixis has been less studied than spatial deixis in interactional studies –
although a constant reference to ‘hic et nunc’, the time of the social interaction,
characterizes studies on conversation analysis. Thus, two aspects can be distin-
guished: first, the reference to time in interaction and the choice of temporal deictics
to describe it (§4.1); second, the reference to the moment-by-moment unfolding of
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social interaction (§4.2), in response to the omnipresent orientation of the participants
towards the issue of “why that now?” (Schegloff/Sacks 1973, 299).

4.1 Reference to time in interaction

Compared to person and space reference, time reference has been less studied within
conversation analysis. Enfield (2012) discusses various temporal reference markers,
among which some deictics, showing how the discrimination between expressions
referentially equivalent produces different actions. Likewise, Raymond/White (sub-
mitted) show the implications of the difference between relative and absolute refer-
ence in the following extract:

(5) (Mishler 1984, 165) (quoted from Raymond/White, submitted)

01 DOC: How long have you been drinking that heavily?
02 PAT: Since I’ve beenmarried
03 DOC: How long is that?
04 PAT: ((giggle)) Four years

The patient’s first formulation is relative to personal time and to events that might not
tell a duration to the doctor – contrary to the quantified formulation of the second
version after the doctor’s repair initiation. But the issue here is not only of equivalent
reference and of informing about time –what the formulation of line 2 reveals is much
more than a time span.

Another telling case is discussed by Fox/Thompson (2010):

(6) (Fox/Thompson 2010, 144)

15 Kyle: When did you see it.
16 (.)
17 Daniel: > I think< abou:t two weeks ago,
18 (.)
19 Kyle: .hhh ca- ee- because I had suggested it or before I
20 had suggested it
21 (.)
22 Daniel: U:h after you suggested it.

The fragment is extracted from a conversation in which Daniel just said he saw a good
movie. Kyle asks a question about when he saw it (15), and Daniel gives a relative
answer using an indexical formulation. But Kyle initiates a repair, hinting at some-
thing else: since he had suggested that Daniel should see the movie, for him the
relevant temporal formulation situates seeing the movie relatively to that advice: the
suggested formulation opposes “because I had suggested” vs. “before I had sug-
gested”. Interestingly, Daniel does not pick up the former, but transforms it into “after
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you suggested it” – in a way that acknowledges Kyle’s advice but does not align with
it. So, here we observe the use of four different formulations, all having different
implications in terms of the action done.

Reference to time in interaction might make use of the deictic expression “now”,
referring to the very moment of its production. “Now” can display an orientation to
the precision of the moment referred to, in a way that takes into account not only the
context, but more precisely the temporality of the ongoing action. Instructions con-
cerning actions to do now are particularly interesting in this perspective. Parry (2013)
and Szcepek Reed/Reed/Haddon (2013) show that in diverse settings participants
discriminate between instructions to do something “now” vs. “not now”, but later.
Mondada studies instructions and directives concerning actions to do “right now”,
without delay, and in a temporally fitted way within the activity – in activities in
which delays might be significant (such as surgical operations, Mondada 2014, but
also video games, Mondada 2013). Likewise, in the following fragments, a coach is
instructing a driver in a race car, driving at high speed on a race circuit:

(7) (Corpus Mondada NURB 2.26)

(8) (Corpus Mondada NURB 16.40)
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In the first fragment, the coach gives a first instruction for an action that is bound by a
visible landmark (“jusqu’au panneau” 1, not yet visible in Figure 12), followed by a
second, that has to be initiated “now”. The position of this temporal deictic is crucial:
“maintenant” is uttered as they approach the road sign (Figure 13), and the word is
completed when they have almost reached it (Figure 14). The production of the
indexical is initiated and completed at a precise moment relative to the fast-moving
car approaching the landmark. The orientation to its temporal position is visible in the
accelerated pace in which it is uttered. In similar ways, the second fragment shows
how the temporal incremental production of the turn syntax incorporates these
constraints: the action is formulated in the future tense (1), and the coach pauses after
the stretched article (“lá:” 2), projecting the name but suspending its production until
they are in the right spatial position at which the temporal deictic is finally released
with an accelerated pace. In both cases, the very sequential and temporal positioning
of “maintenant” achieves its deictic reference.

