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People who can not speak may use different communication aids, such as
communication books (CB) and speech-generating devices (SGD), for
replacing their lack of speech. The communication aids effect non-speaking
and speaking participants’ practices in conversations.
Within the framework of conversation analysis (CA), this dissertation follows
four aided communicators between the ages of 7 and 18 years old and
examines their conversations with their mothers, peers, and speech-language
therapists. The focus is on the participants’ co-construction practices and the
social action of turns produced by CBs or SGDs. The database consists of 21
video-recorded conversations, in which the participants engage in a typical
interactive situation without a specific goal and discuss their topics of choice.
The present study aims to extend our understanding of the co-construction
process in aided conversations. As logopedic research (speech-language
therapy), the aim is also to offer implications that aided communicators and
their partners could utilize to facilitate their conversations.
Each of the three original studies of this dissertation focus on the progress of
aided conversations during the participants’ co-construction process. The
research phenomena are turn-transitions, participants’ multimodal practices,
and several interactional resources for co-construction of the social actions.
The data proved to be a unique possibility to study mostly fluent aided
conversations, in which aided communicators were active participants. It
offers a view of the essential features of successful aided conversations, such
as slowness, the co-constructed nature, and the role of the communication
aid. The current study also shows how several aided communicators’ affect
the flow of conversations by using many means similar to their speaking
partners.
The synthesis of the three studies’ results, as well as those of previous
studies, offer an overall view of the co-construction process of aided turns.
The co-construction model and the different structures of multimodal turns
help us to see how aided and spoken conversations differ. The critical points
are the transitions between turns and symbols and participants’ practices in
coping with insufficient linguistic and prosodic resources of aided turns. The
results illuminate participants’ multimodal and synchronized actions during
transitions and their practices in utilizing several interactional resources in
the co-construction of social actions.
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The present study also demonstrates how the concept of aided conversation
is a general term that can refer many kinds of interaction. The amount of cooperation that aided conversations demand depends on, for example, the
communication aid and the form of utterance. Aided conversations are often
(but not always) slower than spoken conversations. The long silent moments,
however, do not mean that conversations are not proceeding, or participants
consider them to be a challenge.
The results of the current study are useful for video-assisted guidance in
speech-language therapy, during which aided communicators and their
partners observe and develop their conversational practices. It offers a list of
questions that are useful for video guiding. The large scope of the present
study helps to point toward gaps in the present knowledge of aided
conversations and give ideas for future research.
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Jos ihminen ei pysty puhumaan, hän voi käyttää erilaisia kommunikoinnin
apuvälineitä, kuten kommunikointikansioita ja puhelaitteita korvatakseen
puuttuvan puheensa. Nämä kommunikoinnin apuvälineet vaikuttavat
puhevammaisten ja puhuvien ihmisten keskustelukäytänteisiin.
Tämä väitöskirjatutkimus tarkastelee keskustelunanalyysin viitekehyksestä
neljän 7–18-vuotiaan avusteisesti kommunikoivan ihmisen keskusteluja
äitiensä, kavereidensa ja puheterapeuttiensa kanssa. Tutkimuksen kohteena
ovat osallistujien yhteiset käytänteet, joilla he rakentavat kommunikoinnin
apuvälineellä tuotetun vuoron ja sen sosiaalisen toiminnon.
Tutkimusaineistona on 21 videoitua keskustelua osallistujille tyypillisestä
vuorovaikutustilanteesta, jossa heillä ei ole erityistä tavoitetta, ja jossa he
voivat keskustella haluamistaan aiheista. Tutkimuksen tavoitteena on
laajentaa ymmärrystä siitä, miten kommunikoinnin apuvälineillä käydyt
keskustelut rakentuvat keskustelijoiden yhteisen prosessin kautta. Tämän
logopedisen tutkimuksen tavoitteena on myös tarjota sellaista sovellettavaa
tietoa, joka tukee avusteisesti kommunikoivien ihmisten ja heidän
kumppaniensa välisiä keskusteluja.
Tämän väitöskirjan kolmen osatutkimuksen tarkastelun kohteena on
avusteisten keskustelujen eteneminen yhteisesti rakennetun keskustelun
aikana. Tutkittavia ilmiöitä ovat vuoron siirtymät, osallistujien
multimodaaliset käytänteet ja sosiaalisten toimintojen muodostamisessa
käytettävät erilaiset vuorovaikutusresurssit.
Tutkimusaineisto tarjosi harvinaislaatuisen mahdollisuuden tarkastella
enimmäkseen sujuvia avusteisia keskusteluja, joissa avusteisesti
kommunikoivat ihmiset olivat aktiivisia osallistujia. Aineisto tarjoaa
näkökulman avusteisten keskustelujen keskeisimpiin piirteisiin, kuten niiden
hitauteen ja yhdessä rakennettuun luonteeseen, sekä kommunikoinnin
apuvälineen rooliin, onnistuneissa keskusteluissa. Tämä tutkimus tuo esiin
myös useita avusteisesti kommunikoivien ihmisten käytänteitä, joilla he
vaikuttavat keskustelun kulkuun ja hyödyntävät osin samoja keinoja kuin
heidän puhuvat kumppaninsa.
Osatutkimusten tuloksista ja aiemmista tutkimuksista johdetun synteesin
avulla tämä tutkimus tarjoaa kokonaisvaltaisen näkemyksen avusteisesti
tuotettujen vuorojen rakentamisprosessista. Tutkimuksessa esitetyt yhdessä
rakentamisen malli ja multimodaalisten vuorojen eri rakenteet auttavat
meitä hahmottamaan, miten avusteiset ja puhutut keskustelut eroavat
toisistaan. Kriittiset kohdat ovat vuorojen ja symbolien väliset siirtymät sekä
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osallistujien käytänteet, joiden avulla he selviävät avusteisten vuorojen
puutteellisesta kielellisestä ja prosodisesta resurssista. Tulokset valottavat
osallistujien multimodaalisia ja yhteensovitettuja toimintoja siirtymien
aikana sekä heidän käytänteitään hyödyntää useita vuorovaikutusresursseja
sosiaalisten toimintojen muodostamisessa.
Tämä tutkimus näyttää myös, miten käsite ”avusteinen keskustelu” on
yleinen termi, joka voi viitata monenlaiseen vuorovaikutukseen.
Avusteisessa keskustelussa tarvittavaan keskustelijoiden välisen yhteistyön
määrään vaikuttaa, esimerkiksi, käytetyn lausuman muoto ja
kommunikoinnin apuväline. Avusteiset keskustelut ovat usein (mutta eivät
aina) hitaampia kuin puhutut keskustelut. Pitkät hiljaiset hetket eivät
kuitenkaan tarkoita, että keskustelut eivät etenisi, tai että osallistujat
pitäisivät niitä haasteellisina.
Tämän tutkimuksen tuloksia voidaan hyödyntää puheterapiassa
toteutettavassa videoavusteisessa ohjauksessa, jossa avusteisesti
kommunikoivat ihmiset ja heidän kumppaninsa havainnoivat ja jakavat
ajatuksiaan omista vuorovaikutuskäytänteistään. Tutkimus tarjoaa
konkreettisia kysymyksiä ohjauksen avuksi. Yleisellä tasolla tämä tutkimus
osoittaa niitä puutteita, joita meillä on nykyisessä ymmärryksessämme
avusteisesta keskustelusta, ja tarjoaa kehittämisajatuksia tulevalle
tutkimukselle.
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Tutkimukseni sydän ja kaiken lähtökohta on teissä, joiden vuorovaikutusta
sain katsella ja ihmetellä videoilta. Olen aidosti ja nöyrästi kiitollinen, että te
kaikki lähditte mukaan tähän tutkimukseen ja saimme kokoon
kansainvälisestikin ainutlaatuisen aineiston. Kiitos kuuluu teille neljälle
puhevammaiselle pojalle, teidän vanhemmille, kavereille ja kuntouttaville
puheterapeuteille sekä muutamalle muulle ammatti-ihmiselle, jotka
suostuitte asettumaan videoinnin ja tarkastelun kohteeksi. Haluan myös
kiittää osittain kuvauspaikkana toimineen koulun AAC-ohjaajia ja hoitajia,
jotka auliisti autoitte videojärjestelyjen toteuttamisessa.
Vankin tukipilarini jo tutkimusideani varhaisimmasta vaiheesta aivan
loppumetreille on ollut kiistatta pääohjaajani dosentti Kaisa Launonen, joka
on antanut konkreettisia neuvoja, kysellyt, ymmärtänyt, kannatellut kriisien
keskellä ja jakanut monta ilon hetkeä. Kiitos Kaisa myös tasaveroisesta
kumppanuudesta!
Keskustelunanalyyttinen teoria vuorovaikutuksen rakentumisesta ja sen
hyödyntäminen menetelmänä on ollut vaativa prosessi, joka jatkuu edelleen.
Kiitän ohjaajiani emerita professori Anu Klippiä ja dosentti Tuula
Tykkyläistä tämän tien sinnikkäästä viitoittamisesta ja harha-askelien
tunnistamisesta! I am also deeply grateful to Professor Jeff Higginbotham
from the University at Buffalo. Your contribution was important when we
wrote about turn-transitions for an audience who are not familiar with
conversation analysis (CA). I will always remember your advice: “You can do
anything if you validate your decisions.” My special gratitude goes to
Associate Professors Maja Sigurd Pilesjö from the University of Southern
Denmark and Niklas Noren from Uppsala University for conversations about
our mutual and specific research phenomena. Maja, I sincerely appreciate
your invitations to visit your university in Odense and your way of being
genuine and heartfelt. Thank you also to colleagues and PhD candidates
Johanna Korkalainen from the University of Sydney and Helen Tegler from
Uppsala University! Conversations with you gave me insight into speech and
language therapy services in different countries, and they were also
important rehearsals for using English. I also wish to express my
appreciation to the pre-examiners of this thesis, Professor Susan Balandin
from Deakin University and Associate Professor Michael Clarke from the
University College London. Your valuable comments and suggestions were
encouraging and have greatly helped in improving this dissertation.
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Olin onnekas, kun jatko-opiskelujeni alku ajoittui vaiheeseen, jolloin
Intersubjektiivisuus vuorovaikutuksessa – huippuyksikkö tarjosi lukuisia
kursseja keskustelunanalyysista. Kiitos teille kaikille huippuopettajille ja
myös kurssitovereille! Näiden kurssien myötä pääsin osaksi suurempaa
suomalaista keskusteluntutkijoiden yhteisöä, jossa kaveria autetaan.
Jokavuotisista Keskusteluntutkimuksen päivistä tuli merkittävä osa
tutkijuuteni kehittymistä ja olen vilpittömän kiitollinen kaikista niistä
enemmän ja vähemmän tieteellisisistä kohtaamisista. Haluaisin kiittää teitä
kaikkia nimeltä, mutta koska teitä on niin paljon mainitsen vain muutaman.
Kiitos, professori Marja-Leena Sorjonen, kun jo opintojeni alkumetreillä
uskoit minuun ja autoit merkittävästi tutkimustani eteenpäin! Kiitos, tohtori
Kimmo Svinhufvud johdattelusta multimodaalisen litteraation maailmaan
sekä teknisestä tuesta erilaisten teknisten ohjelmien kanssa. Kiitos myös,
dosentti Melisa Stevanovic, kun autoit ymmärtämään sosiaalisen toiminnon
luonnetta ja yliopiston lehtori Mirka Rauniomaa siitä semioottisten kenttien
ja objektien jakamisesta! Myös logopedian yksikkömme omat
keskustelunanalyyttiset datasessiot ja niiden mielenkiintoiset keskustelut
osallistujineen ansaitsevat kiitoksensa. Kiitos Anu, Asta, Inkeri, Kaisa, Maria,
Minna ja Tuula!
Logopedian osalta erityiskiitos kuuluu meidän jatkoseminaarilaisille.
Yhteiset tapaamiset yhteisten kysymysten äärellä ovat auttaneet
kartuttamaan tietoa kaikista niistä tuhansista tutkimuksen tekemiseen
liittyvistä tavoista, järjestelmistä ja toimivista käytänteistä, joita tässä työssä
tarvitaan. Kiitos Asta, Eva, Inkeri, Jasmin, Kirsi, Leena, Maria, Riitta, Sanna,
Satu ja Sirpa sekä tietenkin logopedian osastomme henkilökunta.
Useampivuotinen tutkimushanke on aina henkinen ponnistus, jossa jokainen
tarvitsee kannustusta, myötäelämistä, olkapäätä ja naurua. Ilman teitä en
olisi nyt tässä. Kiitos Perjantain Pöhinät! Kiitos Asta, Eva, Inkeri ja Kirsi, että
jaoitte saman keikkuvan veneen, kun kukaan muu ei kyydissä pysynyt!
Lupaan istua teidän veneissä niin kauan kuin tarvitaan ja vielä sen
jälkeenkin.
Tämän tutkimuksen popularisoinnista kuuluu kiitos (O)saammeko jutella –
blogin kirjoittajille Danielille, Janille ja Jerelle ja heidän tulkeilleen!
Yhteistyömme on ollut vaivatonta ja opettavaista, kiitos! Teidän innostus on
tarttunut ja bloggaaminen jatkuu vielä tämän työn jälkeenkin.
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Puheterapeuttikollegoita ja muita alan ihmisiä kiitän aidosta kiinnostuksesta
tutkimustani kohtaan. Ystäviäni kiitän siitä, että pysyitte ja olitte niin kuin
aina ennenkin. Äitiäni kiitän oikea-aikaisista ”Mitä tutkimukselle kuuluu” kysymyksistä ja vastausten kuuntelusta. Kiitos myös ruoanlaittoavusta niinä
viimeisinä hurjina viikkoina ennen esitarkastusta! Maailman parasta IAF:n
porukkaa ja Pyryä kiitän siitä, että kroppani kesti tämän jatkuvan istumisen!
Kiitokset siitä, että onnistuin tekemään tutkimustani, kuten nyt töitä
tehdään, osana tavallista hyvää arkea, kuuluvat rakkaalle perheelleni, mutta
myös Koneen säätiölle, joka teki minusta etuoikeutetun myöntäessään
apurahan kolmeksi vuodeksi. Kiitos vielä Jukalle monista viestinnällisistä
neuvoista, Tinjalle niistä työpöydän kulmalle ilmestyneistä tsemppilapuista
ja Joelille ”oman” huoneen nurkan lainasta. Ja kun joskus Joel pohti,että
”Mistäs me tiedetään, teetkö sä täällä mitään?”, kun saapui koulusta ja löysi
minut yöpuvun housuissa, niin tätä minä tein.
Helsingissä 4.9.2020

Irina Savolainen
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AAC
CA
CB
FPP
PS
SBS
SGD
SLT
SPP



Augmentative and alternative communication
Conversation analysis
Communication book
First pair part (of sequence)
Pre-stored (utterance)
Symbol-by-symbol (produced utterance)
Speech-generating device
Speech-language therapist
Second pair part (of sequence)

NP

 
Natural speech

Naturally spoken elements

Speech-synthesized speech

Elements produced with an SGD

SYMBOL

Label of the symbol voiced by a speaking
partner during CB conversations
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In my clinical work as a speech-language therapist (SLT), I have met dozens
of children and young adults for whom using different communication aids is
a mundane issue (see Higginbotham, 2009). For aided communicators who
have never been able to speak, the fact that the aids are used to replace the
speech is not present in everyday interaction. I have witnessed children’s
communicative development and the richness of how they use the aids in
combination with multimodal means to solve challenges with their partners.
Of course, I have also seen interaction situations when nothing succeeded.
My private motivation for studying aided interaction began to take shape in
my clinical work with these children, young adults, and their partners.
In the early 2000s, Finland started several developmental projects in
which the goal was to design communication aids that offer more extensive
and differently organized vocabulary than contemporary aids could provide.
The work started with non-technical communication books, which were
modified according to a large pragmatically organized book based on Gayle
Porters’s (2007) model (later named PODD books) (see chapter 2.2.2). Then,
in 2005, a five-year technical communications system project called TAIKE
was begun; its goal was to offer aided communicators better possibilities to
participate in conversations and to produce grammatically fluent Finnish
sentences (see chapter 2.2.1). I was involved in both projects, but I primarily
worked with TAIKE along with my SLT colleagues, AAC guiders,
occupational therapists, school teachers and assistants, experts of different
fields (technical, speech-synthesis, language, visual perceiving), and aided
communicators and their partners. During the projects, the big issues were
what kind of language a human being needs for successful interaction and
then how the vocabulary should be organized. I soon realized that there was a
lack of research on aided everyday interaction, even though there were plenty
of different kinds of recommendations in the field of AAC.
I wrote the research idea on a piece
paper and attached it to the bulletin
board in my office:

The effect of communication
aids and partners on everyday
aided interaction

The paper was there for a couple of years, and I partly forgot it. The idea of
doing research matured, however, in my subconscious. In early 2015, I got a
right to continue studies at the University of Helsinki with a research plan,
the focus of which was still the same as on that piece of the paper. The
research plan was approved by the University of Helsinki Ethical Review
Board in the Humanities and Social and Behavioural Sciences. I started to
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collect the data by observing everyday conversations between aided
communicators and their speaking partners. Aided communicators used
either the communication application TAIKE or the non-technical
communication book, AACi. Through familiarization with the literature and
the data, the research focus was reshaped into the progress of aided
conversations. It still consists of the effect of partners and the aids they
use, but the attention is more on the conversationalists’ co-constructive
processes.
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People who cannot speak use different communication aids (aided
communication) and embodied communication means (unaided
communication), such as manual signs to replace their lack of speech. The
generally used concept that refers to communication by means other than
speech is augmentative and alternative communication (AAC).
In the field of AAC research, the studies of conversations, especially
from the perspective of interaction, are rare. Figure 1 shows how the research
of aided communication can concentrate on many focuses, and how the
studies of conversations are just one research line. The figure is based on my
present theoretical and clinical understanding, and I have not done any
particular article search to shape it. The issues of the figure overlap. In the
current study, for example, I handle participation, message production, aids,
interventions, and the participants’ experiences, but the main focus is on
using the aids in situational conversations.

 *';1%"" / *1/ 0 /$"+20 0+*% +))2*%1%+*=


The previous studies of aided conversations are implemented so that familiar
participants are free to discuss any subjects as long as they want (everyday
conversations), or one or more factors of the conversation situation are
controlled, such as a topic, vocabulary, participants, place/situation (e.g.,
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office, book store), or purpose (e.g., interview, wayfinding task, describing
pictures; see Ferm & Saldert, 2013; Higginbotham, Fulcher, & Seale, 2016;
Jagoe & Smith, 2016; Parrot, 2016).
In the present study, the data are formed from everyday
conversations. The motivation developed from the thought that before we
can guide aided communicators and their communication partners, or before
we can design appropriate communication aids, we must have a more indepth understanding of how aided communicators and their partners coconstruct conversations in real life when they use the aids. There is also some
evidence that the use of aids varies among aided communicators. Some most
commonly use their devices, but others use nothing, even if they have an aid,
or they prefer unaided means whenever possible (Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017;
Clarke & Kirton, 2003). Studying natural aided conversations can help
partners see an aided communicator as an interaction partner behind the aid
and can also help balance the strong desire for a communication aid and the
possible disappointment in their use (see, e.g., Smith & Murray, 2011).
Spoken conversations are studied in many different disciplines, such
as sociology, linguistics, anthropology, and psychology, which also have
different theories, concepts, and methods for analysis. The current study
represents logopedics that generally studies atypical communication, and its
final goal is to facilitate interventions (Klippi, 1996). Logopedics is
characterized as an interdisciplinary science that has developed alongside
linguistics. The paradigm of logopedics has been changing from the linear
cause-effect thinking, in which the research focus is separate from its natural
context, to a more systemic paradigm, in which the focus is on interaction
and relationships between systems (Andrews, 1996). “In a systemic
paradigm, an individual piece or phenomenon cannot be understood apart
from the system in which it interacts” (p. 98). The same expectation for the
paradigm shift is seen among the researchers of aided interaction (e.g.,
Clarke & Wilkinson, 2013; Noren, Samuelsson, & Plejert, 2013).
Higginbotham (2009) proposes that, instead of the sender-receiver model of
communication, the approach to aided communication should be based on
the model for social interaction performance. “In this model, social
interaction is seen as a coordinated performance by the participants whose
main goal is to achieve common ground” (p. 158).The current study
represents the systemic paradigm and the model of social interaction.
The paradigm of disciplines does not yet define the theories, concepts,
or methods of studies. The systemic logopedic studies of conversations can
utilize different theories, such as the social-constructive theory of interaction
(Vygotsky, 1982), conversation analysis (CA) (e.g., Schegloff, 2007), or also
partly pragmatic theories (e.g., Grice, 1975). The theory and method of the
present study lie in CA. According to Ten Have (2007), the focus of ‘pure’
ethnomethodological CA was on talk-in-interaction, and it was initially
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“motivated by the wish to discover basic and general aspects of sociality” of
everyday conversations (p. 174). Nowadays, CA is largely used in different
disciplines to analyze different kinds of conversation data. The distinction
between ‘pure’ and ‘applied’ CA is not seen in methodological differences, but
rather in research focuses and their relevance to training or professional
development (Richards, 2005). According to the previous definitions, the
used theory and method of the present study could be defined as applied CA.
The focus is also on multimodal means other than only speech, and there is
logopedic motivation for utilizing the results with aided communicators,
their communication partners, and professionals. For readability and the
same background theory of applied and pure CA, I will use only the term CA
here, even though I understand that the nature of the current study is
applied. 
CA has often eluded the mainstream AAC research, even though it has
been used successfully in studies of aided everyday conversations
(Higginbotham & Engelke, 2013). For example, when Kent-Walsh and Binger
(2018) report methodological advances, opportunities, and challenges in
AAC research, they do not mention conversation analysis or studying
conversations. The prior studies of aided everyday conversations that have
utilized CA are focused on 1) aided communicators’ initiations, 2)
participants’ practices in achieving mutual understanding, 3) turnorganization, 4) closing conversations, 5) interventions, 6) participants’
practices in relation to other models, and 7) adults’ repairing practices with
typing SGDs (see Table 1). Most of the studies are case studies that have been
done in the 2010s, the communication aids have been SGDs, aided
communicators have been school-aged, and their diagnosis is cerebral palsy.
The instant insight of aided everyday conversations is presented in chapter
1.3.
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Everyday aided conversations have been studied from a dialogical
perspective, along with methods other than CA, such as discourse analysis
(see Ferm, Ahlsén, & Björck-Åkesson, 2013), joint action analysis (see
Higginbotham & Caves, 2002), and coding, e.g., communicative functions
(see chapter 1.3.4). The motivation to use CA in the present study comes
from its robust theory of social interaction (see chapter 1.2) and
methodological tools (see chapter 2.4). It also offers tools for multimodal
analysis, which is highlighted in studies of aided conversations that are full of
multimodal interaction. Prior studies of aided conversations show how using
CA brings to light such information of interaction that could not be achieved
by other methods and with the same precision. CA can help demonstrate
conversationalists’ own repetitive practices that are not based on a
researcher’s insight.

  
The theoretical background of the current study lies in CA and its robust
concepts. Conversation is a vehicle for social interaction that is shaped
through participants’ organized and synchronized actions (Sacks, Schegloff,
& Jefferson, 1974; Mondada, 2014). Participants construct conversations
together forming their actions in relation to prior turns and to the recipient,
which in turn affects the next turns (context-shaped and context-renewing)
(Heritage, 1984; Sacks et al., 1974). Conversationalists do not have to
confirm their understanding for each turn, but their interpretations are seen
implicitly in each next turn (nextness) (Heritage, 1984). In practice, the
speakers monitor recipients’ actions, they react, and if it is necessary, they
change their ongoing action (recipient design) (Goodwin, 1981). The
recipients actively show their recipiency through different multimodal
actions and response tokens. Moment by moment, conversations take their
shape in situ over time, and those details of conversations are the focus of
conversation analysts’ interest (indexical) (Maynard, 2013).
Participants co-construct conversations, on one hand, at a structural
level when turns and sequences follow each other (see chapter 1.2.1) and, on
the other hand, at a level of intersubjectivity when the participants coconstruct their mutual understanding (see chapter 1.2.2) (Schegloff, 2007;
Sacks et al., 1974). Heritage (1984) claims that “it is through this ‘turn-byturn’ character of talk that the participants display their understanding of
‘the state of the talk’ for one another” (p. 259), which solidly describes the coconstructive process of conversations but does not pay attention to their
multimodal nature (see about the present insight of multimodal
conversations in chapter 1.2.3).
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Turns and sequences do not follow each other in an accidental order, but
they are organized systematically during the co-construction process
(Schegloff, 2007; Sacks et al., 1974). Conversationalists are implicitly aware
of these principles, which enables fluent conversations.
Turn is an entity that is structured through its functionality and the
change of speaker (VISK § 1004). The length of a turn is not defined, but in
spoken conversations, its duration is mostly short (Levinson & Torreira,
2015). A turn can consist of one or more turn-constructional units (TCU)
that can be a short response token, an ungrammatical composite of words or
a syntactically relevant utterance (Schegloff, 1996). These different units are
formulated by their social actions1, and there is always a relevant place for a
turn-transition after a TCU (Sacks et al., 1974).
The underlying assumption is that turns’ change in conversations
affects conversationalists’ practices to construct them. In a major article on
CA, Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974) describe how turn-taking is highly
organized between conversationalists. Conversationalists control their turns
concerning the possible turn-transitions. At the beginning of a turn,
speakers may reserve the turn themselves by producing pre-beginnings, such
as taking an in-breath, clearing the throat, parting their lips, and gazing at
their recipient (Schegloff, 1996). After speakers have started their turn, they
have a right to complete it (Sacks et al., 1974). The first transition-relevance
place is after the first turn-constructional unit. Speakers can continue the
turn after a TCU or make it clear that they are ending, for example, by
choosing the next speaker (Sacks et al., 1974). Recipients are also active
participants who work to recognize the social action while simultaneously
planning their next turn (Levinson, 2013). They utilize prosody, syntax, gaze,
and social action to anticipate when the next relevant point will occur for a
turn-transition and when the speaker’s turn is ending.
The consecutive and adjacent turns form a sequence, which is the
fundamental unit for analyzing conversations. Schegloff (2007) determines
the minimal adjacency pair2: a) two adjacent turns are produced by different
speakers, b) they are relatively ordered as a first pair part (FPP) and a
second pair part (SPP), and c) the type of FPP (such as a question)
determines the type of SPP (such as an answer). The basic principle is that
the FPP should be followed a SPP, but the relevance of the SPP varies
depending on how the action of the FPP is designed (Stivers & Rossano,
2010). For example, noticing does not demand a response turn as strongly as
N
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a request of information. In reality, the consecutive turns produced by
different speakers do not necessarily form an adjacent pair. A turn can also
occur separately in conversations, and sequences may enlarge.
Generally, sequences are rarely organized through short adjacent
pairs, but they are the cores that are expanded (Schegloff, 2007). Example 1
shows the expanded sequence from the study data. In this sequence, Jaakko
uses the communication application TAIKE and Niina talks.
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First, Jaakko suggests the next topic for their conversation by using the prestored (PS) utterance “Could we discuss the old TV programs” (Line 1).
Niina accepts the idea but also reminds him that they have to stop their
conversation soon for lunch (Line 2). In this pre-expansion sequence, Jaakko
and Niina prepare the future conversation about TV programs. Now the
participants have a mutual understanding of the theme. Jaakko produces
only one word, the name of a program, “Winx”, as an FPP and calls for
Niina’s response by gazing at her (Line 3). Before Niina responds, she says
“Oh” (in Finnish “Ai”) and repeats the name of the program (Line 4). Jaakko
treats Niina’s particle and repetition as her understanding and confirms it by
nodding (Line 5). Niina’s and Jaakko’s actions in lines 4–5 form an insertexpansion before the SPP. After Niina’s SPP, “Ooh nostalgia. The best
program of children ever” (Line 6), Jaakko still demonstrates a mutual
stance by laughing, which is a post-expansion and the end of the sequence
(Line 7). In summary, sequences can be separate adjacent pairs or enlarged,
and in the conversation’s progression, they follow each other, forming the
flow of conversation (Schegloff, 2007).
  
According to CA, the meaning of an utterance or turn is not the same as its
syntactic composition. It is the conversationalists’ mutual comprehension of
the social action of the turn, and one utterance may consist of several social
actions (Schegloff, 2007). Social actions mean the ‘interaction tasks’ that
interlocutors give to an utterance in situ. For example, in Excerpt 1, Niina
interprets that Jaakko invites Niina to give her opinion about the television
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program “Winx”, and Jaakko confirms the interpretation by laughing. The
important point, according to CA, is that the researcher cannot classify or
determine the communicative function of the utterance from above without
observing the conversationalists’ behavior in the sequence. The next
response turn is the critical tool for analyzing participants’ practices in
conversations, and it indicates whether they are co-operating or not (Stivers,
Mondada, & Steensig, 2011). The co-operation is seen a) at the structural
level, which means that the response turn follows the organization of turntaking and sequential order, and b) at the affective level, which means that
the response turn shows empathy, matched stance, and preferred social
actions, such as agreeing after assessment (Pomerantz, 1984; Steensig, 2012;
Stivers et al., 2011 ).
During conversations, speakers utilize several interactional resources,
(such as syntax, common ground, prosody) to form social actions, and the
recipients recognize them accurately and quickly (Mondada, 2014; Levinson,
2013). In CA studies, the researchers approach the concept of social action
from different perspectives and may refer to the same resource by different
terms (Nevile, 2015). Some researchers study interactional resources from
the approach of one linguistic detail,3 one interactional resource,4 several
resources,5 or organizations of resources.6
When forming and recognizing social action, the conversationalists’
primary motivation is to co-construct mutual understanding (Maynard,
2013). If intersubjectivity is threatened and the risk of misunderstanding
occurs, one participant or another starts to repair, focusing on the trouble
turn (Kitzinger, 2013). Repairing in conversations is a common practice, and
the most preferred way of doing it is that the speaker repairs their turn by,
e.g., repeating or replacing a word. Repairing may also begin by other
participants, who either start the repairing or start and also complete it. (In
the present study, repairing was not the focus.) A more comprehensive
introduction of a repair organization is available, e.g., in Schegloff, Jefferson,
and Sacks, 1977.
   
The progressivity of conversations means that “someone’s turn must always
and exclusively be in progress” (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974, p. 697).
When participants talk together, speech sounds, words, utterances, turns,
sequences, and social actions follow each other. Pauses inside a turn are
P
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short and turn-transitions are generally fluent, which confirms
conversationalists’ orientation to progress. In turn-transitions, a speaker’s
turn latches onto a recipient’s turn, or there is a gap between turns or an
overlap when a recipient begins to talk before a speaker’s turn has ended.
According to Jefferson (1984), the most general turn-transition happens
when there is “just a bit of space between the end of the prior utterance and
the start of his own” (p. 18). If turns overlap, one speaker leaves his/her turn
quickly, and the duration of the overlap will be brief (Sacks, et al., 1974).
Pauses inside a turn are often longer than gaps between turns, which
is interpreted as evidence that recipients must encode their responses during
the ongoing turn (Levinson & Torreira, 2015). If a speaker pauses or
hesitates in the middle of his/her turn, a recipient may take the turn, causing
the overlapped period. According to current understanding, participants
solve the questions of how to treat the overlapped talk in situ, whether the
talk is interruptive, and who continues talking (Jefferson, 1984; Lerner,
1996). Sometimes, the speaker and the recipient can produce part of the turn
together, e.g., familiar phrase; a recipient recognizes the gist of the turn and
completes the turn based on that understanding; or the speaker leaves the
turn and the recipient continues.
Possible troubles reveal conversationalists’ orientation to further the
progress of conversations. If the gap stretches between turns, it is often a
mark of dispreferred response actions (such as declining an invitation), and
if the selected next speaker does not take their response turn at all, the other
participants may produce an answer to further the conversation (Pomerantz,
1984; Stivers & Robinson, 2006). The demand for progress is more explicit
inside a sequence, but the orientation to progress may also be seen in
conversationalists’ practices after the end of a sequence. If there is no nowrelevant activity going on, and both participants forgo the option of taking a
turn, participants may treat the lapse as conspicuous by showing
disengagement in speaking next (such as focusing their attention on the
environment, stretching, face touching) or by protracting the end of
sequences by minimal tokens, such as “aw” or “yup” (Hoey, 2015). During
conspicuous lapses, participants are not sure who will speak next.
The above-mentioned description of progressivity refers to languagebased conversations, but according to the multimodal approach to CA
studies, conversationalists do not primarily prioritize one modality over
another in conversations. In addition to the previous determination of
progressivity, Mondada (2014) adds to that it “is not just turns at talk but
complex multimodal actions, which are progressively shaped through time”
(p.142), and moment-by-moment, participants select multimodal resources
(such as gestures, gaze, and talk). During conversations, modalities are
intertwined. They change according to the context; while one modality rises
forward, the other falls backward (Goodwin, 2000). Conversationalists show
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astonishing accuracy in timing and synchronization of their multimodal
actions, which is seen even in infants’ turn-taking practices (Hilbrink, Gattis,
& Levinson, 2015).
The multimodal approach, in which all modalities are seen as equal,
was developed from the studies of gestures (Mondada, 2014). Already in
1972, Kendon criticized the bipartite concepts of verbal and non-verbal
communication. “To focus on language alone or on body motion alone is thus
to focus on a part of the system, and until its relationship with the other parts
is also understood, our understanding of communication will be limited
indeed” (p. 443). Within CA, the multimodal approach has been developing
gradually since the 1970s, with the transition from audio to video recordings
(Heath & Luff, 2013). In ‘pure’ CA, the focus of analysis has been more on
participants’ practices in talk-in-interaction. The multimodal approach has
added the significance of different body aspects (such as hand and other
gestures, gaze direction, posture and orientation, facial expressions, placing
and shifting body parts, moving the body) and handling or touching of
objects, and operating equipment (see Nevile’s review, 2014). The material
environment in which interaction is implemented may or may not affect
participants’ practices. When conversationalists orientate to objects, it can be
incidental and available by other means (such as a glance toward a paper in a
work meeting), or an object can have an essential meaning for interaction
(such as giving a phone number in a post-it note) (Weilenman & Lymer,
2014).
Multimodal CA is a developing discipline, and it is seen, for example,
in variations of concepts used between researchers (Neville, 2014) and in
new methods for transcriptions and analysis (Mondada, 2016, 2018). When
information on the embodied nature of conversations increases, the
multimodal approach both deepens and reformulates our understanding of
robust concepts such as a turn and a sequence. For example, Goodwin’s
(1981, 1984) and Rossano’s (2013) studies of participants’ gaze practices
during turn-transitions have shown how they regulate not only turn-taking
but also the end of sequences. The multimodal approach has also given new
insights that are still under discussion. Mondada (2018) presents the
following: 1) Contrary to the idea that other modalities support talk, a turn is
formed by different modalities so that the present talk is not necessarily the
main resource. Talk can be “subordinated to the time of the embodied course
of actions” (p. 100), and 2) Contrary to the consecutive turns of the
traditional adjacency pair, the multimodal sequence is organized so “that
once a first action is emerging, the second action largely anticipates its
completion and begins quite early on” (p. 94). To understand all these
details of the sequentially ordered simultaneities and by doing them
concretely, we need temporally organized multimodal transcripts that show
the progress of a conversation (Mondada, 2018). Because of the multiform
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nature of analysis, researchers generally concentrate on one or a couple of
modalities that are important for the research focus (Mondada, 2014).

   
Prior studies of aided conversations have shown that social interaction and
participants’ shared understanding develop through co-constructed actions
as in spoken conversations. Aided conversations, however, present at least
one communication aid more than in spoken conversations, and the need for
participants’ collaborative work increases through the emerging complex
multimodal process (Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017; Clarke, 2016; Higginbotham et
al., 2016; Noren, Svensson, et al., 2013; Sigurd Pilesjö, 2013; Sundqvist et
al., 2010). Next, I introduce the previous studies on aided communication.
This chapter reports studies that are implemented by using CA and everyday
conversations (see Table 1), but also those that are carried through different
methods and data. First, I report what we know about aided utterances.
Then, with CA-oriented studies, I demonstrate their multimodal nature and
the essence of the delays of aided conversations. After that, I illuminate the
prevalent insight of communicative functions of aided utterances and take
the broader aspect to the theme by explaining the speaking partners’ role
during the aided conversations. Finally, I share aided communicators’
experiences with their conversations.
  
The co-construction process of an aided utterance is different depending on
the communication aids. Non-technical communication aids are thought to
facilitate social interaction more than technical devices with speech synthesis
(Higginbotham, 1989). A non-tech utterance is produced by pointing-voicing
pairs, in which the speaking partners’ voicings give the aided communicator
the possibility to repair the pointing interpretation when it is needed (Sigurd
Pilesjö, & Rasmussen, 2011). The communication partners have a so-called
double role; on one hand, they are the conversationalist, and on the other
hand, the helper (von Tetzchner & Martinsen, 1996). In addition to the
voicings, the latter role includes producing the interpretation of the meaning
by adding the syntax and prosody to the utterance (Sigurd Pilesjö &
Rasmussen, 2011).
The utterance that is produced by using a speech synthesis can be prestored (PS) or symbol-by-symbol (SBS). In principle, using an SGD is
independent of the speaking partner because everyone understands the
synthesized speech. In studies where adults produced SBS utterances by
speech synthesis, the meaning of the utterance was, however, co-constructed
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through speaking partners’ repeatings and reformulations (Auer &
Hörmeyer, 2017; Higginbotham, 1989). The speaking partners’ explicit
interpretations are conventional parts of conversations that are formulated
piece-by-piece, and the interpretations should not be treated as a repairing
activity (Bloch, 2015). The studies that focus on aided communicators’
practices to handle partners’ interpretations are rare. In Hörmeyer’s and
Renner’s (2013) case study, the adult aided communicator more often
confirmed than denied the speaking partner’s interpretations, and
confirmations were usually produced in various degrees of noddings.
The short, symbol-by-symbol utterances are vulnerable to be
misunderstood when speaking partners do not know if the utterances are
part of the prior turn or if they are starting a new one (Bloch & Wilkinson,
2004; Clarke & Wilkinson, 2008). In aided conversations, prolonged repair
sequences are common with young and adult aided communicators. The
challenge of understanding is not necessarily what is being referred to but
why it is being currently referred to in situ (Bloch & Wilkinson, 2013; Collins
et al., 1996; Sundqvist et al., 2010). According to Binger and Light’s (2008)
review article, SBS utterances are, to some extent, defined beforehand by the
opportunities that communication aids allow. SBS utterances are often brief
and grammatically incomplete, which affects the co-construction process and
requires the need to negotiate meanings. At the same time, the speaking
partners’ actions during the production process of aided utterance, such as
completing or guessing, may hinder aided communicators’ productions of
multiword and grammatically long utterances. In addition, Binger and Light
(2008) list other factors that may influence the length of symbol-by-symbol
utterances, such as a) lack of access to symbols and grammatical markers, b)
one symbol representing a whole utterance, c) lack of getting a model to
produce SBS utterances, d) mixing different multimodal means, e) aided
communicators’ individual communication competencies, and f) the
interplay of all the other factors.
PS utterances that are syntactically whole compositions are easier to
understand than SBS utterances (Wisenburn & Higginbotham, 2009).
However, there are many researchers, professionals, and aided
communicators who prefer SBS utterances that, in principle, allow more
flexible and precise expressions than PS utterances (Jagoe & Smith, 2016;
Rackensperger, Krezman, McNaughton, Williams, & D’Silva, 2005).
According to common insights, the PS utterances are appropriate in specific
situations that are repeated often (Jagoe & Smith, 2016). The trade-off
debate between SBS and PS utterances is described in more detail in the
Study III of this dissertation.
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Aided conversations further the multimodal co-construction process, in
which the combination of different modalities varies in situ (Higginbotham,
2009). Participants’ multimodal and embodied practices during the
conversations are essential factors for understanding the triadic interaction
between the communication aid, the aided communicator, and the speaking
partner (Clarke, 2016). In aided conversations, the communication aids and
how participants take them into account alter and modify the interaction in
many ways, but it is essential to understand that the aided means are seldom
the only modality used with speech, even among the competent aided
communicators (Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017; Muller & Soto, 2002; Sundqvist et
al., 2010). The use of unaided means, such as gestures, manual signs,
vocalizations, and gaze, varies according to situations and individual
preferences and skills. During aided conversations, the aided part, such as
one letter, may play a minor role in the whole multimodal combination in
situ (Clarke & Wilkinson, 2007). Studies with young and adult aided
communicators have also indicated that some social actions, such as getting
attention or conveying humor, an agreement, and stance, are expressed more
often by unaided means than with aids (Clarke & Wilkinson, 2009;
Higginbotham et al., 2016).
Aided turns generally begin in silence, when aided
communicators start to search for a symbol. The position of the turn in a
sequence defines how conversationalists notice the beginning and give space
for the turn. Beginning the aided FPP in conversations has been reported to
be more challenging than beginning the aided SPP (Clarke & Wilkinson,
2008; Noren, Svensson, et al., 2013). When an aided communicator begins
the first pair part, they must first get a recipient’s attention. Generally, they
show an orientation toward the communication aid (Clarke & Wilkinson,
2010). The aided communicator, for example, positions their body and gaze
toward the aid and begins to move a hand. In Sigurd Pilesjö’s (2013) case
study, the aided communicator first sought a mutual gaze with the recipient
before shifting his gaze to the communication board. If he did not get the
attention, he hit the table and vocalized. The sensitive partner should
interpret these actions as pre-beginnings, but many studies have reported
that recipients of all ages do not necessarily notice the aided communicators’
attempt to begin the turn (Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017; Noren, Svensson, et al.,
2013; Robillard, 1994; Sigurd Pilesjö, 2013). One reason is that the recipients
have difficulty dividing the slowly produced symbol-by-symbol queues into
turns and sequences, and they do not know if the aided communicators are
beginning a new turn or completing a prior turn (Clarke & Wilkinson, 2008).
To avoid the challenge, the aided communicators may trust more in the use
of second pair parts, and the speaking partners may serve as a gatekeeper



OV

that chooses who takes the next turn (Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017; Clarke &
Wilkinson, 2008; Sigurd Pilesjö, 2013; Sundqvist et al., 2010). Speaking
participants, for example, can explicitly show the position of an SGDmediated turn through meta-interactional prompts, such as “Now you ask
me a question” (Clarke & Wilkinson, 2007).
Studies of aided communicators’ gaze practices during the production
process are sparse and restricted to some case studies. During the
production process of an aided turn, the aided communicator’s focus is
on the communication aid and its handling, which conveys to the recipient
that the production is going on. It has been claimed that looking at the
display of an SGD excludes aided communicators from the interaction
among other participants (Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017) and can hinder them
from noticing partners’ gestures (Higginbotham et al., 2016). Contrary to
prior studies on using an SGD, Sigurd Pilesjö (2013) noticed that the aided
communicator’s gaze at the communication board was not constant, and they
can ensure the mutual orientation during the process by glancing toward a
partner. According to Auer and Hörmeyer (2017), “only experienced,
attentive and good-willed co-participants will understand such a cue” (p. 13).
Thus, when aided communicators gaze toward other directions when using
an SGD, it may lead to their claiming a turn.
Although partners generally show challenges in noticing the aided
communicators pre-beginnings, many researchers have presented how
attentively the recipients follow the aided communicators’ gaze, hand
movements, and vocalizations during the production process, especially
when using non-technical communication aids (Ferm et al., 2013;
Higginbotham & Wilkins, 1999; Higginbotham, Mathy-Laikko, and Yoder,
1988; Sigurd Pilesjö & Noren, 2017). When aided communicators use an
SGD, the recipients have more time to wait for the production. They often
follow the production process from the display, which makes it one part of
the interaction (Higginbotham et al., 2016). The shared access to the
production process may, on one hand, facilitate mutual understanding and
minimize the time pressure for the progress. On the other hand, it offers
insight into the process and may facilitate interruptive actions of recipients
(Noren, Svensson, et al., 2013) (see chapter 1.3.3). Having aided means for
all participants during the conversations may also lead to discussing the aid
or its function itself (von Tetzchner & Martinsen, 1996).
According to several studies, aided communicators of all ages often
mark the end of their turn by shifting their gaze from the aid to the
partner regardless of the communication aid (Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017;
Clarke, 2005; Sigurd Pilesjö, 2013). Through this gaze practice, the aided
communicators offer the next turn to the recipient. Boundaries between an
aided turn and a speaking partner’s turn are not always clear when aided
communicators use short or imprecise utterances and do not gaze at a
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recipient to mark the end of the turn. The recipients may have difficulty
interpreting whether the pointed symbol is starting a new utterance or
whether it is part of the previous utterance and probably the last one before
their interpretation (Clarke & Wilkinson, 2008; Collins et al., 1996).
 #   
Producing utterances by aided means is often slower than speaking. Time
will pass when an aided communicator gets the attention, seeks and points to
the symbols, and when participants construct the utterances together
(Higginbotham & Wilkins, 1999). Howery (2018) claims that the slowness is
present no matter how witty, excited, or motivated the aided communicator
is. It has been reported to negatively affect conversations and, for example,
aided communicators’ parents want their child to communicate more quickly
(Batorowicz, Campbell, von Tetzchner, King, & Missiuna, 2014). Partners are
often frustrated with having to wait, and aided communicators of all ages are
frustrated by their incompetence in being in-time (Batorowicz et al., 2014;
Robillard, 1994).
In reality, the length of the delays varies in situ and depends on the
communication aid, its settings, the access method, the form of utterance,
aided communicators’ motor competence, how near the chosen symbols are
to each other and how often participants utilize other multimodal means,
e.g., gestures. The quickest way to produce an aided utterance is to use a PS
utterance by an SGD (Todman, 2000). SBS utterances, however, are
produced faster by non-technical communication aids than by technical ones
because collaboration between conversationalists speeds up the process
when using non-technical communication aids (Higginbotham & Wilkins,
1999). When using an SGD, an aided communicator can effect to the time
point when the speech synthesis will speak, for example, right after each
word or only after a complete utterance. If the partners hear that the process
is going on, it may help them keep their orientation to the process (Auer &
Hörmeyer, 2017).
Delays in aided conversations may cause misunderstandings because
the boundaries of turns and sequences become obscure when the recipient
does not recognize if a chosen symbol refers to the prior turn/sequence or if
it starts a new one (Clarke & Wilkinson, 2008; Higginbotham & Caves, 1992).
If the aided turn is the SPP of a sequence, the delay is not so accountable, and
participants often treat them as unproblematic (Clarke & Wilkinson, 2010).
The lengthy processes of producing aided utterances also add demands for
memory. Sometimes, even adult aided communicators and recipients may
forget the prior chosen symbols, thus adding challenges in constructing the
mutual understanding (Higginbotham & Caves, 1992; Robillard, 1994).
Shared access to the display of an SGD helps partners keep the inattention
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and understand the relation of aided symbols in their sequential context
(Noren, Svensson, et al., 2013).
To understand the delay in aided conversations, it is essential to
observe how participants themselves treat it. The slowness is not necessarily
accountable according to conversationalists (Clarke, 2016). During the
delays, the recipients either wait on silence or contribute to the conversation
(Clarke et al., 2013). Speaking partners may anticipate the aided utterance by
offering a completion of the turn underway, ask completing questions and fill
the delay with talk that is not connected to the ongoing conversation or
directed to the aided communicator (Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017; Clarke &
Wilkinson, 2008; Clarke et al., 2013; Engelke & Higginbotham, 2013;
Higginbotham et al., 2016; Noren & Sigurd Pilesjö, 2016; Noren, Svensson, et
al., 2013; Robillard, 1994; Smith, McCague, O’Gara, & Sammon, 2016;
Sundqvist et al., 2010). Sometimes they can also use meta-interactional
prompts to re-allocate the turn, to comment on the performance of the
device, or to facilitate the pre-beginning of the aided utterance (Clarke &
Wilkinson, 2008; Clarke et al., 2013; Ferm et al., 2013). These practices may
further progress the conversations and facilitate shared understanding, but
in some cases, they may also cause negative effects on the interaction
(Clarke, 2016). The topics that are introduced by the aided communicator
may not be discussed, and the talk may be directed to the speaking partner’s
interests (Sundqvist et al., 2010). The aided communicators will withdraw
from the ongoing interaction when they cannot gain people’s attention and
complete the turn (Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017; Clarke & Wilkinson, 2007;
Higginbotham & Wilkins, 1999; Robillard, 1994). Thus, speaking partners’
well-meaning actions may turn against themselves.
Some studies of aided interaction have reported that aided
communicators also have strategies to minimize the delay during
conversations. Adult aided communicators may a) prefer the quickest means,
e.g., gestures and vocalizations, b) prepare their aided utterance in silence so
they do not disturb the ongoing interaction, c) continue their producing
process during parallel activities, d) design their communication effectively
and consciously, and e) avoid long turns (Engelke & Higginbotham, 2013;
Higginbotham et al., 2016; Smith et al., 2016). Instead, children reportedly
compensate for the slowness by using short and imprecise utterances or
other multimodal means (e.g., Binger & Light, 2008).
Allowing time for the production process is the most often-mentioned
advice for recipients to facilitate the symmetry of participation, even though
speaking partners’ contributions during the production of aided utterances
may also have positive effects on the progress of aided conversations
(Batorowicz et al., 2014; Clarke et al., 2013; Engelke & Higginbotham, 2013;
Higginbotham et al., 2016; Noren, Svensson, et al., 2013; Sundqvist et al.,
2010). There is some evidence that the adult aided recipients give more time
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for the production process than the speaking recipients do (Muller & Soto,
2002). Conversationalists’ competence to handle the delay is seen in situ, but
their experiences in past conversations also alter their sense of agency in
future communications, in self-esteem, and in their interest in discussion
(Higginbotham & Wilkins, 1999; Robillard, 1994; Sundqvist et al. 2010).
Generally, slowness in this context is the result of the extra time
needed by aided communicators to choose the symbols, and it is also the
focus of the present study. In reality, aided interaction also consists of
sequences in which the speaking partner guides, teaches, and models the use
of communication aids (Ferm et al., 2013; Sigurd Pilesjö & Noren, 2017).
These actions must affect conversation situations, for example, by slowing
their rhythm. In their studies, Sigurd Pilesjö and Noren (2017) have shown
how modeling, i.e., how communication partners point at the symbols
simultaneously with their speech, can be done in many ways and in different
sequential positions. However, we do not know how modeling affects the
natural interaction, even though quantitative studies have shown that it may
have positive influences on aided communicators’ linguistic competence (see
the review article of Sennot, Light, & McNaughton, 2016).
   