4.2 Reference to the time of interaction

Time is a fundamental dimension for the organization of human action. More particu-
larly, a key question organizing social interaction is “why that now?”. Schegloff/Sacks
(1973, 299) show that participants orient towards that “now”, not in terms of “what
time is now,” but in terms of sequential positioning. This orientation is generally
tacitly embedded in the production of actions and in relation both to previous and
next action; however, it might be topicalized by the use of “now” when it is formu-
lated in so many words.

So, “now”, “maintenant”, “adesso” can be used to initiate new sequences of
action, as documented in the next fragments. The first is extracted from a cooking
course. Ginette, the cook, approaches the table where she will prepare a soufflé,
initiating a new sequence:

(9) (Corpus Mondada COOK)
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“NOW” is preceded by a clapping of the hands and by a reorientation of Ginette’s
body approaching the place where the next preparation will take place.

The isolated noun, “eggs”, works as a kind of title for the next sequence of action,
in which they will prepare the soufflé. The group of trainees begins to move after
“NOW,” and they rearrange their bodies in a new interactional space at the end of the
full account given line 6.

The second extract is taken from a democracy participatory meeting. The facil-
itator is offering a summary of the last session using a PowerPoint presentation:

(10) (Corpus Mondada CAB 021208_C /ora1_33.52=pub1_34.43_d12)

In line 1, the facilitator produces the last conclusive comments on the current slide
and is turned towards the audience. At turn and sequence completion, during the
pause (3), he turns back toward the PowerPoint, changes the slide and goes on to
introduce a new topic (4). The audience orients to this change of posture and of
sequence by also turning toward the ppt.

The last extract comes from a guided visit: the guide is about to complete her
description of a church:

(11) (adapted from De Stefani 2010, 143)
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The guide closes the previous sequence with “occhei” (see the use of “okay” by
Ginette above), while she steps back (2). After a slight pause, she introduces the next
action with “adesso”, disengaging from the group and initiating the walk. The group
follows the movement.

In these fragments, “now” initiates a new sequence. It is not produced alone, but
together with other multimodal resources, including the deictic form, a change in
gaze direction and in body posture, disengaging from the previous action and project-
ing the next. The recipients orient to this complex Gestalt and align by readjusting
their body positions. So, “now” works as a resource that displays for the participants
a particular moment within the interaction between a completed action and a pro-
jected new sequence. In turn, “not now” can be used for not recognizing an adequate
sequential slot for an action. By postponing it “later”, the speaker in fact rejects the
proposed action. So, “now” is a particular moment in interaction that can be the locus
of negotiations and struggles, displaying the participants’ orientation towards “why
that now” as a decisive point in interaction.

5 Conclusion

This chapter has reviewed current work in conversation analysis, revisiting indexical
expressions referring to persons, objects, space, and time in social interaction. It has
highlighted the importance of indexicality in ethnomethodology, as well as the
specific conception of deictic expressions in conversation analysis, highlighting their
double dimension by adapting to context and renewing it.

The study of deictics in actual social interactions reveals that they are not
employed alone, but with other multimodal resources. Their intelligibility and inter-
actional relevance is designed locally, moment by moment within the course of the
interaction by the co-participants. The choice of a deictic resource is not only designed
to refer, but also serves other actions. Its sequential position not only gives the deictic
its referential value, but also uses it to (dis)align, (dis)affiliate, or (dis)agree with the
previous action.

Transcript conventions
Talk has been transcribed according to conventions developed by Gail Jefferson.

An indicative translation is provided line per line, in italics. It aims at making the
original understandable for the reader.

Multimodal details have been transcribed according to the following conventions
developed by Lorenza Mondada (see https://franz.unibas.ch/fileadmin/franz/user_
upload/redaktion/Mondada_conv_multimodality.pdf):
* * delimit descriptions of one speaker’s actions.
+ + delimit descriptions of another speaker’s actions.
* —> action described continues across subsequent lines.
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* —>> action described continues until and after excerpt’s end.
——>* action described continues until the same symbol is reached.
>>– action described begins before the excerpt’s beginning.
…. action’s preparation.
,,,,, action’s retraction.
luc participant doing the action is identified in small characters.
fig figure; screen shot.
# indicates the exact moment at which the screen shot has been recorded.
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