In the field of AAC, the prevalent insight of communication arises from
pragmatic theories in which the communication is seen as a goal-driven
activity (e.g., Iacono, 2003). According to Light (1988), the main goals of
communication are expressing needs and wants, developing social closeness,
exchanging information, and fulfilling social etiquette routines, all of which
change over the lifespan. Using aided means often begins by practicing how
to choose between different needs and wants, which has been said to be the
first step of pragmatic acts in typical development (Hewitt, 2000). Thirty
years ago, communication interventions could concentrate almost entirely on
practicing different choosing activities, but nowadays, communicative
functions are more multiple (Light & McNaughton, 2014). During play
activities, Light (1985b) categorized the communicative functions of
conversations between eight non-speaking children (under six years) and
their caregivers. The commonly used functions were
• social conventions (i.e., greetings, closings, routines)
• requests for attention, an object, action, information or
clarification
• confirmation or denial
• provision of information or clarification
• expression of self (i.e., positive and negative emotional states)
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• elicited imitations (i.e., show something from the device as a
response)
• conversational fillers or self-talk when playing
• unintelligible
The same kind of classifications have been used in studies focusing on the
prevalence of different communicative functions of interaction between nonspeaking children and speaking participants (e.g., Clarke & Kirton, 2003;
Dahlgren Sandberg, & Liliedahl, 2008; Pennington & McConachie, 2001).
The results of these studies have shown that the range of communicative
functions is limited in aided interaction. The most common function was
confirmation or denial, followed by the number of expressions of self and
requests independent of the study. Especially in peer interactions, there were
extended periods of laughter, teasing, and joking (Clarke & Kirton, 2003). It
seems that, even though aided communicators could use a large vocabulary,
they seldom develop conversations by adding information (Pennington &
McConachie, 2001).
Nowadays, it is highlighted that aided communicators should be able
to use language for different communicative purposes (e.g., Light &
McNaughton, 2014), which reinforces productive communication and
participation. This insight has affected assessments, interventions, and the
design of communication aids.
On assessing children’s pragmatic competence, there is a long history
of using different pragmatic profiles. The aim of using them is to make
communication partners see how the person with the language or
communication disorder uses language, and how it could be further
developed (see, e.g., Prutting & Kirchner, 1987). The profiles list different
communicative functions and their explanations. The listed functions vary
between profiles to some degree. In clinical work, these kinds of profiles are
used as a base for conversations with the communication partners and
professionals. People who use AAC may also access the pragmatics profile by
Martin, Small, and Stevens (2017), which is available online
(www.acecentre.org.uk/resources/pragmatics-profile-people-use-aac). Also,
social media have distributed many kinds of lists for communicative
functions.
Studies that report interventions of communicative functions for aided
communicators themselves are rare, and at least with autistic children, the
intervention focus has often been on the request function (Holyfield, Drager,
Kremkow, & Light, 2017). Training for the communication partner consists
of guiding to model the use of communication aids alongside the partners’
speech. Many studies have reported that modeling has positive effects on
aided communicators’ linguistic competence, including their initiations. Still,
there are no studies on the effect of modeling on communicative functions
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(Sennot et al., 2016). Noren and Sigurd Pilesjö (2016) have approached
interventions of communicative functions from a new perspective in their
study. They show how the SLT supports a young aided communicator by
allowing them to ask questions in everyday conversations.
To allow for as much rich communication as possible, the vocabulary
of a communication aid is critical, and it has been a permanent theme in AAC
studies. The pragmatic aspect of the vocabulary design has been seen for a
long time. With the dissemination of the Pragmatic Organization Dynamic
Displays (PODD) communication books and their digital versions (Porter,
2007), the pragmatic aspect of aids was highlighted. The PODD system
includes pragmatic symbols, such as “Let’s go,” “I’m asking a question,” “I
think it is,” and “I want to show you something.” They offer 1) predictive
links to the vocabulary that are appropriate to express the particular
communicative function and 2) compensation strategies to complete the
meaning of short aided utterances produced by restricted prosody, and
possible facial expressions and gestures. The pragmatic symbols reinforce the
diversity of communicative functions in aided conversations because
partners tend to interpret short and imprecise utterances as requests (Porter,
2007).
   4  
The speaking partner’s role in aided conversations has been discussed in
several studies. Many researchers have shown that speaking partners, often
adults in children’s conversations, lead the conversations. Their practices in
turn-taking, asking yes/no or known-answer questions, deciding the topics,
assessing the aided communicators’ performance, correcting and directing
the production process, and closing the conversations are such that the aided
communicators are passive or produce mostly response actions (Basil, 1992;
Clarke & Kirton, 2003; Clarke & Wilkinson, 2007: Collins et al., 1997; Light
et al., 1985a; Sundqvist et al., 2010; von Tetzchner & Martinsen, 1996). The
speaking partners’ contributions often cause asymmetry in the participation,
which has worried professionals about aided communicators’opportunity to
express themselves and learn language, facilitating a more passive
interaction style (e.g., Basil, 1992; Binger & Light, 2008). While asymmetry
in participation causes adverse effects, symmetry is also reported to add
positive feelings of self-esteem, being in control, and involvement
(Sundqvist, Plejert, & Rönnberg, 2010).
The speaking participants’ intervening contributions during aided
conversations are explained by their compensation strategy, their inability,
and power. Speaking partners’ activeness may be the result of not only the
slow conversation rhythm and challenges in understanding the relationship
of aided symbols to current or prior talk (as reported in the preceding
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chapter) but also their attempt to compensate the restricted vocabulary of a
communication aid and aided communicators’ passivity (Basil, 1992; von
Tetzchner & Martinsen, 1996). Some speaking partners may intervene in
conversations because their role as a helper remains, or they have difficulty
realizing that aided communicators are individuals in their interaction
instead of just users of a communication aid (Trembath, Blandin, Stancliffe,
& Togher, 2010; Smith & Murray, 2011; von Tetzchner and Martinsen, 1996).
Sometimes, speaking partners’ actions may stem from their communication
competence, which is higher than that of aided communicators and may
appear in the asymmetry of their power (Clarke, 2016). Speaking partners
can suppose that the aided communicators do not initiate conversations, give
any new information, or convey communicative functions other than needs
and wants (von Tetzchner & Martinsen, 1996; Porter, 2007). They can also
orientate toward communication aids as tools to teach communication
(Sundqvist et al., 2010; von Tetzchner & Martinsen, 1996).
Interaction studies of aided conversations have offered another kind
of explanation of asymmetry. They focus on conversationalists’ own
perspectives and how they treat asymmetry as a resource and a barrier to
shared understanding (Clarke, 2016). According to Clarke and Wilkinson
(e.g., 2007), asymmetry is not necessarily realized as the speaking partners’
extensive power or the function of pre-termined roles but can be
implemented as a mutually accepted practice to co-construct the aided
conversations. Then the asymmetry is not in speaking and non-speaking
conversationalists’ participation but between the number of linguistic
contents and actions they produce during aided conversations (Bloch, 20o5;
Clarke, 2016). Knowledge of speaking participants’ contributions that
reinforce the progress of aided conversations has also increased. The most
often mentioned are their allowances for time in the production process and
their sensitiveness in following and recognizing the aided communicators’
multimodal actions (Clarke & Wilkinson, 2007, 2008, 2009; Ferm et al.,
2013; Higginbotham & Wilkins, 1999; Higginbotham et al., 1988; Muller &
Soto, 2002; Sigurd Pilesjö & Noren, 2017; Sundqvist et al., 2010). The
communicative competence, however, is not seen as a manifestation of
speaking partners’ actions, but a shared and co-constructed multiparty
competence (e.g., Clarke & Wilkinson, 2013).
   4"
Studies of aided communicators’ experiences during aided
communication are slowly increasing. They have focused on aided
communicators’ participation and common barriers and facilitators of using
aids more than on their conversational practices (see, e.g., Murphy, 2004).
The rare studies on aided communicators’ experiences during their
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conversations are parallel with the results of other studies of aided
conversations and are implemented by interviewing adults. The only
exception is the study by Batorowicz and her colleagues (2014), in which they
interviewed eight aided communicators from 5 to 14 years old.
The common challenge seems to be that producing aided utterances is
time-consuming, which causes their turn to be late, and intervening is not
always possible, and partners to continue or change the topic during the
production process (e.g., Batorowicz et al., 2014; Hodge, 2007; Dattilo,
Estrella G., Estrella L., Light, McNaughton, & Seabury, 2008). When
partners continue conversations during the production process, returning to
the previous topic is challenging (Robillard, 1994). The slow production
process also causes aided communicators to feel that they are taking
speaking partners’ valuable time (Howery, 2018; Robillard, 1994). Aided
communicators meet different troubles during the production process of an
utterance. It is hard to get people’s attention, maintain it, and show when the
aided turn is over (Lähteenmäki, 2013; Rackensperger et al., 2005;
Robillard, 1994). When aided communicators concentrate on producing their
turn, they may not notice what happens in the environment (Robillard,
1994). Sometimes, the intelligibility of aided turns causes misinterpretations,
and aided communicators cannot repair them (e.g., Lähteenmäki, 2013;
Trembath et al., 2010). It seems that aided communicators prefer familiar
partners to strangers who are not necessarily able to co-construct messages
using devices and who may focus their talk, for example, toward an assistant
(Batorowicz et al., 2014; Cooper, Balandin, & Trembath, 2009; Robillard,
1994; Trembath et al., 2010).
Aided communicators, however, have reported different strategies to
facilitate conversations. Some aided communicators plan the talk before the
situations and utilize PS utterances (Hodge, 2007; Howery, 2018;
Lähteenmäki, 2013; Rackensperger et al., 2005; Trembath et al., 2010). To
get attention, they use varying strategies, for example, increasing volume,
non-verbal means, starting to produce using PS utterances, and repeating an
utterance (Rackensperger et al., 2005). Aided communicators also use
conscious tactics to deal with the breakdowns, for example, encouraging the
partner to look at the screen, slowing down the rate of speech synthesis, and
rephrasing (Rackensperger et al., 2005). They also mention that a common
background with familiar partners is one resource when co-constructing the
meaning of utterances (Rackensperger et al., 2005; Robillard, 1994;
Trembath et al., 2010). Friends are those who understand best the meaning
of time during a production process (Lähteenmäki, 2013).
Despite the challenges that aided communicators face in
conversations in situ, there are studies reporting of the positive effects of
SGDs to their independence, engagement and participation to social
situations (see Ripat’s and her colleagues review article, 2019). It seems that
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aided communicators may feel themselves as competent conversationalists,
even though there are barriers in their communication (Lähteenmäki, 2013).
In Parrot’s study (2016), aided communicators felt like equal partner, and
were comfortable in their conversational role. They positioned themselves as
active and successful actors who could a) have social control, b) show a moral
and emotional stance, c) share their identity, d) be curious and initiative
speakers, and e) express closeness.

  #
The present study examines how non-speaking children and young adults coconstruct aided everyday conversations with speaking partners. The prior
studies with the same set-up based on the interaction theory and methods of
CA are sparse (Table 1). The current study focuses on the progress of aided
conversations and participants’ practices during the process. The previous
studies of communicators’ initiations, participants’ practices in achieving
mutual understanding, and turn-organization of aided conversations are
mostly case studies in which aided communicators have used SGDs or
communication charts. They offer the base for the present study, in which
the aim is to construct an overall, albeit incomplete, view of the coconstructive progress of aided everyday conversations that use SGDs and
communication books. Co-construction is observed both in structures and
social actions of aided utterances, which are manifested through participants’
practices. Analyzing interactions when using technical and non-technical
aids makes it possible to illuminate the differences among participants’
practices during these conversations.
Each of the three original studies for this research focuses on the
progress of aided conversations during the participants’ co-construction
process.
Study I approaches co-construction from the structures of aided turntransitions in conversations that use SGDs. By identifying participants’
practices in coordinating their actions in different parts of turn-transitions,
the study highlights the factors that contribute to the progress of aided
conversations.
Study II demonstrates the co-construction of participants’ multimodal
practices during the process but also illuminates how participants utilize
different interactional resources when they co-construct social actions in
conversations that use CBs.
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Study III explores the co-construction of social action and how participants
further the communication with the help of PS utterances in conversations
that use SGDs.
As the present study is characterized as logopedic research, it also offers
clinical implications. An in-depth understanding of the co-construction of
aided conversations is helpful when aided communicators and their partners
observe and share their thoughts about conversational practices with the
help of video recordings of their conversations.



  
Aided communicators were recruited from a special school for children
and youth with physical disabilities. To allow for extended conversations, it
was determined that aided communicators should have competence to
produce aided multi-word utterances (not necessarily syntactically fully
formed). They also needed to use both an SGD as well as a pragmatic
organization communication book in their everyday conversations. After the
school principal granted permission, the SLTs of the school sought and found
four suitable aided communicators. They sent a recruitment letter to
families, and all four aided communicators and their parents were willing to
participate in the study. They were all male, and their pseudonyms were
Jaakko, Paavo, Kalle, and Veeti. All except Paavo used a wheelchair. The
details of the aided communicators and a description of their communication
means are given in Tables 2 and 3. The communication application TAIKE
and the communication book used by the aided communicators in the
present study, AACi, are described in chapter 2.2.
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The speaking partners in the present study were mothers, peers, SLTs,
and other professionals. The parents of the aided communicators decided
themselves which one would participate in the study, and they were all
mothers. They were familiar with their child’s communication repertoire and
AAC technology. The mothers had also received training from the SLTs to
support their child’s interaction with communication devices. The aided
communicators selected their peers from their schoolmates, which all had
prior experiences interacting with different AAC means. The peers were
approximately the same age as the aided communicators. The SLTs met the
aided communicators many times during their school week, and they were all
experienced in using aids when communicating with non-speaking people.
Jaakko’s SLT (the researcher of the present study) had graduated 20 years
earlier, but Paavo’s SLT only a couple months before the video recordings.
Kalle and Veeti had the same SLT, who had graduated seven years earlier.
The willingness of the other professionals (the school instructor from
Jaakko’s new school, the AAC interpreter from Paavo’s family course, and
Veeti’s “summer physiotherapist”) to participate in the study was first asked
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by the parents. Kalle only had a video-recorded conversation with his SLT
during the present study. The length of the aided communicators’
relationships with their peers, SLTs, and other professionals varied (Table 4).
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In their conversations in the present study, the aided communicators used
either an SGD with the communication software Boardmaker with Speaking
Dynamically Pro v.6 ®7 and a communication application, TAIKE v.2.8 or the
communication book, AACi.9

    
TAIKE is a Finnish dynamic communication system that includes hundreds
of displays and thousands of symbols (see the User’s Guide of TAIKE,
Savolainen, 2014). The number of symbols and their organization varies
across the Big and the Small TAIKE and their display pages (with a
maximum of 65 symbols in the Big TAIKE). These display pages are linked to
the main menu, which is organized in terms of the common social actions in
conversation (see Figure 2). There are also routes to an aided
T
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communicator’s own material, vocabulary, and letters; they can choose
vocabulary that is organized by word classes or by topics and word classes.
The latter system is the same as in the AACi communication books (below).
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Aided communicators may use TAIKE either by composing utterances
symbol by symbol or by selecting PS utterances that are predominately in
colloquial form. Upon selection, each symbol appears in the message
window. Utterances are issued by activating the message window, which, in
turn, triggers the language generator module that produces syntactically
fluent utterances in Finnish through speech synthesis. The PS utterances of
TAIKE have been created to a) manage a conversation (such as openings,
questions, comments, answers, compensation and repair strategies, and
closings), b) discuss an aided communicator’s life or a topic that is relevant
for the user (such as friendship, riding, movies, childhood, or a birthday) and
c) conduct discussions during a specific activity or situation (such as roleplaying, joking, or visiting a doctor or a library).
TAIKE users consult with their communication partners and
professionals to decide on the topics and activities that are appropriate for
their communication needs and then link those displays to the system. Some
of the content in TAIKE is functional for every user, whereas others require
modifications that are tailored to individual needs. According to the User’s
Guide of TAIKE (Savolainen, 2014), communication partners can use TAIKE
to model its use or for interactive play if the aided communicator allows it.
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The AACi communication book is the Finnish version of the book model,
titled Pragmatic Organization Dynamic Display (PODD).10 AACi books
share the same ideology as PODD books to facilitate effective communication
with pragmatic starters, to link between symbols and different word classes
in the same opening, and to develop language with a large set of symbols and
augmented input by a communication partner (Porter, 2007). The pragmatic
organization of the communication books is meant to facilitate the use of
NM
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aided utterances for different communication functions and to allow, for
example, the use of the same symbol for various communication purposes.
The first opening of the book consists of different pragmatic functions, such
as making a question, a comment, or a joke.
The symbols of AACi books are organized into 18 different categories
based upon either a topic (such as school) or word classes (such as verbs).
The number of symbols in one opening varies in different book models: Little
AACi (21 symbols), Midi AACi (max 30 symbols), Big AACi (48 symbols), and
Super AACi (72 symbols). Each opening of the book has symbols from
different word classes, which are grouped and coded by color. The ideal
situation is that an aided communicator can produce a multi-symbol
utterance by using as few page openings as possible. The grammatical
symbols are used for plural, genitive, and past tense, as well as a universal
symbol for inflections. The navigation between openings is achieved by
turning a page or by pointing to 1) the category symbols, 2) the special
navigation symbols (such as TURN PAGE), or 3) the predictably associated
links (as in the symbol GO, there is a link to the page “places”). The content
of the books is individualized to accommodate the aided communicators’
needs.


  
The data were formed on video recordings from 40 conversations and short
questionnaires, which were conducted specifically for the present study.
Before the video recordings, informed consent was obtained for all
participants. For participants under 18 years of age, both parents also gave
informed consent. Participants were aware that the focus of the study was on
natural conversations between aided and speaking participants. They were
informed that they had the right to discontinue their contribution to the
research and demand that their video data be destroyed at any time during
the research process. Participants did not get financial or other
compensation for their participation in the present study.
The preliminary goal was to record 48 conversations: each aided
communicator would have four conversations with their SLTs and peers
(two/communication aid) and two conversations with their mothers and
other professionals. The mothers also had the right to help their sons decide
which communication aid to use in conversations. Most of the data were
recorded from February to May 2015. Paavo’s conversations and
conversations with other professionals were recorded from February to June
2016. The aided communicators conversed with their mothers at their
respective homes, with peers and SLTs at school, and with other
professionals at school, a family course, or at home. The participants were
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instructed to engage in a typical interactive situation without a specific goal,
such as eating dinner, lying on the couch, playing, or talking about their
topics of choice. To ensure as natural a situation as possible, the researcher
was not present during the recording sessions, and the duration of the
conversations was not specified beforehand.
A single video camera11 was used to record all the conversations.
Families were provided with the video camera, instructions for framing the
video shot, and strategies to solve common video recording problems. The
camera was positioned to ensure that the upper part of both participants’
bodies, as well as the communication aid, were visible. At school, the camera
was set up by the first researcher or staff members, and at home by family
members. The participants were free to organize the seating arrangements
themselves before the recording began.
After the conversations, the aided communicators and the speaking
partners individually completed a short questionnaire about their
satisfaction with the conversations. The questions were: 1) How well did this
conversation proceed? How would you grade the smoothness of the
conversation?; 2) How pleased are you with your contribution to the
conversation? How would you grade yourself as a conversationalist?; and 3)
How pleased are you with your participant’s contribution to the
conversation? How would you grade them as a conversationalist? The
answers were given on a scale ranging from 1 (very poor) to 5 (very good).
The aided communicators answered with their aids or by pointing to a
number on a form.
Finally, the total collected data consisted of 40 conversations and their
questionnaires (see Table 5). In 25 conversations, the participants used
TAIKE, and in 15 they used AACi books. The differences between the final
data and the preliminary goal for data collection are explained in the notes of
Table 5. The duration of the conversations varied from 3 to 62 minutes, and
the mean duration was 33 minutes.
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Conversation analysis was adopted in each of the three studies of the present
study. CA is an inductive and micro-analytic method, in which the basic goals
are to identify what participants do in interaction and how (Hoey &
Kendrick, 2018). In 1964, Harvey Sacks, who was one developer of CA,
advised his students like this:
“Look to see how it is that persons go about producing what they produce.”
- Sacks, 1992, Vol. I, p.11
Generally, the data are (video) recordings from everyday
conversations because any other research data cannot be as rich as natural
interaction (Heritage, 1984). Every action can be meaningful in the flow of
conversations, but these actions are only useful for analysis when
conversationalists themselves are oriented toward them (Heritage, 1984).
The analyses are based on details of the conversationalists’ behaviors (Hoey
& Kendrick, 2018), and the central methodological resource is the next-turn
proof procedure (Sacks et al., 1974). Each (next) turn in conversations
reveals how the speaker understands the prior turn in a sequence and a
larger course of action (Schegloff, 2007).
The reliability of the research conducted by CA is tested during the
research process in many ways. CA is based on methodologically robust
concepts and structures and participants’ orientation, so everyone who
knows the method will make the same conclusion (Heritage, 1984; Sidnell,
2013). The interpretations of CA researchers, however, are formed through
collaboratively built observations by local communities of practitioners and
their data sessions (Stevanovic & Weiste, 2017). CA is also a transparent
method because video and its transcription allow everyone to look and
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assimilate an analysis and introduce a different interpretation if necessary
(Sacks, 1984).
The analytic procedure of CA studies often extends from the first
observations to the choosing and preparing of excerpts that best describe the
results of the analysis. There are fundamental principles on how to conduct
CA studies (see, e.g., Hoey & Kendrick, 2018; Ten Have, 2007). CA analysis
begins with observations and doing the raw transcription of the data. In this
phase, something calls a researcher’s attention. It arises from the data, and
ideally, it is based on an unmotivated search. The first observations and
familiarization of the data direct the researcher to define the research
phenomenon, for example, some systematically occurring cases, which in
turn are followed by outlining the data and defining the collection. CA is an
empirical method in which the analysis is based on observations. The
researcher observes the chosen collection with microanalytical precision,
groups the participants’ regular and deviant practices, and makes
interpretations according to their behaviors. If researchers quantify these
practices, it should be done after they have first understood the analysis of
the phenomenon. Finally, the researcher defines the excerpts for a
publication that best show the results of the analysis. The transcriptions of
the data are inseparable parts of the CA method, and they help show all small
details of the interaction. They take their shape and precision during the
analysis according to the research phenomenon (Ayass, 2015). Although
transcriptions may be so detailed that the smallest multimodal actions or
prosodic features are transcribed, the data that a CA researcher observes are
the video recordings (Ten Have, 2007).
Each of the three studies of the present study is furthered through the
same analytic procedure, which is seen in Table 6. The preliminary aim of
this dissertation was to research the progress of aided conversations. For the
large data of the current study, I had to define the general focus of interest
before I started to analyze it. Even when planning the research, it was clear
that I wanted to study conversations using both technical and non-technical
aids. Because the nature of conversations that use technical or non-technical
aids is different, I decided to study them separately. The motivation for
studying PS utterances in Study III came from the preliminary aim of
studying the progress of aided conversations and the knowledge that PS
utterances are quick to produce. The first observations of each of the three
studies were made possible through familiarization of the data and cooperation in data sessions with CA-oriented researchers of logopedics at the
University of Helsinki. The observations led me to focus on the research
phenomenon on the co-construction of turn-transition before the aided
FPP (I), the social action and structure of SBS utterances (II), and the social
action of PS utterances during the progress of conversations (III).
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In total, the data consisted of 25 conversations that used the
communication application TAIKE and 15 that used the AACi
communication book. In Study I, I used only conversations with the mothers
because 1) they represent more real-life situations than the conversations
with the professionals, 2) the purpose of the conversations was to have
discussions (vs. conversations when playing with the peers), and 3) all aided
communicators had discussions with their mothers. Outlining the data for
Study II was motivated by multimodal analysis, which demands
microanalytic precision affecting the extent of the data. I chose the
conversations in which the speaking partners were SLTs who are supposed to
use communication books conventionally. In addition, I chose only
conversations with Jaakko and Kalle because 1) they used a communication
book by pointing (Veeti used partner-assisted scanning), and 2) the
conversation situation did not include playing with toys or handling other
objects (as in the conversation with Paavo). For Study III, I chose all
conversations that used PS utterances in TAIKE except 1) the conversations
with other professionals because Kalle did not have any and 2) four of
Paavo’s conversations. Paavo used PS utterances a lot, and without the
exclusion, his subdata would have been over-representative. By outlining the
data for each of the three studies, the final data consisted of 21 of the 40
original conversations.
After defining the data, I prepared the collections. For Studies I and
III, the process was the same. First, I collected all sequences that included
aided FPP (I) or turns of PS utterances (III). Then I excluded unclear cases,
such as the FPP in the position of the SPP (I) and the turns of PS utterances
after which the partner did not produce a preferred SPP (III). In Study II, I
formed the collection including the first ten sequences of both aided
communicators’ conversations because the aim was to focus on multimodal
microanalysis. I excluded sequences in which there were misunderstandings,
enumerating, or storytelling, or where the speaking partner had an
institutional role allowing them to analyze fluent conversation sequences that
used a communication book.
The participants’ practices were analyzed through repetitive
observations of the video recordings in the data sessions, in the steering
group, and separately by the researcher of the present study. In addition, the
presentations of the data in several scientific seminars and conferences
helped to understand the research phenomena. I analyzed the collections
back and forth several times, gathering different observations. The analysis,
together with the quantitative information of prevalence of participants’
practices, revealed their conventional and deviant practices. Finally, I chose
the excerpts that best described the participants’ practices concerning the
research phenomena of each of the three studies.
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I began transcriptions of the data after its recording and continued
until the proof processes of the journals. The raw versions of the recordings
were first made by the researcher and the student of logopedics who had
completed the transcription course according to Jeffersonian conventions.
During the analysis of the collections, the transcriptions became more
accurate. In Studies I and III, the technical tool was Inqscribe, and the
transcriptions of the excerpts were made according to CA and AAC
conventions. In addition, the AAC journal had strict demands for the
transcriptions in Study I. In Study II, the technical tool ELAN was used, and
transcriptions were conducted by multimodal CA with some new conventions
for aided conversations. The precision of multimodal transcriptions varied
according to the research phenomena among the three studies. The reliability
of the transcriptions was assured among the co-authors of the studies.
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Before I report the synthesis of the results of the Studies I, II and III with the
help of a co-construction model, I would like to highlight that the
complicated process does not succeed without both participants’
contributions. Prior studies of aided communication usually highlight the
partner’s role for success (e.g., Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017; Clarke & Kirton,
2003; von Tetzchner & Martinsen, 1996). The present study shows how the
aided communicators take responsibility for the progress and coconstruction of social actions during the conversations, which could be
characterized as successful. The concept of success is not easy to define. In
these data, the justification for calling the conversations successful is seen in
a large number of aided communicators’ initiations that facilitate the
symmetric participation. In conversations about the data, a shared
understanding between participants is prevalent and protracted acts of
repair are rare (see chapter 3.4). In addition, the conversations proceed
fluently, and conspicuous lapses when participants are not sure whose turn is
at hand are rare (see chapter 3.3). The argument of successful conversations
is also supported by the participants’ own feelings of satisfaction with the
conversations (N=40), which was asked in short questionnaires after the
video recordings (see Table 7).
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Table 7 shows how participants were commonly satisfied with how the
conversations progressed and with their own contributions and their
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partner’s contributions during the conversations. Most critical were the
speaking partners and, especially, to their own contributions. 


 

In spoken conversations, a turn is defined by its edges, i.e., a turn changes
when the speaker changes (Sacks et al., 1974). On the other hand, it is the
dialogic and dynamic composition of a conversational sequence that may
convey one or more social actions and TCUs (Schegloff, 2007). In this data,
all linguistic units of the aided utterances were produced by symbols. The
aided turn is defined as a composition that conveys one or more social
actions and may consist of one or more TCUs. The edges of an aided turn
occur when a speaking partner takes a turn as a conversationalist (see von
Tezchner & Martinsen, 1996).
For the Study II, we gathered various CA studies of social actions in
spoken conversations and created a model that shows how participants
handle several interactional resources and concurrently synchronize their
multimodal actions during the co-construction of an aided turn (Figure 4).
This model was raised from a mental image in which participants must keep
several different balls in the air simultaneously to succeed in conversations.
“The balls” and their relevance vary according to the situation. Coconstruction is seen when conversationalists utilize several interactional
resources to construct the shared meaning of a social action of an aided
utterance (the balls in the outer circle). Simultaneously, participants
synchronize multimodal actions that are required by the production of an
aided utterance (the balls in the inner circle). It is noteworthy that this model
does not consist of all possible resources that participants utilize in
conversations (for example, epistemics), but there are those that are relevant
especially in aided conversations of the data.
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To present the synthesis of the three studies, I use a modified version of the
model that was published in Study II. The present model (Figure 4) uses an
arrow to highlight the temporal progress of the aided utterance, which is seen
in the flow of symbols, transitions, turns, sequences, and a larger course of
action. The concept of prosody is also added to the resource of displays of
emotions, and the word (multimodal) practice is replaced with action. The
model shows how participants utilize the same interactional resources and
multimodal actions in aided and spoken conversations, even though
multimodal practices with and through communication aids are different.
Next, I introduce the synthesis of the three studies’ results in two
chapters. The first chapter deals with the temporal and multimodal progress
of the co-construction of an aided turn, and the second chapter deals with the
co-construction of the social actions of an aided turn. The excerpts presented
and analyzed in the studies I-III are not repeated in this compilation. The
reader can find the excerpts from the studies.
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The progress during the turns of spoken conversations is seen when speech
sounds, syllables, words, and utterances follow each other (Sacks et al.,
1974). In aided conversations, utterances are produced symbol by symbol or
through PS utterances, which affects the progress of aided turns. Although
the aided turns are structured differently than spoken turns, the present
study confirms how participants are oriented to the progress of aided
conversations.
All three studies handled the progress of aided turns, but they
approached it from different directions, as seen in their main results. Study I
showed, for the first time, how SGD-mediated conversations have three-part
turn-transitions, during which the participants engaged in various practices.
With the help of multimodal transcriptions, Study II illuminated how
producing the aided utterance using a communication book was a precisely
synchronized, multimodal, and quick-rhythm process. Study III indicated
how the missing symbol-transitions and quick turn-transitions furthered the
progress of turns using PS utterances.
In this chapter, I present the synthesis of the progress of aided turns
both in CB- and SGD-mediated conversations, referring to information that
is available in the three studies. However, I first present the aided turnstructures in the excerpts of the three studies. A demonstration of various
turn-structures reveals the difference between aided turns in the CB- and
SGD-mediated conversations, and facilitates an understanding of their
progress. After that, I concentrate on the participants’ practices during the
transitions. The results section represents a synthesis of the analysis of 12
excerpts that are published in the three studies at the end of the dissertation.
I refer to the excerpts several times in different contexts, and you can find
them by using the color codes at the top of the page.
# 
Prior studies of aided turn-organization have generally concentrated on the
concept of an aided turn but also on participants’ practices to produce the
pre-beginnings and complete the aided turns (Clarke et al., 2013; Clarke &
Wilkinson, 2010; Sigurd Pilesjö, 2013; Sigurd Pilesjö & Rasmussen, 2011).
Based on previous studies, it is also known that aided turns are seldom
multi-symbol (Binger & Light, 2008), and partners face challenges in
interpreting, whether the symbol is connected to the previous sequence or
the next (Clarke & Wilkinson, 2007; Higginbotham & Caves, 1992).
Next, I present the structures of multi-symbol aided turns in
sequences in which the partners do not have challenges recognizing the
beginning and end of the turn. The structures also show the variation
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between turn-structures depending on the used communication aid and the
utterance form (i.e., SBS or PS utterance). The synthesis of the structures is
based on the excerpts of the three studies.
" !"!"  !# ! 
Higginbotham (1988) was the first to show how conversationalists coconstruct turns in conversations that use non-technical communication aids
through aided communicators’ symbol-pointing12 and speaking partners’
vocalizations. Later, Sigurd Pilesjö and Rasmussen (2011) confirmed the
practice in their studies, calling it [pointing-voicing] segments or blocks that
form a TCU.13
In the data of the present study, there were 15 conversations in which
the aided communicators used communication books. The focus on
participants’ multimodal practices by microanalytic precision in Study II led
to an outline of the data for three conversations. Analysis of participants’ coconstructions of multi-symbol utterances in Study II confirms the
aforementioned pointing-voicing practice.
In the first example, Jaakko produces the aided FPP ‘MOTHER’
‘LOVES’ ‘US,’ and the SLT confirms it by saying Absolutely. absolutely loves
(see the first excerpt of Study II, p. 10). Figure 5 shows the structure of
Jaakko’s aided utterance, which conveys the typical trajectory of the foursymbol CB-mediated turn. The turns are cut between turn-transitions as in
spoken conversations. In conversations using communication aids, however,
there are two kinds of transitions: those between turns, i.e., turn-transitions,
and those between words voiced by the speaking partners, i.e., symboltransitions (ST).14 During both kinds of transitions, the aided communicators
seek the symbol, which can be the navigation symbol or the symbol for the
utterance, and point to it.
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The aided turn ‘MOTHER’ ‘LOVES’ ‘US’ is composed of four symbols (one is
a navigation symbol) preceded by four symbol-transitions. The SLT also
voices the navigation symbol, even though it is not part of the linguistic
utterance, but the voicing allows for repair as needed (see Bloch, 2005). The
SLT already forms grammatical inflections when she voices the symbols, and
the aided communicator, Jaakko, confirms them by nodding after the last
symbol. After the turn-transition, the SLT interprets the aided utterance
implicitly in her next response turn, which is a conventional practice in
spoken conversations (Heritage, 1984).
Symbol-transitions are longer than transitions between words in
spoken conversations, in which words generally latch consecutively without
long pauses (see Sacks et al., 1974). The transition between symbols is a
multimodal composition that is more complex than just a pointing action. It
also consists of actions like moving the hand and gazing (see chapter 3.3.2.2).
For that reason, I prefer to use the term ‘symbol-transition’ to ‘pointing.’ The
more transitions there are during the turn, the longer the turn will last. After
the last symbol, the aided communicator may or may not confirm the
voicings. Participants’ practices during the transitions are reported in the
next chapter.
The second example shows more complex aided turn structure, which
is produced in two parts (see the second excerpt of Study II, p.15).
Jaakko and his SLT are discussing the TV program Winx, and Jaakko
produces a FPP. The first part, ‘I’ ‘HAVE’ ‘FIT,’ follows the same structure as
in the first example. There are four symbols (one for navigation) preceded by
four symbol-transitions. The SLT inflects the words, and after the last
symbol, Jaakko confirms the voicings by nodding. The second part, ‘FAIRY’
‘GIRL,’ begins when the SLT does not produce the explicit or implicit
interpretation but requests a continuation: “Do you still want to clarify?” (see
Figure 6). She does not show that some part of the utterance is problematic
but offers the possibility to continue. Jaakko treats the SLT’s action more as
ensuring the extension than as a repair initiation, which is seen when he
confirms that he will continue. According to my clinical experience, partners’
confirmations, if an aided utterance is still proceeding, is a conventional
practice during CB-mediated conversations.
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After negotiating the continuation, the words of the second part, ‘FAIRY’
‘GIRL,’ are composed of three symbols (two for navigation) preceded by three
symbol-transitions and the SLT’s guess of the next word. In the last symboltransition, the SLT first confirms, “Do you continue with the same opening?”,
after which Jaakko nods and points the symbol GIRL. After the last word,
Jaakko confirms the voicings by nodding, which is his common practice at
the end of a turn. Overall, the aided utterance consists of five words, but
including the navigation symbols, the SLT voices eight symbols. Jaakko’s
nodding is the last action before the turn-transition to the SLT’s response
turn. The SLT repeats the symbol queue as partly inflected, ‘I’ ‘HAVE’ ‘FIT’
‘FAIRY’ ‘GIRL,’ and moves on to offer an explicit interpretation: “Do you
mean that it feels like so strong when you see a fairy that. or that it is
somehow like quite amazing. it is a positive feeling like that.” Even Jaakko’s
turn is formulated in two parts; it seems that the first or second part do not
represent independent TCUs with his own social actions. The second part,
‘FAIRY’ ‘GIRL,’ is a coherent continuation of the first part.
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Summary. The excerpts of Study II show that in the CB-mediated
conversations, the turns
• are cut between turn-transitions
• are structured by speaking partners’ symbol voicings, and preceded by
co-constructed symbol-transitions
• consist of a varying number of words
• may consist of words that are not part of the linguistic utterance
• are syntactically whole or incomplete
• are interpreted explicitly before partners’ conversational turn or
implicitly in the partners’ conversational turn
• may consist of the insert sequences in which speaking partners guess
and ensure the continuation
" !"!"
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In Studies I and III, I analyzed the data of the SGD-mediated conversations.
Aided turns were produced either by SBS or PS utterances.
Study I shows how the turn structure of an SBS utterance in SGDmediated conversations proceeds in much the same way as in the CBmediated conversations (see excerpts 1 (p. 6), 2 (p. 6), and 4 (p. 9)). Turns
continue through words and transitions between the symbols, such as when
Jaakko says, ‘Juulia’ ‘is’ ‘I’ ‘best’ ‘cousin’ (Exc 2). (Participants’ different
practices during the construction process in SGD- and CB-mediated
conversations are demonstrated in chapter 3.2.2.) Figure 7 shows the typical
turn-structure of an SBS utterance in the SGD-mediated conversations of
this study.
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The basic structure was the same in SBS turns of CB and SGD conversations,
but the speech-synthesis affected their trajectory at some points: 1) the
navigation symbols were not spoken about, so all verbalized words were part
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of the linguistic utterance; 2) the aided communicators generally activated
the message window after the last symbol, which conveyed the whole
utterance in the grammatically inflected form ‘Juulia is my best cousin.’ As a
result, the speaking partners did not offer explicit interpretations, but they
were seen implicitly in their next turn “Really. okay. when you were small
you were a lot together.” (see another implicit interpretation in Exc 1, lines
18–19). When the aided communicator did not use the syntactically fully
formed utterance, as in Study I Exc 4 ‘Funeral’ ‘Tampere’, the speaking
partner produced an explicit interpretation “Oh when we will go to the Lisa’s
funeral to Tampere” and the aided communicator confirmed it. Excerpt 1 of
study I shows also an example of how aided everyday conversations may
consist of sequences in which the purpose is to practice communication, and
the motivation can change in the middle of the aided turn. In this excerpt,
Kalle first produces his SBS utterance in a conventional way ‘Next’
‘Wednesday’ ‘We’ ‘Go’, but in the end, he asks his mother to help write the
last word ‘House of Children’. At the same time, the turn was part of the
aided turn during the everyday conversation and co-constructed writing
exercise.
Summary. The excerpts of Study I show that, in SGD-mediated
conversations, the turns produced symbol by symbol
• are cut between turn-transitions
• are structured by speech-synthesized symbol voicings, i.e., words and
preceded symbol-transitions
• consist of a varying number of words that are all part of the linguistic
utterance
• are syntactically whole or incomplete
• end with speech-synthesized grammatically whole utterances,
furthering the implicit interpretation of the speaking partner in the
next turn, or the speaking partners interpret them explicitly before
their response turn
• may consist of writing exercises
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In SGD-mediated conversations, the turns can also be produced by PS
utterances, and their structure reminds of the most spoken conversations.
Their biggest difference with SBS utterances is a smaller number of
transitions. Studies I and III consisted of excerpts of PS utterances, and there
were three kinds of turn structures (Figure 8).
A
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The most common structure was option A, when a turn consisted of one PS
utterance without symbol-transitions, and there were turn-transitions at the
beginning and the end of the turn (Study III, Exc 1, p. 8; see also Exc 3a,
p.11; and Exc 3b, p.12). When an aided turn consisted of more than one PS
utterance, there were symbol-transitions between the utterances, such as in
option B (Study I, Exc 3, p. 8). The observation that an aided turn can
consist of more than TCUs is new and it has not been reported in the
previous studies. When an aided turn consisted of an incomplete PS
utterance that was completed with a separate word, such as in option C, there
was a symbol-transition before the last word, after which the aided
communicator said the whole utterance (Study III, Exc 2, p. 10; see also
Exc 3c, p. 13). The previously reported fact that PS utterances are quicker
than SBS utterances is the consequence of minor symbol-transitions (see
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Todman, 2000). It seemed that PS utterances also facilitated partners’
implicit interpretations in their next turn, and the need for understanding
was rare.
Summary. The excerpts of Studies I and III show that, in SGDmediated conversations, the turns that consist of a PS utterance
• are cut between turn-transitions
• are structured by one or more speech-synthesized PS utterance(s) or
by one completing PS utterance with a filling word and preceded
transitions
• have fewer transitions than SBS utterances affecting the length of the
composition
• are generally interpreted implicitly in the next response turn
The previously described turn-structures illuminated how aided turns further
from transitions to symbols or PS utterances, ending with speaking partners’
implicit or explicit interpretations. During transitions, aided communicators
seek and choose the symbols. Participants’ practices are different depending
on the communication aids and the position of a transition in the middle of a
turn or between turns. In turn-transitions, participants are still negotiating
whose turn will proceed, especially if the next turn is the first pair part of a
sequence, but in transitions between symbols, it is more clear who owns the
turn (see Sacks et al., 1974).
  4  
 
The transitions between symbols and turns are critical for understanding the
progress and the concept of time in aided conversations. During transitions,
participants handle communication aids, and interaction is implemented
through the aid. Communication aids are the permanent part of the
interaction, but participants’ orientation to the aid (as an object) differs in
situ. For aided communicators, the aids are essential objects in transitions,
and for speaking participants, their role varies. In CB-mediated
conversations, in which they actively orientate to the co-construction
process, the role of aid is essential; in SGD-mediated conversations, however,
the role of aid may also be incidental, or speaking partners may orientate to
other objects (see Weilenman & Lymer, 2014).
Next, I clarify what a silent phase during transitions means in aided
conversations. Then, I introduce how participants’ orientation and
multimodal practices vary according to a communication aid and the type of
transition.
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Generally, aided conversations are characterized as slow communication
(Clarke, 2016; Smith et al., 2016). Seeking and choosing the symbols during
transitions causes delays in the flow of conversations (Higginbotham &
Wilkins, 1999). A delay in this context refers to the missing of time. It often
has similar negative connotations as the term ‘slowness.’ The conversations
in the present study showed that the participants did not perceive the
slowness and silent phases during transitions as a challenge. Instead of the
term ‘delay,’ I prefer the more neutral concept of transition, which refers to
the observable fact that the conversation is proceeding. The current study
shows how both participants are orientated toward progressing aided
conversations, and they are a result of the participants’ co-construction
process.
The duration of aided turns introduced in the excerpts of the three
studies varied from 5 seconds to almost 2 minutes.15 The variation in their
rhythm was affected by the communication aid, participants’ practices, and
the utterance form considering the number of transitions. The transitions
could be silent or may include talking. In CA, the silent phases are defined as
pauses during a turn and gaps or lapses between turns referring to a
situation in which the talk is discontinued (see Sacks, et al., 1974). However,
the terms do not mean that the other multimodal actions are stopped. In
multimodal CA, the turns can be produced by different multimodal means,
and the time of the actions are marked in parentheses as silent phases (see,
e.g., Mondada, 2014).
In aided conversations, there are lots of silent phases during which
aided communicators produce their turn. It seems that the terms of CA do
not reach the essence of silence in transitions of aided conversations. During
silent phases (in transitions), the linguistic content of aided turns concretely
proceeds through participants’ actions with communication aids. In studies I
and III, the silent phases in transitions are embedded in the timeline (see
example 2), and in study II, they are marked with segments (instead of
parentheses) (see example 3, p. 61). With these practices, we can disseminate
when the production of an aided turn is paused and when it is going on.
Defining pauses, gaps, and lapses to refer to situations when the visible
manipulation of an aid is discontinued, it seems that the long pauses inside
an aided turn and gaps between aided and spoken turns were rare regardless
of the communication aid in the present study. Participants were not only
committed to furthering the conversations but also tried to avoid long gaps
as Jaakko and his mother in their conversation (Example 2 according to
Study I, Exp 2., p.6)
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After the nodding sequence, there is a short gap, and Jaakko begins to
produce an aided utterance by shifting his gaze to an SGD.
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In the AAC studies that are not CA-oriented, the aided communication is
described as multimodal, referring to the aided communicators’ use of
several multimodal means (i.e., aids, gestures, signs, gaze to object) in their
interaction (see, e.g., Batorowicz et al., 2014). Study II illuminates what
multimodality means in the co-construction process of multi-symbol aided
turns in CB- mediated conversations. The multimodal transcriptions,
according to Mondada (2014), show how precisely the participants
synchronize their actions during the transitions. The SLTs were sensitive in
recognizing the aided communicators’ multimodal actions, which has also
been seen in previous studies of conversations that use non-technical aids
(Ferm et al., 2013; Higginbotham & Wilkins, 1999; Higginbotham et al.,
1988; Sigurd Pilesjö & Noren, 2017).
The production of an SBS utterance demanded both participants’
actions during the whole production process. After the partner had noticed
the pre-beginning, the participants’ actions during turn-transitions and
symbol-transitions were similar in CB- mediated conversations. They were
generally silent phases in which the aided communicators gazed at the book
and moved their hand. The speaking partners followed the actions in order to
be ready to turn the page or voice the symbol, as in Example 3 according to
Study II, Exp 2., p.15.
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In the lower lines of Example 3, Jaakko’s and the therapist’s practices are
each described in their own lines, and the capitals refer to the type of
multimodal action (P=pointing, G=Gaze, S=Speech, A=Activity). The
beginning and end of each action are marked with the same symbols.
The aided communicator Jaakko begins producing his aided SBS
utterance. First, he starts to move his hand during the SLT’s dialogue particle
(Line 1). When the hand has been moving for 1.6 seconds, the SLT shifts her
gaze to the book. Only after that, Jaakko himself looks at the book. It takes
3.1 seconds for Jaakko to reach the navigation symbol, and after 0.6 seconds,
he raises his gaze to the SLT, calling her to turn the page (Line 2). The SLT
starts voicing ‘HEALTH’ (i.e., the label of navigation symbol) 0.6 seconds
after Jaakko has started the gaze shift (Lines 2–3). Already during the
voicing, Jaakko takes his finger from the symbol, and the SLT starts to turn
the page (Line 3). The duration of the turn-transition before the voicing
lasted a little over 4.3 seconds.
The example shows how both participants are orientated to further the
progress of the conversation when synchronizing their actions in a quick
rhythm (see Higginbotham, 1988). There are several participants’
multimodal actions that are parallel and overlap together. Previous studies of
conversations that use non-techincal aids, have described that turns are
constructed through pointing-voicing blocks or segments (see Sigurd Pilesjö
& Rasmussen, 2011). Still, observing the transition in lines 1 and 2, it is seen
that the pointing is not only the aided communicators’ action, but it is a
multimodal phase, in which both participants are involved. Pointing and
voicing are not implemented in a consecutive order but rather intertwining
together with changing priorities (Goodwin, 2000). This example confirms
Mondada’s (2018) statements of how talk can be subordinated to embodied
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actions and how one multimodal action may anticipate its completion and
begin early on during another action. The anticipation is seen here, for
example, when Jaakko begins to move his hand during the SLT’s talk (line 1)
and then moves it away from the symbol after 0.2 seconds when the SLT has
started the voicing. In the data of the Study II, there were also cases where
Jaakko had already shifted his hand from the symbol before the SLT had
started the voicing.
Study II revealed how participants are oriented toward the canonical
progress of the SBS turn. The actions that participants treated as
unconventional during the construction of an aided turn caused the
participants to glance at their partners. The speaking participants treated the
progress as unconventional if the aided communicator did not start to move
his hand when he was supposed to, if he discontinued the move, or if he
pointed to a symbol in a motorically inaccurate way. The aided
communicators treated the progress as unconventional if the speaking
partner’s orientation was elsewhere or if they discontinued navigation or
guessed the next page.
These observations reinforce our understanding that aided
participants are oriented toward the progress of conversations just as
participants of spoken conversations are (see Sacks et al., 1974; Mondada,
2014). It also shows how sensitive both participants are in recognizing each
other’s parallel multimodal actions. Still, it does not remove the fact that
looking at the aid can hinder one from noticing, for example, gestures in situ
(see Higginbotham et al., 2016).
 %! !"! ! 
Previous studies have reported the significant role of aided communicators’
gazes during the production process of aided utterances regardless of the
communication aid (Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017; Clarke 2005; Clarke &
Wilkinson, 2010; Hörmeyer, 2012; Sigurd Pilesjö, 2013). The common
understanding is that, at the beginning of a turn, aided communicators shift
their gaze toward their aid. When the utterance is ready, they do not have to
orientate anymore toward production, and they can look at their partner.
The results of the three studies confirm that the most conventional
practice when beginning an aided turn is shifting the gaze toward the aid, but
there were some exceptions. In SGD conversations, Veeti sometimes started
by vocalizing (Studies I and III). In CB conversations, Jaakko began the
composition process by moving his hand and shifting his gaze just after that
toward the book (Example 3, lines 1-2) which allowed him to gaze at his
partner longer. A new finding was that the aided communicators sometimes
begin the long production processes of their turn during the preceding
spoken turn, and this was seen in all three studies. This practice shows how
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the young aided communicators are also orientated toward furthering the
progress, and it is not only the adult conversationalists’ task, as previous
studies have demonstrated (e.g., Clarke & Wilkinson, 2008; Higginbotham et
al., 2016). CA researchers of spoken conversations have deduced that
recipients must start planning their next turn during the speaker’s turn
because gaps between turns are shorter than pauses (Levinson & Torreira,
2015). This was confirmed through the aided communicators’ practice of
preparing their turn during the prior turn. In the present study, the partners
had no problem noticing pre-beginnings that did appear in a transitionrelevant place or during the prior turn. Seeing the pre-beginning, however,
does not guarantee that the partner will give the turn to the aided
communicator. In Study II, there were two cases when Kalle’s SLT started
her turn at the same time as Kalle, even though she had already shifted her
gaze to the book in anticipation of the coming aided utterance. It seems that
the synchronization of all the multimodal actions is demanding, and it is
natural for coordination problems to occur.
At the end of aided turns, the aided communicators generally shift
their gaze to their partner (Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017; Clarke 2005; Sigurd
Pilesjö, 2013). In the present study, it was also the most common practice at
the end of the aided turn with both communication aids. In addition, Jaakko
tended to confirm the end of his turn by nodding, which is also seen in
spoken conversations as “post-completion stance markers” (Schegloff, 1996).
The gaze shift to the partner at the end of turn was the conventional practice,
but the aided communicators could also keep their gaze at the SGD, even
though the aided utterance was syntactically ready, as Kalle does in
conversation with his friend in Example 4 according to Study III, Exp 3c,
p.13)
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Example 4 shows how Kalle shifts his gaze to Eino just after Eino’s response,
which is 4 s after he has activated the cell that produces the aided utterance,
“Wasn’t it terrible”. This practice was quite common when the aided
communicators used PS utterances (36% of the ends) (see also Study I, Exc
2, p.6, lines 23–26, and Study III, Exc 1, p.8, lines 5-7). It seems that the
participants trusted the syntactic completeness of the utterance, and they did
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not treat the missing gaze shift to the partner as accountable. Keeping the
gaze at the display also gave them an opportunity to plan their next turn.
Without more data, it is impossible to draw a conclusion about the effect of
the utterance form to the aided communicators’ gaze practice at the end of
aided the turn.
!!"! ! 
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Except for the aided communicators’ gaze shift at the beginning and end of
the aided turn, transitions in CB- and SGD-mediated conversations are
different. When the CB-mediated conversations call for highly synchronized
multimodal actions, in SGD conversations, the speaking partners can be
passive, trusting that the aided communicators will produce their utterance
independently without interventions. Partners can usually see and hear that
the production process is going on and wait for the result in silence. In
reality, speaking partners tend to fill the silent phase with talk and parallel
activities (e.g., Higginbotham et al., 2016; Noren, Svensson, et al., 2013).

For the first time, Study I presents the three-part turn-transition
before an aided FPP in SGD-mediated conversations and participants’
practices during the three phases (Figure 9). The duration of the turntransitions varied from 1 second to 81 seconds. Compared to spoken
conversations, which have short gaps and often latch turns together (see
Levinson & Torreira, 2015; Sacks et al., 1974), the speaking partners’ waiting
time can be dramatically different in SGD-mediated conversations. The most
critical point for the progress of conversations is the second part of turntransitions. It reveals how partners handle the possible silence when aided
communicators look for the symbols.
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The common advice for communication partners is that they should allow
time for aided communicators to prepare their utterances (e.g., Batorowicz et
al., 2014). In conversations from Study I, the mothers were quiet during 18%
of the turn-transitions. When they spoke during the turn-transitions, a) they
continued their ongoing turn, b) their beginning was simultaneous with the
aided communicator, c) they produced talk that did not obligate the aided
communicator to reply, or d) it was the aided communicator who overlapped
their speech. It is noteworthy that both participants treated the parallel talk
as allowable in the data of Study I. Sometimes, the aided communicators
responded to the speaking partners’ parallel talk, but for the progress of
conversations, they always used unaided means (see Study 1, Exc 2, p. 6,
lines 16 and 19). Parallel talk and activities seemed to be a natural part of the
conversations, and speaking partners timed their actions so that they were
quiet before the first speech-synthesized sound at the latest. For example,
when Jaakko was producing his utterance in his conversation with his
mother, the mother spoke with the father, ate, and walked in the kitchen. It
seemed that the mother trusted in Jaakko as an independent communicator;
she sat where she could not see the display and gave him time for the
production. Generally, the partners’ parallel practices in these data did not
preclude the completion of a turn or try to manage the progress of
conversations, e.g., by meta-interactional prompts, as previous studies have
reported (Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017; Clarke & Wilkinson, 2008). The partners’
proximities to the display varied, and analyzing that connection to the
partner’s actions would require recording with several video cameras.
The third part of a turn-transition shows how the conversationalists
time the spoken and aided turns. There can be a gap between turns, or they
latch or overlap (see chapter 1.2.3). In the data of Study I, the aided
utterances were either SBS or PS utterances. In Study III, there were only PS
utterances. Table 8 shows the frequency of participants’ timing practices
before FPP in both sets of data.
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Comparing these two datasets, PS utterances latch and overlap with spoken
turns more often than SBS utterances. It seems that PS utterances are not
only quicker to produce than SBS utterances for their missing symboltransitions, but also, turn-transitions of PS utterances can be quicker. In
principle, SGD- mediated conversations before SBS or PS utterances should
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have the same kinds of turn-transitions. The preliminary result could be
explained in how vocabulary is organized in the communication application
TAIKE. Seeking a PS utterance when an aided communicator is, for example,
discussing a specific topic with a couple of communication boards could be
quicker than finding the first symbol of a SBS utterance from dozens of
boards. 

In the present study, we have not focused on the transitions between
symbols in SGD conversations. Still, the fourth excerpt of Study I (p.9)
shows that participants’ practices in the turn-transitions and symboltransitions can be different. In this excerpt, Kalle produces an aided
utterance with two symbols: ‘funeral’ and ‘Tampere.’ After Kalle activates the
first symbol (=symbol-transition), his mother intervenes in the progress by
questioning ‘Whose funeral?’ Kalle does not react to the question; he
continues his utterance and activates the second symbol, which is a city in
Finland. This is an example of a partner’s intervention during the symboltransitions. It is possible that symbol-transitions are more vulnerable to
partners’ actions than turn-transitions. At one point during symboltransitions, partners must have already tolerated a longer silent phase than
in turn-transitions. The lack of studies on symbol-transitions is apparent.
 # 
The present study shows how aid-mediated turns are systematically
organized as they are in spoken conversations (see Sacks et al., 1974). The
trajectory of an aided turn is affected by its form, i.e., the SBS or PS utterance
and by the communication aid. The structure of the turn of a PS utterance
resembles most of the spoken conversations with the missing symboltransitions and implicit interpretations in the next turn. PS utterances also
allow long turns, which even include two TCUs that are seldom seen in aided
conversations. The structure of turns that are produced symbol by symbol
furthers transitions into words ending with explicit or implicit
interpretations. It is noteworthy that symbol-transitions are not the same as
turn-relevant places in turn-transitions. During symbol-transitions,
participants are postured such that the aided communicator’s turn is still
continuing.
The most critical point during the production of an aided turn is the
transition, in which aided communicators seek and choose the symbols. The
number of transitions defines the duration of a turn, and transitions during
the CB- and SGD-mediated turns are different, especially from the speaking
partner’s perspective. The essential nature of transitions during the CBmediated turns is their highly synchronized multimodal co-construction
process, in which none of the modalities is more important than the others
(see Mondada, 2018). The microanalysis and transcriptions of participants’
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multimodal actions, e.g., timing between gaze, hand movements, and
voicings during transitions, support Mondada’s (2018) insights in which a)
the partner’s talk can be subordinated to the multimodal course of actions,
and b) the multimodal actions occur more simultaneously than
consecutively, and their completions are anticipated. The multimodal
transcription conventions also highlight the speaking partners’ contributions
in their double role as helper and conversationalist (see von Tetzchner &
Martinsen, 1996).
Contrary to the transitions of CB-mediated turns, the only active
participant in the SGD-mediated transitions can be the aided communicator
using an SGD, and the speaking partner waits in silence. Previous studies
have indicated that tolerating the silence is demanding, and speaking
partners tend to intervene in the progress (Clarke & Wilkinson, 2007;
Sundqvist et al., 2010). In the present study, the partners could wait in
silence, but they also engaged in parallel talk and activities. The participants’
parallel actions that did not preclude the completion of a turn or try to
manage the communication were treated as allowable and as a natural part
of a conversation that does not disturb its progress. It is noteworthy that the
present study was not focused on symbol-transitions during an SGDmediated SBS utterance, in which partners must tolerate a longer silence
than in turn-transitions.
After aided communicators had started their turn, speaking partners
in the present study were oriented so that aided communicators have a right
to complete their turn. Despite the periodic silence and parallel talk during
the transitions, the turns proceeded through complex multimodal actions,
not only in turns-at-talk (see Mondada, 2014). Both participants were
engaged in furthering the conversations, which was seen in their practices.
The aided communicators started their turns by beginning during a prior
turn, avoided using aided means as a response during turn-transitions, used
their gaze as a mark of turn-transitions, and utilized PS utterances. The
speaking partners gave time for the production process and produced talk
that did not demand a response during turn-transitions. Besides, they both
synchronized their multimodal actions, avoided long gaps, registered the
progress, and reacted if something unconventional happened. The current
study demonstrates how the participants of aided conversations further the
progress of systematic, organized, multimodal actions, as do the participants
in spoken conversations.
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At the same time, when participants concretely co-constructed aided turns,
they handled several interactional resources for sharing their understanding
of the turn. Studies II and III concentrated more on the co-construction of
social actions than Study I, but for this synthesis, I use the data from all three
studies. Next, I present how and why some of the interactional resources are
handled differently in aided than in spoken conversations. The underlying
resources are the same. The conversationalists use linguistic resources in
both conversations, but the aided utterances are still linguistically deficient.
Finally, I illuminate the concept of social action and its situational and coconstructed nature by comparing it to the concept of the communicative
function that is commonly used in the field of AAC.
      
Data from the three studies showed how participants in aided conversations
use the same interactional resources (such as linguistic meaning, sequential
position, larger course of actions, displays of emotions, common ground, and
participants’ roles in Figure 4) as participants in spoken conversations. Still,
how the resources are implemented differ.
Independent of the type of communication aid or the form of an
utterance, the linguistic resource of symbol-based communication is always16
deficient. Even multipart SBS utterances, such as ‘Juulia is my best cousin’
[juulia olla minä paras serkku] (Study I, Exc 2, p. 6), do not consist of
grammatical inflections or other linguistic details, which can be meaningful
in co-constructing rich social actions. Aided communication based on
symbols is often seen as being independent of language, but there is a risk if
all findings in aided communication studies are thought to be applicable in
all language groups (Launonen, 2008). In this study, the difference among
languages is seen especially with PS utterances. Study III showed how
utterances like ‘wasn’t it terrible’ [eiks ollutkin kamala] (Exc 3c, p. 13) and
‘all my relatives are very important to me’ (Exc 1, p. 8) reinforced and
clarified their social actions, adding the impression of their naturalness. The
Finnish language includes hundreds of inflection forms, and clitic particles
are generally used, but in English, there are only a few inflection forms, such
as plural nouns and past-tense verbs (Greenbaum, 1996; VISK § 53). It is
possible that the linguistic difference between symbol-based communication
and spoken language can be more extensive in Finnish than in English.
NS
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Maybe PS utterances that allow more syntactic completeness and linguistic
nuances are more critical when expressing in Finnish. It is noteworthy,
however, that even though PS utterances represent rich language, their
linguistic resource is also limited because they are planned before an actual
conversation, not in situ (Rackensperger et al., 2005).
A fundamental characteristic of aided conversations is that they are, to
some extent, defined beforehand because of the communication aid (see, e.g.,
Binger & Light, 2008). Besides the linguistic resource, communication aids
restrict the use of prosody. In spoken conversations, the prosody outlines
talk to sequences, help to recognize social actions, and show possible
disaffiliation or affiliation (Stevanovic, 2016). In CB-mediated conversations
in this study (Study II), the speaking partners produced the prosody of the
aided turn either in their explicit interpretation (Exc 2, p. 15) or in their
implicit interpretation during the affiliative next turn (Exc 1, p. 10). In the
SGD-mediated conversations (Studies I and III), the aided communicators
utilized Finnish speech-synthesis that produced a falling intonation at the
end of utterances without any emotional tones.
Despite the deficient prosody, the conversations in all the studies I-III
were full of emotions. It is seen that the display of emotions as one of the
interactional resources manifests the many ways that participants express
emotions, affiliation, and humor. In the conversations here, the aided
communicators used different unaided means, such as nodding, gazing,
smiling, laughing, and vocalizing, as seen also in prior studies (Clarke &
Wilkinson, 2009; Higginbotham et al., 2016). Still, the aided communicators
of the present study also used symbols and indirect language to express
affective functions (e.g., Study III, Exc 3b, p.12 and Exc 3c, p.13. Previous
studies have expressed a worry that looking at the display of an SGD excludes
an aided communicator from an interaction (Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017). In the
present study, there were conversation sequences in which Jaakko a)
concentrated with a serious face on the production of the SBS utterance
using the communication book and began to present the emotional displays
by laughing just after the utterance was complete (Study II, Exc 1, p. 10),
or b) smiled and laughed through the production process of the PS utterance
in an SGD-mediated conversation (Study III, Exc 1, p.8). It is evident that
the production process of an aided utterance by any aids demands the aided
communicator’s concentration on the aid, but whether and how it hinders
them from joining in affective interaction needs to be studied in the future.
Earlier CA studies have shown how aided conversations are
constructed by turns and sequences, but the partners may have challenges
recognizing turn boundaries during the flow of conversations (e.g., Clarke et
al., 2013; Sigurd Pilesjö, 2013). The participants of the present study utilized
different resources for clarifying the boundaries of the turns and their
positions in sequences. In Study I, the focus was not on sequences, but it
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could be seen that, in turn-transitions before aided FPPs, the mothers
recognized the ongoing transition and gave time for the process. Providing
space for the production of an aided utterance supports the understanding of
how the turn is positioned in the sequence. In Study II, the SLT also
explicitly ensured the boundary of turns when she was uncertain whether the
aided utterance was still proceeding (see Figure 6, and Exc 2, p.15). The
data from Study III, which consisted of PS utterances, showed how the
syntactic and prosodic completeness of aided utterances reinforced mutual
understanding. The position of turns of PS utterances in a sequence did not
cause the possible needs for repair. In all three studies, the aided
communicators generally used their gaze at the end of their turn as one way
to signal a turn-transition. The previously reported partners’ metainteractional prompts to clarify the position of a turn, e.g., ‘Now it’s your
turn,’ was not seen in this data (Clarke & Wilkinson, 2007).
The aided conversations here showed how the deficient linguistic
resources and prosody, along with piece-by-piece constructed utterances and
long transitions, do not necessarily cause misunderstandings and troubles.
Studies II and III revealed that, when one resource was imprecise, the role of
the other resources was highlighted. In Study II, the participants utilized a
larger course of action, their common ground, and interactional roles in coconstructing the social action of Jaakko’s SBS-produced utterance
‘MOTHER’ ‘LOVES’ ‘US’ (Exc 1, p.10). Prior studies have also reported how
different interactional resources are used in aided conversations. A larger
course of similar sequences can support the social meaning of a deficient
utterance, such as in asking-answering activity (Clarke & Wilkinson, 2010;
Sundqvist et al., 2010). The common ground between familiar partners, as
was the case in the present study, can sometimes be a crucial factor for aided
conversations to be the successful (see, e.g., Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017;
Robillard, 1994). The partner’s ability to act in the helper’s and
conversationalist’s role, especially in conversations that use communication
books, is a necessity (see, e.g., von Tetzchner & Martinsen, 1996). These
resources were critical when Veeti and his SLT clarified that the PS utterance
‘What are you going to do’ ‘on vacation’ referred to the past vacation without
troubles (Study III, Exc 2, p. 10).
To summarize these data, the participants used several interactional
resources to co-construct social actions, and when some resource was
deficient, they utilized other resources successfully.
      
Social action is a central concept of CA. Through social action, the meaning
of an utterance is always co-constructed through both participants’ practices,
and it is seen in their next actions in situ (e.g., Schegloff, 2007). In the
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clinical practice of AAC, the concept of social action is unfamiliar, and
professionals often describe the social dimension of aided utterances by the
concept of communicative functions. The pragmatic thinking that first
showed how we use language for many communicative functions has been
groundbreaking, and it is still the prevalent insight in the field of AAC
(Clarke & Wilkinson, 2013; Iacono, 20o3; Noren, Samuelsson, & Plejert,
2013). Professionals use different lists of communicative functions to show
communication partners how the intervention should allow and encourage
aided communicators to use as vast a range of communicative functions as
possible. If we observe interactions from a CA approach, we can see an
apparent ambivalence between the social action and the communicative
function. According to CA, utterances cannot be categorized beforehand
because their social action is always situational and co-constructed in a
larger course of action.
Next, I present the difference between communicative functions and
social actions with the help of all aided utterances found in the three studies
and this compilation (Table 9).
The social actions of the utterances are seen as parts of their
sequences that are shown in the excerpts of studies I-III, and they are based
on how the communication partners treated the aided communicators’
contributions. Communicative functions are categorized according to Irvin’s
list, which is, according to anecdotal information, a popular list on social
media in Finland and other countries
(www.boardmakeronline.com/Activity/17436484). The purpose of the list is
described as a “tool for observation of student communication, or
educational materials for families and teachers.” The functions of
communication are
1. Get someone’s attention
9. Share information you’ve
2. Greet
learned
3. Make requests
10.Answer questions
4. Label
11. Ask questions
5. Assert independence and
12.Direct other’s actions
make choices
13.Express emotional and
6. Reject/Refuse
physical states
7. Share thoughts and ideas
14.Make comments
8. Share personal experiences
15.Express manners







TP

"C1+)-/%0+*+"+))2*%1%3 "2*1%+**0+%(1%+*6% 211 /* 0+"1$ 
-/ 0 *1 0126
%


-

))'$

;

N

<

O

=

P

>

P

?

Q

&+#/&+!#'$2 
)!&+# **&*!
*!(&&$2
!*"$")2*!(*!"(*/5
*!(2
+%(#$'(

@

N

 2

$/ 1$+2#$10

A

O

  2  

5-/ 00 )+1%+*(011 0

B

N

##$/(#*",)(,(/
(*&$2

$/ 1$+2#$10

C

O

;:

P

!*(/&+ &"% *&
&2%,*"&%2
"2 "2/5/2

;;

P

&*!"% $&(&+*"*2

;<

P

)%0*"*2*(("#2

% ") %$(

)*. 
.*%)/- &
*&!&+)&!"#(%2
+#"")$/)*&+)"%2



$/ %*"+/)1%+*F6+2@3 
( /* G
' +)) *10+/0$/ 
%*"+/)1%+*:
' / .2 010

+0%1%3 011 ) *1=%3 0
* 4%*"+/)1%+*=
 40= )**
+2*1=
 .2 01+"$ (-=
' 01$ )+1$ /$2//6=

*04 /.2 01%+*0

*04 /=+2*1"+/1$ 
-/%+/.2 01%+*=
$/ 1$+2#$10+/  (+/ 2 01%+*= *.2%/ +"1 =
0'.2 01%+*0:
)*. 



"" 1%3 011 ) *1=
*3%1 0#/ ) *1*
+*"%/)1%+*=
"" 1%3 011 ) *1=
*3%1 00$/%*#+"01/+*#
*-+0%1%3 " (%*#=

)*. 


;=

%##*$ ) +*$) %$

11 ) *1+"- /0+*(
(%'%*#= 201%"%1%+*+"1$ 
0- ' /@0$%1=
0'.2 01%+*0
2 01%+*= *3%1 01+1 ((
01+/6=
5-/ 00)** /0+/%/ 1 ++6 0=+%*101+4/
+1$ /@01%+*0
1$  *+"+*3 /01%+*=
%/ 1+1$ /@01%+*0
2)+/=*+2/# 01$ 
/ 0 /$ /1+$2//6=
' +)) *10
2)+/= *3%1 01+(2#$1
1$ / 0 /$ /=
%#& ") %$

N

"%.6&1;A7

 (+/.2 01%+*:

/+- /*+2*1$1%*3%1 0
1$ / %-% *1@0+-%*%+*=

Comparing the communicative functions and the social actions of aided
utterances of this data shows how all utterances have several mutually
supportive social actions, but the communicative functions describe the
social dimension only at one level. They offer an upper level insight to the
social dimensions of aided utterances compared to the social actions that
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show, more specifically, richness of an interaction (e.g., 11). The same
communicative functions of two utterances may have different social actions
(e.g., 6 and 8). Categorizing the utterances according to their communicative
functions also seems to be challenging because there are several different
possibilities (e.g., 2, 5, 10, and 13).
Most often, the lists of communicative functions are used in clinical
practice as a common idea to enlarge the concept of the purpose of
communication. The enterprise to categorize the utterances of the present
study according to communicative functions demonstrates how hard a task it
is to reach the subtleties and the rich nature of social interaction by pretermined classifications.
  #   
The current study confirms the prior studies on how aided conversations are
socially co-constructed in situ. The new insight into the field of AAC is the
model of co-construction that gathers all relevant interactional resources that
participants use in aided conversations. The present study shows how the
deficient linguistic resource and prosody affect the participants’ practices of
utilizing the other interactional resources. Besides, the current study
illuminates the nature of social actions by comparing it to communicative
functions that are more familiar in clinical practice. Understanding the coconstructive nature of social actions gives new tools for professionals to
guide aided communicators and their partners.
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In this doctoral thesis, I have analyzed aided everyday conversations between
non-speaking children or young adults and their mothers, peers, and SLTs.
The results of the analyses demonstrate how the participants co-construct
structures and social actions in their conversations. Some of the findings are
reported here for the first time, while others confirm the findings of previous
studies.
The first main finding of the present study is that the co-construction
of successful aided conversations is possible. In the field of AAC, studies that
report various challenges are more common than those that show
participants’ functional practices. Studying fluent aided conversations
demonstrates how participants further the progress of conversations, albeit
slowly. Noticing and understanding participants’ practices during the
successful conversations helps aided communicators and their partners to
develop strategies to facilitate their conversations. The results of the current
study highlight the role of the aided communicators. In the field of AAC, the
co-construction of aided conversations is often connected to the idea that it is
the speaking partner who is responsible for the co-construction. The present
study presents several aided communicators’ practices of affecting the flow of
conversations by using partly the same means as the speaking partners. It is
a genuinely co-constructed process that creates successful aided
conversations.
The second main finding is the overall view of the co-construction
process of aided turns. The model of co-construction supports the findings of
previous studies in which conversationalists follow the same principles of coconstructing the structure and social action in aided and spoken
conversations. Participants are oriented toward progressivity using the same
interactional resources in SGD- and CB-mediated conversations. It is,
apparent, however that aided and spoken conversations differ in many ways.
The model of co-construction and the different structures of multimodal
turns help to specify the points at which the aided and spoken conversations
differ. The critical points are the transitions between turns and symbols, and
participants’ practices of coping with insufficient linguistic and prosodic
resources. The analyses showed participants’ multimodal and synchronized
actions during transitions and how they utilize several interactional
resources.
The third main finding is that the co-construction process of
conversations is different when participants use technical versus nontechnical communication aids. This is not new information, but this is the
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first study in which the data allow us to illuminate how the same
participants’ practices differ during different types of conversations. The
amount of co-operation that aided conversations demand at the structural
level depends on the communication aid and the form of the utterance (see
the concept of co-operation, Stivers et al., 2011). When an aided
communicator uses a CB and SBS utterances, the meaning of different
multimodal resources is highlighted, and participants synchronize their
actions faster than in seconds. When aided communicators use an SGD, the
demands for co-operation are different. The speaking partners’ role is not as
active, and they must tolerate the silence during transitions. It is noteworthy
that the utterance form (SBS or PS) affects the waiting time and utilization of
interactional resources. Still, the long silent moments do not necessarily
mean that participants consider them a challenge. When aided
communicators use PS utterances, the conversation resembles most of the
spoken conversations. The present study indicates that the concept of aided
conversation is a general term that can mean many kinds of interaction.



  

The present study’s data offered a window into successful aided everyday
conversations. The microanalytic analysis showed how both participants’
contributions were significant during the situational and synchronized coconstruction processes. The results support the thinking of several CAoriented researchers of aided conversations in that communicative
competence or lack of competence is always shared (Barnes & Bloch, 2019;
Clarke & Wilkinson, 2013; Higginbotham & Wilkins, 1999; Noren,
Samuelsson, et al., 2013). According to the dominant model in the field of
AAC, however, communicative competence is seen in aided communicators’
skills and psycho-social factors, as well as in extrinsic factors, such as
demands in varying contexts and partners’ skills and service policy (Light,
2003). The model gathers many different factors that affect communicative
competence, but it does not show how it is realized in situ by participants’
synchronized actions. When assessing or planning intervention strategies for
aided communicators and their partners, the shared competence should
form the fundamental base and the effect on service provision. Professionals
need to concentrate on co-operative processes focusing on the interaction
between conversationalists instead of two-way communication and
individuals’ competence to produce well-formed messages (Wilkinson,
2014). It helps clinicians to plan interventions “that would not likely come up
if the client were viewed as the sole owner of the problem”(Andrews, 1996, p.
99).
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Observing social interaction as a rich and complicated process is a
challenging task for the professionals. The common recommendation is to
use video recordings of everyday aided conversations when guiding the aided
communicators and their partners (Dahlgren Sandberg & Liliedahl, 2008;
Ferm, 2013; Noren, Samuelsson, et al., 2013). Despite the recommendations,
the use of video-assisted guidance in the field of AAC seems to be rare (e.g.,
Tegler, Pless, Blom Johansson, & Sonnander, 2018), and the intervention is
often focused either on aided communicators or their communication
partners. The most used intervention activities with partners are a) modeling
the use of aided utterances, b) guided practice of targeted skills, and c) role
playing (Kent-Walsh, Murza, Malani, & Binger, 2015). Video-based methods
for inserting conversationalists’ awareness of their interactional practices
(facilitators and barriers) have been developed especially in the field of
aphasia, for example, SPARCC (Wilkinson, 2014) and Better Conversations
with Aphasia (BCA) (Beeke et al., 2013). Best and her colleagues (2016) have
reported that, during BCA interventions, participants found it easier to
minimize or leave barrier behaviors than to develop new facilitative
strategies. When the therapist in video-assisted guidance has the competence
to listen, and to be empathic and respectful, the guidance positively affects
the client’s self-image and reserve of strength (Cross & Kennedy, 2013).
The results of this study could be utilized in video-assisted guidance,
in which aided communicators and their partners observe and share
thoughts about their conversational practices. The model of the coconstruction process can parse their understanding of how demanding and
complicated the whole process of aided conversation is. The results can also
be useful when aided communicators, their partners, and professionals try to
understand the nature of aided conversations, tolerate their slowness, and
realize both conversationalists’ roles during the co-construction. Table 10
lists questions that can be useful when participants are observing their
conversations on the video. The questions in the left column may be useful
for both the participants, even though the question is focused on the
partner’s practice. The right column refers to the chapters of the dissertation
that handle the issue.
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In addition to the negotiation of the prior questions, participants can discuss
why it is important to tolerate the possible long silences during the
production process. The aided communicators have an equal right to keep
their turn and produce utterances to the end. It also helps to reach a mutual
understanding in situ and develops aided communicators’ competence to
express themselves. If participants share their thoughts about the possible
emotional stress that the slowness causes, they can better take their partners’
stance into account. In this sense, tolerating the silence relates to the
question of human communicative rights.
Communication aids are an inseparable part of aided conversations.
Highlighting intervention strategies that focus on interaction does not mean
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that the aided communicators would not also need some individual practice
using their communication aids. It is obvious that communication partners
would also benefit, for example, from guided practice of modeling the use of
an aid. The resources that the communication aids offer are also meaningful
when facilitating the success of aided conversations. By sharing the display,
organizing the appropriate vocabulary, choosing the device that allows the
construction of two parallel utterances, and utilizing PS utterances, we can
positively affect aided conversations (e.g., Higginbotham et al., 2016;
Robillard, 1994).

 

The scope of the present study was extensive, handling both CB and SGDmediated conversations and focusing on both the progress of turnconstruction and social action. At the latest, when writing the synthesis of the
results for this compilation, I realized how many gaps were left in
understanding the analyzed themes as the whole.
The nature of the current study was qualitative. Based on the large
dataset, it has been an enterprise in itself just to describe the conventional
structures of turns and turn-transitions and to explain the model of the coconstruction process in aided conversations. To confirm that these structures
are generalized and that the model works, the same analytical procedures
should be repeated in the other data with different conversationalists,
unfamiliar communication partners, and different communication aids.
In Studies I and III, we analyzed the data of the SGD-mediated
conversations. We gathered the information about turn-transitions before
the aided FPPs but left out turn-transitions before SPPs. Here is a clear need
for future research. The structure of turn-transitions before SPPs may be the
same three-parted structure as before FPPs. Still, participants’ practices and
their prevalence may differ because the position of the SPP as a response
turn is the preferred action. The clear gap for understanding the SGDmediated SBS turns lies also on symbol-transitions. Symbol-transitions can
be more vulnerable to participants’ parallel talk because partners have been
waiting longer at the point of symbol than in turn-transitions. Nor do we
know how participants would treat parallel talk during symbol-transitions.
The study of symbol-transitions could be implemented with the same data
that were used in Study I for analyzing turn-transitions.
In the present study, participants mostly shared understanding and
did not have challenges interpreting the position of an aided utterance in a
sequence (see, Auer & Hörmeyer, 2017; Clarke & Wilkinson, 2007). Maybe
with the different research focus, there would be revealed sequences in which
a partner does not recognize the turn or sequence border. Analyzing the
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challenging sequences could show differences in participants’ actions and
aided turns compared to fluent sequences of the data of the present study.
Communication aids are embedded in aided conversations affecting
participants’ conversational practices in many ways. The current study
illuminated some of them, but during the analyzing process, I noticed many
other phenomena that were connected to the use of a communication aid.
For example, there were a) aided FPPs that were not followed by the
preferred SPP, and they seemed to be connected to the use of a device like
misactivations, and b) a speaking partner’s talk about an aid, such as “Does it
work” or “Oh, you look so young in this picture.” It would be worth studying
all the different ways that communication aids became explicitly visible in
these conversations.
Generally, the results of qualitative studies help us understand the
research topic profoundly and can be used as the basis for understanding the
research object. After understanding the phenomenon, the researchers can
analyze the connections between different variables by quantitative methods
(Alasuutari, 2011). This qualitative study raises some preliminary hypotheses
that could be interesting to analyze with more data and quantitative
methods. 1) Is the syntactic completeness of an aided turn connected to
participants’ practices of producing explicit or implicit interpretation? 2) Is
the form of an aided utterance connected to an aided communicators’ gaze
practices at the end of aided turns? 3) Is the form of an aided utterance
connected to the durations of turn-transitions? 4) Are the participants’
glances at the partner during the production process connected to the
unconventional action in situ?
In ‘pure’ CA studies of spoken conversations, the focus is often on a
specific social action, such as opening, affiliative response, complaining, or
the larger social phenomena, such as participants’ practices of being
epistemic. The studies of aided conversations that use CA are rare, but the
focus has still been on describing basic structures and processes, as in the
present study. Rather than concentrate on the general co-operative process,
maybe studies of aided conversations could also gradually focus on one social
action at a time.

  #
    
The present study focused on participants’ practices in aided everyday
conversations using CA, which offers the possibility of a deep understanding
of rich and situational interaction (Barnes & Bloch, 2019). Using CA as the
basis for analyzing the aided conversations of the current study included the
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following theoretical principles: 1) Every detail, which conversationalists
themselves highlight in situ, is meaningful in conversations (indexical), 2)
The social meanings of turns are co-constructed and are more than their
linguistic meaning (intersubjectivity), 3) Conversations are co-constructed
through turns, sequences, and a larger course of actions (context-shaped and
context-renewing), and 4) Participants’ interpretations are seen in the next
turn (nextness). Microanalytic observations with the help of technical tools
made it easier to notice details of aided interaction. By only watching the
videos or utilizing other, less-detailed research methods of interaction, I
would not have noticed and understood the complexity of the coconstruction process. The analysis took time, which is one of the criticisms of
CA (Smith, 2019). However, CA offered a concrete way of demonstrating how
all the participants have a responsibility to further the conversational flow
(Pajo, 2013).
In CA studies, researchers are interested in everyday conversations
that show the richness of interaction better than conversations that are
somehow way pre-scripted. The data are ecologically valid when they
represent real life. The aim of the present study was to deepen our
understanding of aided conversations that represent real-life situations, in
which aided communicators use their aids. It was a natural choice to collect
the data of everyday conversations in which participants were free to choose
their topics and to discuss as long as they wanted. To ensure the most natural
setting, the rooms where the conversations were recorded were familiar, and
the video camera was on a tripod. For ethical reasons, however, the
participants were conscious of the fact that the recording was made for study
purposes and that the focus of the study was on aided conversations.
Generally, the participants did not seem to care about the video camera, but
at the end of the situation, some of the couples waved to the camera and said
goodbye. Their action revealed that they were, on some level, aware of the
recording. It is also possible that the recording and the research focus
affected the participants’ conversational practices. The recordings allowed
them to concentrate on conversations and be present for each other. The
recording may also have affected the partners’ practice of giving time for the
production of aided utterances. After the video recordings, the participants
answered a short questionnaire. Their responses may have been influenced
by the fact that they assessed their own contributions during the
conversations. The results, however, were parallel, and in exceptional cases,
they also used lower values on the scale.
Despite CA having a robust theory and concepts, and despite its being
applied in many disciplines, it has also been criticized (Wooffitt, 2005). The
cognitive theories and speech-act theory focus the critiques on the insight of
CA, in which conversations are seen only through participants’ situational
and co-constructed practices and interpretations (Maynard, 2013). CA is not
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interested in humans’ purposes, which affect their actions during an
interaction. The analysis cannot directly represent speakers’ understanding
and intentions because conversationalists can obscure or leave their real
relation to the issue unsaid (Heritage, 1984). This could also be a limitation
in the present study. According to CA, there are no empirical ways of
studying conversationalists’ plans and intentions other than the conversation
itself (Maynard, 2013). The participants’ intentions have also been the
mainstream in the field of AAC. In the present study, the principles of CA
enabled the comparison of the concepts of communicative function and
social action. Seeing both insights side by side in chapter 3.4.2, there is
support in understanding the differences between these theoretical
approaches.
Explaining human interaction through the fulfillment of
conversationalists’ purposes has raised critiques even toward participants’
systematic practices. According to O’Connell and his colleagues (1990), the
turn-taking procedure that Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974) presented
is abstract and an ideal insight in successful conversation. They argue that
conversation is so complex with participants’ varying intentions that
describing conversations through their systematicity is impossible and failed.
The present study aims to show participants’ systematic practices in aided
conversations and creates models that illuminate the nature of aided
conversations, such as the co-construction model and the different structures
of aided utterances. The participants’ systematicity found in the current
study is based on CA concepts that rely, for example, on the article by Sacks
and his colleagues on turn-taking organization (1974). Their theory has been
used in hundreds or thousands of studies. Many of its concepts and
arguments have been deepened by using different data, but its central
concepts are the basement in which researchers compare their arguments,
for example, Hoey’s (2015) studies of lapses and Mondada’s (2018) studies of
multimodal turns. In the same way, I compare aided and spoken
conversations and suggest new concepts. For example, the silence when the
aided communicator is producing his utterance should be marked in
transcriptions differently from a pause/gap (see Study II) because a linguistic
turn is progressing despite the silence. I also suggest the term ‘symboltransition’ beside the term ‘turn-transition’ to describe the essential nature of
the structures of aided turns. The systematicity that I observed in this data is
an enterprise to describe aided conversations. It will be completed or
repaired in future studies.
CA turned out a valid method for studying the interaction of aided
conversations. It has also appeared to be a reliable method for analyzing
observations of interaction, even though each conversation is unique and not
repeatable (see chapter 2.4). Ten Have (1990), however, has described CA as
a ‘thorny’ method that can be hard to understand for those who are not
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familiar with its extensive theoretical discussion. This statement is easy to
endorse. During this dissertation process, I struggled with several questions
concerning CA. For example, its fundamental supposition of openmindedness was challenging. After the first observations, the data appeared
to be full of details. My past knowledge must have influenced me when
choosing the research phenomena for the studies I-III. A scattered
understanding of common principles of aided conversations affected the use
of a large dataset and the analysis of participants’ practices from the upper
level, such as social action and structures. For example, Studies II and III
have excerpts that present how social actions are co-constructed with the
help of interactional resources. The motivation was to compare aided and
spoken conversations, not to analyze a certain action by beginning the
analysis from the bottom up, as is conventional in CA. The large dataset also
affected the need for counting the prevalence of participants’ practices, which
helped determine the most representative excerpts. Justification for the
chosen excerpts was raised from the analysis. The fact that there are no
excerpts of Paavo’s conversations in three studies was not an intentional
choice. Publishing in journals whose readers are not familiar with CA
brought its own challenges. The AAC journal, in which we published Study I,
was especially strict in describing the methodological procedure, and it
recommended as few CA terms as possible. The supposition for the structure
of Study I seemed to also lie on the principles of quantitative methods.
Balancing between the different assumptions for the ‘good’ research affected
how studies I-III are presented.

 



When I started to recruit the participants to the present study or record the
data, I did not know that the conversations would be so successful. The
fluency was seen in both the progress and the prevalent shared
understanding, but of course, there were also more challenging sequences. It
is important to understand that the research phenomenon chosen affected
how the data were defined. By choosing another phenomenon, such as repair
function, what the data would have conveyed could have been different. The
fluent aided conversations, however, have rarely been reported, which adds
to the relevance of the results of the present study. The data allowed us to
concentrate on fluent participants’ practices instead of on their
communication disorders. The possible reasons for the conversational
fluency were discussed in Study I (p. 11). In the field of AAC, it is important
that we can report aided conversations that convey insights other than those
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of Auer and Hörmeyer (2017): “A CP19 participant is forced to use the
machine, in which AAC has indeed a highly disembodying effect, entailing
the loss of temporal and sequential synchronization, but also marginalization
and loss of intersubjectivity” (p. 7).
The results of the present study are typical for qualitative studies in
which a detailed analysis of separate cases facilitates the understanding of its
relevance and probable recurrence (Alasuutari, 2011). The results do not
explain participants’ actions in all aided conversations; they are examples of
recurrent practices that can also be seen in other conversations, independent
of participants (their age, diagnosis, gender) and situations (see Heritage &
Stivers, 2013). The present study shows a preliminary model of the coconstruction process of an aided utterance, which is created by first analyzing
participants’ situational practices and then grouping conventional and
deviant practices. The large dataset (concerning conventional CA studies)
and the three studies’ different focuses could be seen as a strength but also as
a limitation when assessing the results of the study. On the one hand, the
extent of the study allowed for overall insight into the co-construction of
aided conversations, as well as to the addition of new information from many
situational practices to the research field of aided interaction. On the other
hand, the vast amount of data increased the risk of missing the meaningful
details of the interaction. Afterward, I saw that each theme of the three
studies could be the topic of a whole dissertation. The large scope left many
issues without analysis, which are reported in the chapter on Future
research. The motivation for using a dataset this large came from the lack of
studies of aided conversations and enthusiasm for the data that were
available.
The several clinical implications of the present study are proof of its
relevance in the field of aided conversations. The implications are formulated
so that aided communicators, their partners, and professionals could be
sensitized to interactional possibilities rather than getting intervention
procedures that they could follow (Richards, 2005). The implications are
based on the observations and results of the current study. Still, my clinical
experience in ethnographic information has affected the insight that the
present study conveys. The logopedic nature of the present study defines it as
an applied CA study, even though the fundamental identities are not
necessarily different in ‘pure’ and ‘applied’ CA (Richards, 2005). According
to Ten Have (2007), it is quite often the case that the insights and results of
‘applied’ CA studies are generally valuable for CA. For example, in the
present study, the aided communicators’ practice of producing an aided
utterance during the prior spoken turn confirmed Levinson’s (2013)
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assumption that the recipient begins planning their turns before the turntransition.
The real relevance of the present study will be seen when other
researchers, aided communicators, their partners, and professionals weigh
its value. Researchers have their routes and strategies to get information on
new studies. The large audience meets many barriers, such as complicated
and foreign language and paywalls to utilize new information about their
interests. Nowadays, universities encourage researchers to popularize their
studies. To disseminate the results of the current study for the large Finnish
audience, I set up a blog called (O)saammeko jutella. To enlarge the insight
of the present study from aided communicators’ experiences, I called for
three aided communicators to write the blog with me. We have now
published eight posts, the first having been posted in September 2019. In the
field of AAC, the reception of our blog has been enthusiastic. We hope that
the present study will also reach AAC researchers.
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In virtually all spoken conversations, participants coordinate
the progress of their interactions on a moment-by-moment
basis by designing their talk to address perceived recipient
needs within the current situational context (Schegloff,
2007). Furthermore, their interactional progress is carried
out in the temporal and structural levels of interaction.
When participants talk together, “someone’s turn must
always and exclusively be in progress” (Sacks, Schegloff, &
Jefferson, 1974, p. 697), temporally furthering the conversation. The accumulation of speaking turns — one following
another — creates a structurally ordered sequence
(Schegloff, 2007).
In conversations that involve the use of augmentative and
alternative communication (AAC) devices, participants also
exchange turns that are constructed in sequences and pro€,
duced in a temporally organized fashion (Sigurd Pilesjo
2013). However, many of these aided conversations are characterized by the slow pace of aided turn production, the
asymmetrical participation by the interactants, and the aided
speakers’ overtly co-constructed contributions over a series
of turns (Clarke, 2016; Higginbotham & Wilkins, 1999; Noren,
Samuelsson, & Plejert, 2013). When these phenomena are
combined, they can significantly affect the progress of aided
conversations and impact the participants’ perceptions of
their parity during their interaction (Blackstone, Williams, &
Wilkins, 2007).
Conversation Analysis (CA) is the descriptive microanalytic
study of social interaction. Research in this field asserts that
the progress of conversation is ensured by structuring it
CONTACT Irina Savolainen
Helsinki, Finland
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according to the systematic rules of turn-taking and the
organization of turns in sequences (Hayashi, 2013; Levinson,
2013; Sacks et al., 1974; Ten Have, 2007). A sequence is a series of turns (Schegloff, 2007). A basic sequence consists of
two turns that are produced by different speakers consecutively and are ordered as a first-pair part (e.g., a question)
that creates a place for the second-pair part (e.g., an answer)
to occur. Conversation analysts have identified hundreds of
sequence variations that are implicitly oriented to and used
by participants within a speaking culture (Schegloff, 2007).
Participants coordinate their turn-taking activities by
observing the flow of conversation and determining when a
relevant point arises for a turn-transition to occur. During
these transition-relevant places in a conversation, both participants usually have an opportunity to take a turn. For
example, after one speaker talks, their interlocutor may elect
to take their speaking turn, or the first speaker may continue
their turn. In either case, the transition between turns typically occurs smoothly, with minimal delay or overlap between
participants’ speech. To accomplish this feat of turn-taking
coordination, the speaker usually produces a variety of signals through prosody, syntax, gaze, and social action that
the interlocutor uses to anticipate when the next relevant
point will occur for a turn-transition (Enfield, 2017; Levinson,
2013). Potential speakers also display their intention to
speak, when they are ready to take their turn, by producing
pre-beginnings, such as drawing a breath, throat clearing,
parting their lips, and gazing at their communication partner
(Schegloff, 1996).

Faculty of Medicine, Department of Psychology and Logopedics, The University of Helsinki,

ß 2020 International Society for Augmentative and Alternative Communication

2

I. SAVOLAINEN ET AL.

The ability to coordinate turn-taking quickly and precisely
is a ubiquitous and universal feature of spoken language
(Enfield, 2017; Sacks et al., 1974). However, a speaker may
sometimes forgo the option of taking a turn, even though
they have not closed the conversation (Sacks et al., 1974). A
prolonged delay may arise because some now-relevant activity is completed, such as examining reading material that is
relevant to the conversation, or eating, or becoming involved
in other activities. If no cause is readily visible for the prolonged delay, participants may treat it as conspicuous by displaying disinterest in speaking; protracting the end of
sequences, such as by producing minimal responses; or by
focusing their attention on the environment (Enfield, 2017;
Hoey, 2015).
Aided conversations are frequently characterized by
overtly co-constructed turns and collaborative actions that
involve aided and speaking partners (Noren, Samuelsson,
€, 2013). Primary factors that influet al., 2013; Sigurd Pilesjo
ence the course of aided interactions are the participants’
competencies, roles, relationships, situational demands, specific features of AAC technologies, and the need to make
progress (Engelke & Higginbotham, 2013; Higginbotham,
Fulcher, & Seale, 2016; Noren, Samuelsson, et al., 2013).
The conversational pace of aided conversations is considerably slower than in spoken conversations. During interactions that are mediated by speech-output technologies, the
silent gaps between turns and the elements within turns are
often long due to the time needed to compose an utterance
(Clarke, Bloch, & Wilkinson, 2013). These delays can lead to a
partner’s disattention, forgetting, and misunderstanding,
which can subsequently impede the aided communicator’s
ability to enter the conversation and sustain progress in the
interaction (Higginbotham & Wilkins, 1999). If the conversants are familiar with one another, they may display a better understanding of how to advance a conversation
compared to unfamiliar partners (Batorowicz, Campbell, von
Tetzchner, King, & Missiuna, 2014; Enfield, 2013).
Participants often address the aforementioned problems
associated with aided conversations by engaging in a variety
of interaction practices to diminish or circumvent these challenges (Higginbotham & Wilkins, 1999). Adult aided speakers
demonstrate their awareness of temporal constraints by
adopting different body- and AAC-based strategies to minimize communication problems. These include use of gestures
or vocalizations to issue short, in-time utterances or to prepare a longer, delayed utterance silently before activating
the synthetic speech (Higginbotham et al., 2016). During
children’s aided conversations, the most often reported strategies they adopt to stay in time are the use of short and
imprecise utterances (see Binger & Light, 2008).
Previous research has indicated that the demand for the
progress of children’s aided conversation usually lies with
the speaking partner (Noren, Samuelsson, et al., 2013). Clarke
(2005, 2016) has described the commonly observed frame of
an aided conversation as a sequence, whereby the first-pair
part is produced using natural speech by the partner, and
the second-pair part is an aided turn constructed by the
aided communicator. This sequence usually occurs as a

question – minimal answer pair. The positioning of the aided
utterance as a second pair part contextualizes the aided
communicator’s contribution of the aided communicator as
an answer to the question, which both facilitates interpretation of its meaning and furthers turn progression (Clarke &
Wilkinson, 2008).
During aided conversations, the partner has multiple
opportunities to display their active orientation to the delay
by (a) producing meta-interactional prompts that appear to
complete the composition of the ongoing aided utterance,
(b) re-allocate the turn to the aided speaker (e.g., “Ask me a
question”), (c) comment on performance (e.g., “Yes, it’s
[device] working”), and (d) make explicit the pre-beginning
of a turn (e.g., “You were about to say something?”) (Clarke
et al., 2013; Clarke & Wilkinson, 2008; Engelke &
Higginbotham, 2013). These interlocutors’ actions serve to
maintain a sense of progressivity and a collaborative change
in speakers (Clarke, 2016).
During aided conversations, the aided speaker first signals
the intent to take a conversational turn. This pre-beginning
to their speaking turn is typically achieved by gazing at their
communication device, touching it, or otherwise physically
orienting toward it; or by vocalizing and/or displaying some
other physical action, such as hitting a table (Clarke, 2005;
€, 2013). To ensure
Clarke & Wilkinson, 2010; Sigurd Pilesjo
turn-transition success, the partner must notice the aided
speaker’s pre-beginning signals and then wait until the utterance is composed and issued. Studies on the pre-beginnings
of aided conversations have indicated that noticing the
unaided pre-beginnings can be a demanding task for partners (Clarke et al., 2013; Sigurd Pilesj€
o, 2013), especially
when the aided speakers are children (Clarke & Wilkinson,
2008). When an aided speaker operates the SGD by gaze or
the aided turn is a first-pair part of a sequence (Clarke et al.,
2013), it can be even more difficult for the partner to detect
the pre-beginning because they may not notice or correctly
interpret the aided speaker’s attempt to communicate
(Clarke & Wilkinson, 2010).
After the partner notices the pre-beginning of the aided
speaker’s utterance composition, they may wait in silence or
produce co-occurring talk (Clarke et al., 2013; Higginbotham
et al., 2016). These delays make the turn-transitions of aided
conversations vulnerable to co-occurring talk as well as other
parallel conversations and activities by the partner, which
can impact the trajectory and outcome of the conversation
(Clarke & Wilkinson, 2010; Engelke & Higginbotham, 2013;
Noren, Svensson, & Telford, 2013; Sundqvist, Plejert, &
Ronnberg, 2010). The shared access to the device display as
well as the ongoing utterance composition may promote the
partner’s use of guessing, question asking, and commenting
about the current composition (Clarke & Wilkinson, 2010;
Engelke & Higginbotham, 2013; Noren, Svensson, et al.,
2013). In fact, the occurrence of symmetrical participation
patterns that resemble those of spoken conversations is relatively uncommon and is dependent on whether the interlocutor is willing and/or able to make time for the aided
speaker to complete their compositions (Batorowicz et al.,
2014; Clarke et al., 2013; Engelke & Higginbotham, 2013;
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Table 1. Summary of characteristics of participants using aided communication.
Name

Age

GDVa

CFCSb

Jaakko
Paavo
Kalle

18
11
10

12
5c
0

III
IV
II–III

Veeti

7

1.5d

II

Diagnosis

Speech

Years Using TAIKE

Access method

Aicardi goutieres syndrome
Dyskinetic cerebral palsy (mild)
Arterial ischemic stroke of brainstem,
Tetra- and bulbar paresis
Dyskinetic cerebral palsy (severe)

Some words produced with vowels
Unintelligible words
Vocalizing

8
2
4

Mouse
Finger pointing
Finger pointing

Vocalizing

2

Gaze

Age in years in the period of video recordings. GDV: the gap between developmental and verbal age in years; CFCS: Communication Function Classification
System (Hidecker et al., 2011).
a
Assessed by psychologist; not measured for this research.
b
Assessed by the SLP who was responsible for the therapy; not measured for this research.
c
Developmental age was 9-years-old at the time of the assessment.
d
Developmental age was 6;7 (years; months) at the time of the assessment.

Higginbotham et al., 2016; Noren, Svensson, et al., 2013;
Sundqvist et al., 2010).
Research to date on turn-transitions in aidedconversations involving children has focused on identifying
and evaluating the pre-beginning (Sigurd Pilesj€
o, 2013), the
completing of an aided turn (Clarke et al., 2013), and the cooccurring talk of partners (Noren, Svensson, et al., 2013). Few
studies have focused on how young aided communicators
and their partners contribute to the progress of turn-transition by matching their actions. Therefore, the current investigation used conversation analysis (CA) methods to examine
how mothers who use natural speech and their sons who
use speech-output technologies addressed the normative
demand to demonstrate conversation progress through their
use of specific social interaction practices during turn-transitions. More precisely, this analysis focused on turn-transitions
before an aided communicator’s initiation. By observing and
identifying how participants coordinate their actions in different parts of turn-transitions the study highlights the factors
that contribute to the progressivity of aided conversations. In
this study young aided conversationalists are viewed as
active participants who adopt different strategies to further
their conversations.

Method
Participants
Participants for this study were 4 males who used aided AAC
and were recruited from a special school for children and
youth with physical disabilities. After permission was granted
by the school principal, the school speech-language pathologist (SLP) sent a recruitment letter to four families who had
a nonspeaking child who had competence to produce multiword utterances and used a speech-generating device (SGD),
another form of speech-output technology (i.e., a tablet with
an AAC application) as well as a communication book organized by communicative function in their everyday interactions. All aided communicators and their parents were
willing to participate into the study. Informed consent was
obtained for all participants. For participants under 18 years
of age, both parents signed an informed consent.
The aided communicators Jaakko, Paavo, Kalle, and Veeti
(pseudonyms) ranged in age from 7- to 18 years-old.
According to the Communication Function Classification
System and their communicative effectiveness varied

between II-IV in the scale I-V (see Hidecker et al., 2011)
(Table 1). In addition to the using of the communications
aids, Paavo communicated with over 100 manual signs, while
Kalle used a few manual signs and gestures. All produced
multi-word utterances that were not always syntactically fully
formed. All except Paavo used a wheelchair (Table 1). Their
mothers, who were knowledgeable about their child’s communication repertoire and AAC technology, served as their
communication partners. To support their child’s interaction
with communication devices, the mothers had received training by SLPs as a part of their sons’ therapy.

Research design
This study used inductive, video-based, and microanalytic
observations using transcriptions and numerical data on the
frequencies of participants’ actions in turn-transitions and
durations of turn-transitions. The data were analyzed using
CA, where the main objective is to analyze conversationalists’
practices in a particular interaction situation and to formulate
rules by examining recurrent and exceptional cases (Ten
Have, 2007). The process of analysis progressed according to
CA conventions and became more detailed through repeated
video observations (Higginbotham & Engelke, 2013;
Mondada, 2014; Schegloff, 2007; Ten Have, 2007). This study
was approved by the University of Helsinki Ethical Review
Board in the Humanities and Social and Behavioral Sciences.

Materials
Materials included a Sony Handycam1 HDR-CX24OE as the
video camera of choice. One of the participants (i.e., Veeti)
used a SGD (i.e., Tobii series I-12V2) that is designed for communication. The other three participants used general consumer-level tablets as speech-output technologies. All of the
participants used the Finnish speech-synthesis software
Bitlips3, the communication software Boardmaker with
Speaking Dynamically Pro v.62V and a Finnish
R

R

1
Handycam HDR-CX24OE is a product of the SONY Corporation. www.sony.fi/
electronics
2
The Tobii Dynavox series I – 12 and Boardmaker with Speaking Dynamically
Pro are products of Tobii Dynavox of Danderyd. www.tobiidynavox.
com/devices
3
Bitlips is a product of the Haltija Group of Vantaa. www.haltija.fi/tuotteet/
kommunikointi-ja-nako/kommunikoinnin-apuohjelmat
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communication application, TAIKE v.2.4# that is designed by
aforementioned Speaking Dynamically Pro software.
TAIKE is a dynamic communication system that includes
hundreds of displays and thousands of symbols (Savolainen,
2010). The number of symbols and their organization varies
across display pages (with a maximum of 65 symbols). These
display pages are linked to the main menu, which is organized in terms of the common social actions in conversation
(e.g., conversational starters, questions, and comments).
TAIKE is also designed to support spoken conversation,
including prestored social and topic-specific utterances. The
aided communicator can use TAIKE either by selecting a prestored utterance or by composing an utterance symbol-bysymbol. Upon selection, each symbol appears in the message
window. Utterances are issued by activating the message
window, which in turn triggers the language generator module that produces syntactically fluent utterances in Finnish
through speech-synthesis.

Procedures
This study focused on four conversations between the aided
communicators and their mothers in their respective homes.
The families were provided with video cameras as well as
instructions for framing the video shot and strategies for
solving common video-recording problems. The participants
were informed that the focus of the study was on conversation. They were instructed to record a typical interaction
involving the aided communicator and one parent conversing about topics of their choice while eating dinner, lying on
the couch, and so on. They were free to use any of their
communication aids, and they organized the seating arrangements themselves before the recording began. The parents
set up a single video camera so that the top part of the
body of both participants and the speech-output technologies were in view. The duration of the conversations varied
from 27 min to 47 min across dyads. The researchers were
not present during the recording session.

Data collection
The researchers began by transcribing the videos without
strict attention to detail (e.g., prosodics, gestures, and timing); they did, however, preserve the basic sequential organization of the conversations. After that the authors with
other researchers who were familiar with CA viewed and discussed the videos in data sessions. The structure of the data
sessions is stable; beginning from independent looking and
listening the piece of data several times with the help of
transcriptions and ending to discussion about analytic observations (see Stevanovic & Weiste, 2017). The main goal of
data sessions is to increase the validity and reliability of conversation analytic research through shared observations and
analysis (Per€akyl€a, 1997). One important outcome of these
interactions was the observation that the aided

communicators were actively engaged in conversing with
their mothers and produced numerous first-pair parts of
sequences. These initial findings helped to orientate the
focus on the intricacies of turn-transitions before the aided
communicator’s first pair utterance parts.
Following transcription, the first author compiled the
interaction sequences where the aided communicators produced a first-pair part that consisted of at least one speechsynthesized word. Uncertain cases were discussed with the
third author to ensure reliability. Five utterances were
excluded that were in a second-pair part position but were
constructed as first pair parts (e.g., asking a question). The
resulting data were comprised of 99 aided first-pair parts,
consisting of single and multi-word (i.e., pre-stored and composed) utterances, which varied extensively by topic.

Data analysis
The investigation centered on understanding the turn-transition structure that occurred before the first pair part of the
utterance (Hayashi, 2013). A digital media transcription tool,
InqScribe5, was used to transcribe, insert timecodes, and
adjust playback speeds that were critical for performing a
fine-grained microanalysis of the conversations. Based on
this analysis, it was determined that the aided
communicator’s turn-transition before the first pair part of
their utterance is more time-consuming and complex than
the turn-transitions of speaking partners.
Through the repeated analysis of the turn-transition corpora with coauthors and a group of CA-oriented researchers
of the data sessions, the analysis focused on the development of a model for aided turn-transition. The data were
grouped according to the frequency of participants’ actions
in turn-transitions by distinguishing conventional cases from
those that were exceptional. Uncertain cases were observed,
discussed with the fifth coauthor and resolved through consensus building. Utilizing the time codes, durations of turn
transitions were calculated to establish the time frame of
participant’s actions. The excerpts of the conversations were
prepared using both traditional CA methods (see Jefferson,
2004), and AAC transcription conventions (see von Tetzchner
& Basil, 2011) (Appendix A). Excerpts were translated from
Finnish, in which syntax is different from that in English.
Sometimes the structure of the original spoken utterance has
been used in the translation to maintain, for example, the
emotional tone of the utterance.

Results
During typical conversations between two speaking partners,
the main focus of a turn-transition is on how the conversationalists coordinate their turns at a relevant place in the
transition during an ongoing interaction (Sacks et al., 1974).
In the conversations analyzed here, the turn-transitions that
led to issuing an aided utterance were larger projects
because the composition of an aided utterance took time.

4

TAIKE is a product of the Communication and Technology Center Tikoteekki
of Helsinki. www.papunet.net/tikoteekki/materiaalit/taike

5

InqScribe is a product of the Inquirium, LCC. www.inqscribe.com
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Figure 1 illustrates how the participants organized their turntransitions before the aided first pair part in a three-part
course. The aided communicators began to prepare an aided
first pair part by gazing at the speech-output technology
and/or moving their hand toward the speech-output technology. Then, they continued preparations while their speaking partner either talked, remained quiet, and/or engaged in
another activity. When the partner spoke, the aided communicators either responded to or ignored the comment.
During the third part of the turn-transition, the aided communicators activated the cell that produced synthesized
speech. The duration of the turn-transitions from the first
pre-beginning to the first sound of the first synthesized word
varied considerably within and between aided communicators, ranging between 1 s and 81 s (Table 2).
The simplest turn-transition began with the aided communicators gazing at the speech-output technology during a
relevant point in the turn exchange while the partner
remained quiet. The turn-transitions were usually more complex, consisting of different actions performed simultaneously
in the course of three-part turn-transitions. In the sections
that follow, participants’ actions are examined, part-by-part,
in four communication excerpts that illustrate the three-part
structure of a turn-transition. The first part of the turn-transition (the pre-beginning) is represented by Excerpts 1 and 2;
the second part (the middle) by Excerpts 1, 2, and 3; and the
third (the end) by Excerpts 1, 2, 3, and 4.

Part 1: Pre-beginning of turn-transitions
During the beginning of a turn-transition, the aided communicators typically prepared to produce a word or an utterance by shifting their gaze and, depending on the access
method, moving their hand toward the speech-output technology. After the gaze shift, the aided communicator might
move his hand, click a mouse, or locate the target symbol
Aided
First pair
part

Turn-transition

First Part

Prebeginning:
AC gaze to
SGD

Second Part

Third Part

AC activates
focus symbol

AC seeks for focus symbol
P talks

P is quiet

AC response

P activity

P stops
talking

AC no response

Figure 1. Aided communicators’ (AC) and partners’ (P) actions during the
three-part turn-transition before the aided first pair part.
Table 2. Duration of turn-transitions before aided communicator’s initiations.
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Table 3. Frequency of the aided communicators’ gaze shift positions relative
to speech output technology in the first part of turn-transition.
Position
Partner’s turn
Transition relevance place
Aided communicator’s turn
Total # aided turn-transitions

Jaakko

Paavo

Kalle

Veeti

Total #
positions

3
14
3
20

18
24
2
44

9
14
2
25

2
8
0
10

31
55
8
99

with his eyes, depending on the particular access method. If
the communicator returned his gaze to the communication
partner and did not continue his pre-beginning activities, the
prior gaze to an SGD was not regarded as a pre-beginning
for producing the utterance.
The communicators’ conventional pre-beginning was to
shift their gaze to a transition-relevant place on the speechoutput technology and begin searching for the first symbol
(55% of turn-transitions, Table 3) (see Excerpt 2: Line 9;
Excerpt 4: Line 1). They began to compose utterances that
overlapped with their partner’s unfinished speaking turns
(31%) (Excerpt 1: Line 2; Excerpt 3: Line 1), as well as their
own ongoing synthetic speech productions (8%). Pre-beginnings of a turn-transition rarely co-occurred with the aided
communicator’s own turn and did not appear in
the excerpts.

Pre-beginning during a partner’s turn
Excerpt 1 illustrates how Kalle anticipates his turn by beginning to compose his utterance during his mother’s turn. At
this point, they are sitting side-by-side at the kitchen table.
The mother is able to see when Kalle orients to his SGD,
when his hand moves, and which cells he activates. The
selected target cell cannot be seen in the video. The topic of
their conversation is a school trip.
Prior to the excerpt, Kalle had told his mother that he
had visited the summer camp” House of Children”
(Pseudonym) with his school’s class and that they had
danced there. The mother first produces a minimal response,
I see (aijaa), and tells Kalle that she has read about the summer dance program that is offered at the camp (Lines 1, 3, 5,
7, 8). She then reads the camp brochure (Lines 12–15). After
that, Kalle produces the aided first pair part, “Next
Wednesday we go house of children” (Line 17), and the
mother responds by stating, Really. It continues still. Wow!
(Line 18). The first part of the turn-transition begins as Kalle
turns his gaze to the tablet with speech output during the
minimal pause when the mother is searching for the word
(Line 2); the transition continues as Kalle moves his hand
and points his finger at the tablet. Generally, the conversation participants attempted to avoid long silences between
turns (i.e., no one was talking or preparing to talk).

Duration in seconds
Aided communicator

N

Median

IQR

Minimum

Maximum

Jaakko
Kalle
Veeti
Paavo

20
25
10
44

8.5
9
15
3

13.75
10
14
5.25

1
3
2
1

81
40
41
44

IQR: interquartile range.

Pre-beginning during transition-relevant places to avoid
long gaps
Excerpt 2 illustrates how the participants acted to avoid long
silent gaps during transition-relevant places. The excerpt
takes place between Jaakko and his mother during breakfast.
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Excerpt 1. Conversation Between Kalle and his Mother About a School Trip
Part

Line

Time

Speaker

01

0.0

Mother

1st
2nd

02
03

4.0
4.5

Kalle
Mother

2nd
2nd

04
05

5.5
6.3

Kalle
Mother

2nd
2nd

06
07

7.2
7.2

Kalle
Mother

2nd
2nd

08
09

10.0
10.0

2nd
2nd
2nd

10
11
12

10.6
16.0
16.7

Kalle
Mother

2nd
2nd

13
14

17.2
17.2

Kalle
Mother

3rd
!

15
16

18.1
20.4

Kalle

!

17
18

45.3
118

19

123

Mother

Transcription
((K $ M))
aijaaa. m€a luinki jonku esitteen et siel ois kes€all€aki joku t€amm€one
I see. I did read some brochure that there would be also in summer some kind of
((K! SGD))
leiri.
a camp.
((hand moves on tablet))
johon vois menn€a
where one could go
 ((hand moves on tablet))
mp€aiviks ett siel ois jotain tanssia. tai jotain sellasta.
um daily that there would be some dancing. or something like that.
((M! paper ))
mun pit€a€a lukee d se lappu tarkemmin. (3.7) t€am€a.
I have to read j that paper more
carefully. this b((starts to take a paper
 ((hand moves on tablet))
v€arisev€at
trembling
 ((hand moves on tablet))
varpaat. ((reads until line 16)
toes.
(2.3)
 “ensi” (24.0) “keskiviikko” (31.0) “me” (36.0)
“menn€a”
“next”
“Wednesday”
“we”
“go”
((writes “house of children” with mother; M ! SGD))
 “ensi keskiviikkona me menemme lastentaloon”
”next Wednesday we go to house of children”
((K $ M))
oikeesti. se jatkuu viel€a. wau.
really. it continues still. wow.

Excerpt 2. Conversation Between Jaakko and Mother about Relatives
Part

Line

Time

Person

01

0.0

Mother

2.6
4.7
5.4
7.7
8.8
9.5
10.5
11.6
11.6
12.1
13.8
13.8
15.6

Jaakko
Mother

1st
2nd
2nd
2nd
2nd
2nd

02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12
13
14

2nd
2nd
2nd
2nd

15
16
17
18

15.9
17.9
17.9
19.5

Mother
Jaakko
Mother

2nd
2nd

19
20

20.1
23.8

Jaakko
Mother

3rd
3rd
3rd
!

21
22
23
24

23.8
25.2
27.6
33.0

25

91.0

26

91.0

Mother
Jaakko
Mother
Jaakko
Mother
Mother
Jaakko
Mother

Jaakko

Mother

Notes: Maria, Tuula, Kirsi, Tiina and Juulia are womens names.

Transcription
((M$J))
niin on sulla on. maria ja tuula
d ja kirsi ja tiina.
e
yes you have.
maria and tuula j and kirsi and tiina. j
b (( nods))
c
mm.
(2.3)
((nods))
((nods))
((nods))
(1.1)
(( J! SGD))
 
m
(1.7)
((M! window))

ja yks and one
((M$J))
set€a ja. kolme enoa uncle and. three maternal uncles
((nods))
((burps))
mut kukas niit€a nyt aattelee.
d ((smiles))e
but who would ever think of them.
b ((smiles)) c
e s€a€a vaan puhut t€adeist€a aina. e
e you only speak about aunts always. e
((M! other objects;takes a cup and starts to drink ))
(2.8)
((J!SGD))   
“julia”(4.0)“olla”(18.0)“min€a”(18.0)“paras”(11.0)
serkku” (3.0) ”juulia on minun paras serkku”
“julia”
“ is”
“ my”
“best”
“cousin”
“julia is my best cousin”
onko. okei. te olitte pienen€a aika paljon yhdess€a.
really. okay. when you were small you were a lot together
((M!J))

AUGMENTATIVE AND ALTERNATIVE COMMUNICATION

They are sitting at the kitchen table at right angles to each
other. Jaakko controls his device using a mouse, utilizing
minimal movements. His mother is able to see Jaakko orient
to his tablet with speech output and hear his mouse clicks.
Occasionally, she stretches across the table to view the tablet
(Jaakko’s orientation to the tablet was visible in the video
but the display was not).
Prior to the excerpt, Jaakko had stated that he has four
aunts, and his mother produces a second-pair part that displayed agreement: Yes, you have. She then names his aunts,
Maria and Tuula and Kirsi and Tiina (Line 1). After a prolonged turn-transition, (Lines 2–13), the mother carries on
enumerating, And one uncle and three maternal uncles (Lines
14–15), which is syntactically bound to her utterance starting
in Line 1. The mother continues her turn saying, But who
would ever think of them? (Line 18), and then ends her turn
with an explanation of the joke: You only speak about aunts
always. (Line 20). After agreeing, Jaakko utters the aided first
pair part of “Julia is my best cousin” (Line 24), and his mother
comments Really. Okay. When you were small you were a lot
together. (Line 26).
This excerpt also illustrates how the participants tried to
avoid long silences between turns. After Jaakko has confirmed his mother’s naming of his aunts (Lines 1–2), the
mother replies with the neutral response particle Mm then
relinquishes the floor to Jaakko by gazing at him (Line 3).
Jaakko does not immediately take the turn (Line 4) and so,
after a 2.3 s lapse, his mother fills the space by nodding and
protracting the end of the sequence. Jaakko responds, in
turn, by nodding, and the mother confirms by nodding
again. By co-producing their previous behaviors (i.e., nodding) (Lines 5–7), both participants can be seen to treat the
prior stretch of interaction as a conspicuous delay in turn
taking (Hoey, 2015). As a pre-beginning, Jaakko turns his
gaze from the mother to the tablet with speech output to
compose his next utterance, while his mother voices Mm
under her breath as Jaakko turns toward the device (Lines
9–10). The turn-transition begins at this point and continues
through the second and third parts.
To summarize, Excerpts 1 and 2 exemplify how the aided
communicator initiates his own turn at a turn-transition
point or during his mother’s turn, and the strategies that the
participants used to avoid long silences between turns. The
next section will introduce the participants’ practices when
the turn-transition has explicitly started.

Part 2: The middle of turn-transitions
During the second part of a turn-transition the aided communicators continued to compose utterances, while their
partners talked, remained quiet, and/or engaged in another
activity. The aided communicators either responded to their
partners’ actions in the middle of their composing process or
ignored them.
Mothers talking in the middle of turn-transitions during
utterance composition was a typical practice that occurred
across 82% of the middle turn-transition events (Table 4).
These events represented a continuation of the previous
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Table 4. Frequency of the mothers’ actions in the second part of
turn-transition.
Mother’s action

JM

PM

KM

VM

Total #
actions

Continues current sequence
Produces an FPPa
Is quiet
Total of aided turn-transitions

9
3
8
20

31
6
7
44

12
11
2
25

3
6
1
10

55
26
18
99

FPP: first pair part of sequence; JM: Jaakko’s mother, the letter before M refers
to the boy’s name.
a
Mother produces either a first pair part or first continues current sequence
and after that produces a first pair part.
Table 5. Frequency of the aided communicators’ reactions to the mothers’
actions in the second part of turn-transition.
Aided communicator’s
reaction
Response
No response
Total of aided turn-transitions

Jaakko

Paavo

Kalle

Veeti

Total #
reactions

5
15
20

8
36
44

6
19
25

0a
10
10

19
80
99

a

Veeti typically started his production process by shifting his gaze to the SGD
and vocalizing. Some vocalizations could have been also responses to his
mother’s actions, but for ambiguous they are not counted as responses.

sequence in 68% (55/81) of the cases (Excerpt 4: Line 4–10).
Typically, the mother would relinquish her turn and remain
silent during the rest of the aided communicator’s process of
composition. In 32% of the cases (26/81), the mother produced a first pair part of a sequence (an initiation) during the
turn-transition (Excerpt 1: Lines 3–14; Excerpt 2: Lines 14–20;
Excerpt 3: Lines 3–8). This occurred most frequently when the
aided communicator began to compose an utterance at the
same time as his mother began talking. The mother’s utterances were often associated with (a) emergent events, such as
eating, reading (Excerpt 1: Lines 12–15) or use of the speechoutput technology; (b) someone else entering the room; or (c)
speaking to herself. This type of talk was particularly common
to the mothers of Kalle and Veeti. Turn-transitions also
occurred when the mothers remained silent (18%), but these
do not occur in the excerpts.
The mothers’ actions rarely demanded a reply from the
aided communicators (Excerpt 1 and 4), who responded only
19% of the time (Table 5) (Excerpt 2: Lines 17 and 19;
Excerpt 3: Line 16). The majority of their non-spoken
responses used to confirm or display agreement with the
previous utterance consisted of nodding, shaking, smiling, or
uttering a sound or short words such as “yes” or “no”.

Mothers’ talk and aided communicators’ reactions
Excerpts 1 and 2 also illustrate how the mothers talked and
engaged in parallel activities during the middle part of a turntransition. For example, in the first excerpt, Kalle’s mother continues her previous utterance even though she sees that Kalle
is composing his own response (Lines 3, 5, 7, 8); she then
occupies herself during the delay by reading a brochure (Lines
12–15). Kalle does not react to his mother’s talk but instead
concentrates on his composition process. During the second
excerpt, Jaakko discontinues his message composition to
respond to his mother’s talk by unaided means. After Jaakko’s
gaze shift to the tablet with speech output, the mother
remains silent for 4 s (Lines 10–12) and begins talking again,
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Excerpt 3. Conversation Between Veeti and Mother. Veeti Asks for Help.
Part

Line

Time

Person

1st
2nd

01
02
03

0.0
1.9
1.9

Mother
Veeti
Mother

2nd
2nd

04
05

3.8
6.3

Mother

nd

2
2nd
2nd

06
07
08

6.3
7.6
12.8

Mother

rd

09
10

14.6
17.1

Veeti

11

22.1

Mother

12

22.1

13
14

23.8
24.8

15
16

26.0
28.4

Veeti

17
18

28.4
32.0

Mother

3
!

producing an utterance that is syntactically connected to her
previous utterance And one uncle and three maternal uncles
(Lines 14–15). During the mothers’ talk, Jaakko interrupts his
composition, both participants look at each other, and Jaakko
acknowledges her talk by nodding (Line 16). The mother continues her turn by stating But who would ever think of them
(Line 18), while looking and smiling at Jaakko, which invites
him to participate in her joke; Jaakko returns her smile (Line
19). When the mother ends her turn with an explanation of
the joke: You only speak about aunts always (Line 20), she
breaks eye contact and orients toward her coffee (Line 21).
Jaakko does not respond further to her explanation, but looks
at his mother drinking (Line 22), then orientates back to the
tablet to finish his composition (Lines 23–24).

Exceptional case of aided response
Excerpt 3 illustrates the exceptional case of an aided
response, which confirms that unaided responses are preferable to aided responses in turn-transitions. In the excerpt,
Veeti replies to his mother’s question by aided means but
does not interrupt the composition process as he responds
later in the conversation. Veeti and his mother are sitting
side-by-side at the kitchen table. Veeti controls his device
with his gaze. The mother sees when Veeti orients to his
SGD, moving his gaze across the display and pointing at the
target cell. The position of the selected cell could not be
transcribed because only the directions of Veeti’s head are
visible in the video. The social action of Veeti’s aided first
pair part is to request help.
Prior to the excerpt, Veeti stated that he liked the idea of
his school going on a trip to the zoo in May; his mother continues the topic confirming Veeti’s opinion by using two different response particles. The first is the neutral Mm, and the

Transcription
((M$V))
mm. nii-i. mm. yeah
((V! SGD))
tied€an.
I know.
(2.5)
tied€an tied€an.
I know I know.
((M! SGD))
(5.2)
mit€ah€an se kello nyt sit on jo.
((leans forward))
I wonder what time it is already.
(2.5)
“voisitko s€a auttaa mua.”“mun pit€ais p€a€ast€a vessaan.”
“could you help me.” “I should get to the bathroom.”
>pit€a€aks menn€a vessaan.<
>do you have to go to the bathroom.<
((M! V))
((takes napkin under Veetıs jaw and puts magazin to table))
((M! glance SGD ! other objects))
okei. tottakai. kipin kapin
okay. of course. hurry up
((stands up; gaze is not seen))
“ kello on. kolme kolmekymment€a kolme.” ((smiles))
“the time is. three thirty three.”
((V! M))
joo hyv€a.
on viel aikaa.
all right good. there is still time.

second is Yeah (niin) (Line 1), which is used in Finnish conversations when a speaker acknowledges the feelings of co-participants and accepts them (Hakulinen et al., 2005, § 7986). A
turn-transition is relevant to start with, and Veeti shifts his
gaze to the SGD (Line 2) and begins to issue his prestored
utterance requesting help: “Could you help me” “I should get
to the bathroom” (Line 10). The mother answers the request,
repeating part of Veeti’s utterance within a “Do you” question:
Do you have to go to the bathroom, while at the same time
preparing for the toilet excursion (Lines 11–12). The mother
continues answering Veeti’s request by saying Okay of course,
then gets up and says Hurry up (Line 14).
In the middle of the turn-transition (Lines 3–8), Veeti’s
mother continues speaking in the same manner as the other
mothers did during Excerpts 1 and 2. After Veeti’s gaze shift
to the SGD, his mother continues to underline the meaning
of the previous sequence by saying I know (Line 3). She recognizes Veeti’s changed orientation and after 2.5 s of silence,
she fills the empty space of the turn-transition, repeating
twice, I know (Line 5) while shifting her gaze to the SGD
(Line 6). His mother is then quiet for another 5.2 s (Line 7)
after which she leans forward slightly, probably to better see
the time on the SGD display, and states I wonder what time
it is already? (Line 8). The mother uses a question word What
in Finnish, mit€
a–, with the clitic particle – h€
an, which makes
a question rhetorical (Hakulinen et al., 2005, § 1705). Veeti
continues his current composition but answers the current
question later (Line 16). After Veeti’s request for help, he
does not shift his gaze to his partner, which is a common
practice at the end of an aided utterance (Clarke et al., 2013)
but rather continues looking at his device while composing
6
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an answer to is mother’s last question. As the mother begins
to rush Veeti to the bathroom, she gives Veeti time to produce his next utterance, standing next to wheelchair (Line
15). Veeti produces an aided response to his mother’s rhetorical question, “The time is. Three thirty three” (Line 16) and
smiles. The mother produces a response, All right good. There
is still time (Line 18), which is probably related to their visit
to Veeti’s grandmother and grandfather, which was scheduled to take place shortly after the conversation.
To summarize, the previous excerpts 1, 2, and 3 demonstrate how the mothers’ talk during the transition do not
obligate the aided communicators to produce a reply and
that the possible responses are typically unaided (e.g., a nod
and/or a smile), ensuring the flow of a conversation. In the
section that follows are examples of mothers ending their
talk before the aided communicator activates the speech
output in the third part of the turn-transition, but the aided
communicators nevertheless speaking in overlap with their
mother’s speech.

utterance, after which the speaking turn was subsequently
shifted to the aided communicator. The durations of the
turn-transitions varied (Table 2). For example, in Excerpt 1,
the total duration of the turn-transition was 15.6 s, whereas
for Excerpt 2 it was 21.4 s, and for Excerpt 3, it was 15.2 s.
The third part of the turn-transition was usually preceded
by silence (68%) (Table 6), as the speaking partner stopped
talking either at the start of or during the aided communicator’s message composition (Excerpt 1: Line 15; Excerpt 2:
Lines 21–23; Excerpt 3: Line 9). In typical everyday conversations, a common practice is to avoid long gaps and overlaps,
so that the turns latch smoothly from one to the next (Sacks
et al., 1974). During the aided conversations in this study,
however, both latched transitions (14%) and overlaps (17%)
occurred infrequently. When overlaps did occur, it was usually the aided communicators who spoke over their mother’s
speech. The number of silent gaps preceding the third part
of the turn-transition served as evidence that the mothers
recognized the aided communicators’ composition and
intentions to take a speaking turn in the near future.

Part 3: The end of turn-transitions

Overlapping at the end of turn-transition
Excerpt 4 illustrates how Kalle times the cell activation of the
focus symbol to occur in the middle of his mother’s talk,
causing an overlap at the end of the turn-transition. Before
this excerpt, Kalle and his mother had discussed plans for
doing something over the weekend. Kalle begins to compose
his next utterance in a transition-relevant place by gazing at
the display and moving his hand (Line 1). The mother first
gives time to Kalle (Lines 1–2) but after a 1.3 s silence starts
to produce a summary of their previous conversation So a
good weekend coming. (Line 4, 7, 10). Kalle produces the first
word of his aided initiation “Funeral” (Line 11) and continues
the composition, maintaining his gaze at the display and

Turn-transitions ended when the aided communicator issued
the first speech-synthesized sound word or prestored
Table 6. Frequency of the participants’ timing practices of their turns in the
third part of turn-transition.
Timing practice

J and
JM

P and
PM

K and
KM

V and
VM

Total

16
2
2
20

23
9
12
44

22
1
2
25

7
2
1
10

68
14
17
99

Gap
Minimal gapa or latch
Overlap
Total of aided turn-transitions
J: Jaakko; JM: Jaakko’s mother.
Minimal gap was less than 1 s.

a

Excerpt 4. Conversation Between Kalle and Mother. Kalle Asks about Relatives Funeral.
Part

Line

Time

Person

1st
2nd
2nd
2nd

01
02
03
04

0.0
1.0
1.3
1.3

Kalle
Mother
Kalle
Mother

2nd
2nd
2nd

05
06
07

1.3
2.5
3.0

Kalle
Mother

2nd
2nd
3rd

08
09
10

4.0
6.3
6.3

Kalle
Mother

3rd

11

6.7

Kalle

!

12

8.7

Mother

13
14
15
16

8.7
22.3
24.0
24.0

Mother

17
18

27.0
28.0

Kalle
Mother

!

Kalle

Transcription
((K $ M))
((K! SGD; starts to move hand))
((M! SGD))

eli hyv€a viikonloppu tiedossa.
so a good weekend coming
((M! K))

pitsaperjantai
Koti dpizzasta ja sitte Noran
a pizzafriday fromHomejpizza and then with Nora
b((M! SGD))

kanssa lau dantai ja sunnuntai e
(glos. with) Sajturday and Sunday j
j ”hautajaiset”
j
b “ funeral”
c ((hand moves))
kene hautajaiset
whose funeral
((M! K))
    ”Tampere”
((K! M))
ai milloin me menn€a€an niihi Liisan hautajaisiin sinne Tampereelle
oh when we will go to the Lisa’s funeral to Tampere
((nods))
se on silloin kun meill€a alkaa kes€aloma
it is then when we start a summer holiday

Notes: Kotipizza is the name of a pizza company. Tampere is a city of Finland.
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moving his hand, but the mother interrupts asking, Whose
funeral (Line 12), and Kalle says “Tampere” (a city in Finland),
and gazes toward his mother (Lines 14–15). After confirming
the meaning of his utterance (Lines 16–17), the mother interprets it as a question about the time of the funeral and
responds to the question in Line 18.
In this excerpt, the turn-transition that occurs before the
word “Funeral” is quick, with a duration of 6.7 s. During that
time, the mother talks, repeating the content of the previous
sequence. While she is talking, Kalle continues to compose
her utterance (see cell activations in Lines 3, 6 and 9), and
consequently avoids responding to his mother’s utterance. In
this excerpt, Kalle does not wait for his mother’s talk to end
in the third part of the turn-transition but rather utters the
word “Funeral” in the middle of her utterance production
(Lines 10–11). This overlap occurs when the meaning of the
mother’s previous talk is already clear. In short, the turn-transitions ends typically in silence on the part of the speaking
partner, and if there is overlapping talk, it is usually produced by the aided communicator.

Discussion
The current study revealed a three-part turn-transition
sequence that preceded the aided communicators’ production of an utterance. Examining interactions in this manner
helped to reveal the conversationalists’ cooperative actions
during turn-transitions and demonstrate how participants orient their attention to further conversations. This section will
address several issues that are related to the results, such as
progressivity and the quality of conversations.

Progressivity
Part 1: Pre-beginning of turn-transitions
The participants oriented to the progress of conversation,
which was evident in their multimodal and interlocked
actions in the three-part turn-transitions. In the first part, the
aided communicators initiated this first part by shifting their
gaze to the speech-output technology, which differs from
spoken conversations that typically involve the speaker’s
gaze being directed to the recipient’s face (Clarke, 2005;
€, 2013). The aided communicaSchegloff, 1996; Sigurd Pilesjo
tors performed this pre-beginning either during a gap, in the
middle of their mother’s turn, or during their own utterance
(via their speech-output technology) (see Hayashi, 2013).
Starting a new aided turn during the preceding spoken or
aided utterance may have helped the communicators to take
or extend their turn and speed up the conversation. It is
interesting to note that the speaking partners did not interpret a pre-beginning as a signal to discontinue their turn but
instead continued their current sequence. This indicated that
the aided communicator’s actions were regarded as anticipatory signs of an aided turn under composition rather than as
overlaps are treated in spoken conversations (see Sacks
et al., 1974). Directing one’s gaze toward a device provided
opportunities for the speaking partners to be on alert for an

upcoming aided turn, but they did not treat the pre-beginnings as there would be compelling reasons to react
to them.

Part 2: The middle of turn-transitions
The most common option was to continue speaking but at
least in the end of the transitions, the mothers were quiet.
At the latest, when the aided communicators used the
speech-output technology to produce their first word, the
speaking partners had generally ceased talking and were
waiting in silence, often engaged in another activity. Unlike a
conspicuous lapse, the silences were treated similarly to spoken conversations in which participants engaged in intervening activities (Clarke & Wilkinson, 2010; Mondada, 2014).
Each of these different speaking partner activities allowed
time for the aided communicator to compose their utterance, reinforcing the symmetry of participation, particularly if
the speaking partner was silent (see Noren, Svensson,
et al., 2013).
Despite any co-occurring talk involving the speaking partner, both participants in a dyad demonstrated an orientation
to the overall progress of the conversation. When a mother
issued a first pair part during a transition, it did not obligate
the aided communicator to respond immediately and was
generally related to a parallel activity or the mother talking
to herself. The aided turn-transition process appeared to provide a context for different activities to occur. For example,
co-occurring talk was treated as a relevant allowable contribution, much the same as it does when lapses occur in spoken conversations (Hoey, 2015).
During turn-transitions, the aided communicators were
also oriented to conversational progress, and they rarely
responded to co-occurring talk. When they did respond, they
did so through nods or other behavior that could be issued
without disrupting their own ongoing composition. The
speaking partners did not pursue responses, and the aided
communicators had the option to prefer progress in the
same way as in spoken conversations, where participants
have the opportunity to complete their in-progress activity
(Sacks et al., 1974).
Part 3: The end of turn-transitions
Delays between turns were often sufficiently long so that the
aided communicators rarely latched their first activation to
the speaking partner’s talk. The maximum duration of turntransitions varied from 40–80 s, which reflects the slowness
of aided conversations (considering the access method of a
speech-output technology) compared to spoken conversations. There were only a few instances of participants matching their turns successfully with minimal gaps and overlaps,
which are typical in spoken conversations (Sacks et al., 1974).
In addition, some longer-lasting overlaps occurred, during
which the aided communicator activated the focus cell in
the middle of the speaking partner’s talk, perhaps demonstrating an option to take a turn.
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Quality of the conversations
During the conversations analyzed for this study, the participants were present for each other and did not have any
other duties or specific timetables to follow. The aided communicators did not encounter challenges when entering
ongoing conversations, and the mothers had an opportunity
to concentrate on their sons without significant diversions.
Contrary to previous research on asymmetric aided conversations with peers (Clarke & Wilkinson, 2008; 2010;
Higginbotham & Wilkins, 1999; Higginbotham et al., 2016;
Sundqvist et al., 2010), or a teacher or a teaching assistant
(Noren, Svensson, et al., 2013; Sundqvist et al., 2010), the
aided communicators took initiative, and the mothers gave
space for an aided turn-transition.
Several reasons could account for the fluency of these
conversations. First, all of the aided communicators were
educated, received intensive and long-term interventions,
and were able to produce multi-word aided utterances that
were supported by the TAIKE communication application. It
is noteworthy that the conversations progressed fluently,
even though the aided communicators did not achieve the
highest level (Level I) for their everyday communication performance according to the Communication Function
Classification System, and only Kalle’s verbal age was equivalent to his developmental age, per a psychologist’s assessment (Table 1). Second, the speaking partners were the
mothers of the aided communicators, which means they
shared an immense amount of common knowledge and
experience about communicating together. Furthermore, the
mothers were taught a variety of interaction strategies to
successfully scaffold their children’s utterances. Finally, the
recording context provided the interactants with an opportunity to interact for a prolonged period of time without
having to deal with extenuating circumstances. For these
reasons, the observed conversations may represent a high
quality of interaction achieved by participants with the orientation, skills, and time to carry out their interactions unimpeded by external circumstances.

Clinical implications
The results of the present study contribute to the notion
that AAC is fundamentally an interactive enterprise, and that
actions on the part of both participants in a conversation are
important to achieving conversational progress. Identification
of multiple parts to achieve a turn-transition needs to be recognized as a critical part of utterance production and should
further orient clinicians to consider the following implications
from this study:
1.

2.

Even though aided conversations are by nature slow, a
speaking partner’s practice of allowing time for the production process to unfold reinforces the fluency of aided
conversations.
Aided communicators can begin to compose their utterances during their partner’s turn, rather than interrupting conversation, this signals their upcoming turn.

3.
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Conversely, speaking partners need to be able to recognize that their aided partners are beginning their utterance composition by shifting their attention to
their device.
Partners do not have to discontinue their turn when
they notice the pre-beginning, but they may want to
refrain from obligating their partners to respond while
they are composing their utterance.

The findings of this study indicate that, even though the
use of AAC devices can facilitate linguistic production they
are not designed to promote smooth communication interactions. One specific finding was that the AAC device used
by the participants was not designed to handle intervening
questions posed by the speaking partners during message
composition. This can be particularly problematic for an
aided communicator if they are unable to answer by using
body-based communication modalities. Although multiple
message windows and side-talk have been proposed and
developed for some devices, these features are infrequently
implemented or designed to function within actual conversation practice. The current, and other, microanalytic studies
provide an optimal research context to analyze how devices
are actually employed during conversation as well as the
consequences of inadequate device design (Higginbotham
et al., 2016; Pullin, Treviranus, Patel, & Higginbotham, 2017).

Limitations and future directions
This study has some limitations that should be addressed in
future research. First, only a single camera was used, which
precluded recording the device display during conversations;
future studies should include additional cameras to capture
this and other important aspects of an interaction. Second,
the study focused on the analysis of the first pair part of a
sequence initiated by the aided communicator. To establish
a fuller picture of aided communicative interaction, further
research is needed to explore whether the interaction
sequences reported here are common among other aided
communicators across different interaction situations and
AAC systems, including low-tech aids. It would also be
important to extend this research to examine turn-transitions
across other interaction sequences, such as responses to
questions and other directives.
This study supports the line of reasoning that participants
in aided conversations use many of the same means as
speaking individuals to advance the temporal and structural
flow of interaction, even though they may differ substantially
in their pace, rhythm, and modality (Noren, Samuelsson,
et al., 2013; Sigurd Pilesj€
o, 2013). This was an important finding for several reasons. First, it reinforces the idea that participants in aided interaction draw on the same social
knowledge and conventions employed by participants in
society as a whole, and not conventions that are idiosyncratic to AAC. Even though research on CA is replete with
interesting parallels to aided interaction, this is rarely recognized in the general AAC research literature. Second, the similarities between aided and spoken conversation should
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encourage researchers to adopt the same concepts and tools
of CA, such as turn, sequence, and microanalysis. Researchers
would thus benefit from exploring the half-century of
research conducted in the area of CA with respect to understanding the intricacies of conversation, the ways that aided
conversation relates to other genres of talk-in-interaction,
and the research methodologies used to record and analyze
conversation. Finally, the temporally expanded turn-transitions that are characteristic of aided interactions can provide
researchers with a fine-grained perspective on transition
practices not easily analyzed in the faster-paced interactions,
particularly in terms of pace, rhythm, modality, and the influence of AAC technology. Such insights can extend the traditional speech-based models of turn-transition (see Sacks
et al., 1974), and may offer new insights into the plans and
actions that occur during turn-transition (see Levinson, 2013).

Conclusion
This paper describes successful aided conversations, which
have rarely been a focus in previous studies. The analysis of
the aided turn-transitions conducted here has extended our
understanding of the structure of aided turn-transitions in
conversations that use speech-output technologies as well as
participants’ actions in the progress of a conversation. The
identification of the aided turn-transition before aided initiations helps to identify participants’ practices that contribute
to conversations. This information can be utilized when professionals guide aided communicators and their communication partners during interactions.

Disclosure statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Funding
This paper was
Helsinki, Finland.

supported

in

part

by

the

Kone

Foundation,

ORCID
Irina Savolainen

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9184-182X

References
Batorowicz, B., Campbell, F., von Tetzchner, S., King, G., & Missiuna, C.
(2014). Social participation of school-aged children who use communication aids: The views of children and parents. Augmentative and
Alternative Communication, 30(3), 237–251. doi:10.3109/07434618.
2014.940464
Binger, C., & Light, J. (2008). The morphology and syntax of individuals
who use AAC: Research review and implications for effective practice.
Augmentative and Alternative Communication, 24(2), 123–138. doi:10.
1080/07434610701830587
Blackstone, S. W., Williams, M. B., & Wilkins, D. P. (2007). Key principles
underlying research and practice in AAC. Augmentative and Alternative
Communication, 23(3), 191–203. doi:10.1080/07434610701553684

Clarke, M. T. (2005). Conversational interaction between children using
communication aids and their peers (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved
from http://discovery.ucl.ac.uk/id/eprint/1445394
Clarke, M. (2016). Co-construction, asymmetry and multimodality in
children’s conversations. In M. M. Smith & J. Murray (Eds.), The silent
partner? Language, interaction and aided communication (pp.
177–198). Guildford: J & R Press.
Clarke, M., Bloch, S., & Wilkinson, R. (2013). Speaker transfer in children’s
peer conversation: Completing communication-aid-mediated contributions. Augmentative and Alternative Communication, 29(1), 37–53.
doi:10.3109/07434618.2013.767490
Clarke, M., & Wilkinson, R. (2008). Interaction between children with cerebral palsy and their peers 2: Understanding initiated VOCA-mediated
turns. Augmentative and Alternative Communication, 24(1), 3–348. doi:
10.1080/07434610701390400
Clarke, M., & Wilkinson, R. (2010). Communication aid use in children’s
conversation: Time, timing and speaker transfer. In H. Gardner & F.
Michael (Eds.), Analysing interaction in childhood: Insights from conversation analysis (pp. 249–266). Singapore: Wiley.
Enfield, N. J. (2013). Relationship thinking: Agency, enchrony, and human
sociality. Oxford: University Press.
Enfield, N. J. (2017). How we talk: The inner workings of conversation.
New York: Basic Books.
Engelke, C., & Higginbotham, D. (2013). Looking to speak: On the temporality of misalignment in interaction involving an augmented communicator using eye-gaze technology. Journal of Interactional
Research in Communication Disorders, 4(1), 95–122. doi:10.1558/jircd.
v4i1.95
Hakulinen, A., Vilkuna, M., Korhonen, R., Koivisto, V., Heinonen, T. R., &
Alho, I. (2005). Verkossa iso suomen kielioppi (VISK) [Online version of
the Great Finnish Grammar]. Helsinki: Research Center for the
Languages of Finland in cooperation with the Finnish Literature
Society and the University of Helsinki Department of Finnish
Language and Literature. Retrieved from http://scripta.kotus.fi/visk
Hayashi, M. (2013). Turn allocation and turn sharing. In J. Sidnell & T.
Stivers (Eds.), The handbook of conversation analysis (pp. 167–190).
Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell.
Hidecker, M. J. C., Paneth, N., Rosenbaum, P. L., Kent, R. D., Lillie, J.,
Eulenberg, J. B., … Taylor, K. (2011). Developing and validating the
communication function classification system (CFCS) for individuals
with cerebral palsy. Developmental Medicine & Child Neurology, 53(8),
704–710. doi:10.1111/j.1469-8749.2011.03996.x
Higginbotham, D. J., & Engelke, C. R. (2013). A primer for doing talk-ininteraction research in augmentative and alternative communication.
Augmentative and Alternative Communication, 29(1), 3–19. doi:10.3109/
07434618.2013.767556
Higginbotham, J., Fulcher, K., & Seale, J. (2016). Time and timing in interactions involving individuals with ALS, their unimpaired partners and
their speech generating devices. In M. Smith & J. Murray (Eds.), The
silent partner? Language, interaction and aided communication
(pp.199–228). Guildford: J&R Press.
Higginbotham, D. J., & Wilkins, D. P. (1999). Slipping through the timestream: Social issues of time and timing in augmented interactions. In
D. Kovarsky, M. Maxwell, & J. Duchan (Eds.), Constructing (in) competence: Disabling evaluations in clinical and social interaction (pp.
49–82). London: Psychology Press.
Hoey, E. M. (2015). Lapses: How people arrive at, and deal with, discontinuities in talk. Research on Language and Social Interaction, 48(4),
430–453. doi:10.1080/08351813.2015.1090116
Jefferson, G. (2004). Glossary of transcript symbols with an introduction.
In G. H. Lerner (Ed.), Conversation analysis: Studies from the first generation (pp. 13–31). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Levinson, S. C. (2013). Action formation and ascription. In J. Sidnell & T.
Stivers (Eds.), The handbook of conversation analysis (pp. 103–130).
Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell.
Mondada, L. (2014). The temporal orders of multiactivity. In P.
Haddington, T. Keisanen, L. Mondada, & M. Nevile (Eds.), Multiactivity
in social interaction: Beyond multitasking (pp. 33–75). Amsterdam:
John Benjamins Publishing Company.

AUGMENTATIVE AND ALTERNATIVE COMMUNICATION

Noren, N., Samuelsson, C., & Plejert, C. (2013). Dialogical perspectives on
aided communication. In N. Noren, C. Samuelsson, & C. Plejert (Eds.),
Aided communication in everyday interaction (pp. 1–22). Guildford: J &
R Press Ltd.
Noren, N., Svensson, E., & Telford, J. (2013). Participants’ dynamic orientation to folder navigation when using a VOCA with a touch screen in
talk-in-interaction. Augmentative and Alternative Communication, 29,
20–36. doi:10.3109/07434618.2013.767555
Per€akyl€a, A. (1997). Validity and reliability in research based tapes and
transcripts. In D. Silverman (Ed.), Qualitative analysis: Issues of theory
and method (pp. 201–220). London: Sage.
Pullin, G., Treviranus, J., Patel, R., & Higginbotham, J. (2017). Designing
interaction, voice, and inclusion in AAC research. Augmentative and
Alternative Communication, 33(3), 139–148. doi:10.1080/07434618.
2017.1342690
Sacks, H., Schegloff, E. A., & Jefferson, G. (1974). A simplest systematics
for the organization of turn-taking for conversation. Language, 50(4),
696–735. doi:10.1353/lan.1974.0010
Savolainen, I. (2010, August). TAIKE. A large set of dynamic displays and
a new communication system. Paper presented at the International
Society for Augmentative and Alternative Communication (ISAAC)
Conference, Barcelona, Spain.

Schegloff, E. A. (1996). Turn organization: One intersection of grammar
and interaction. In E. Ochs, E. A. Schegloff, & S. A. Thompson (Eds.),
Interaction and grammar (pp. 52–113). Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
Schegloff, E. A. (2007). Sequence organization in interaction. Cambridge:
University Press.
Sigurd Pilesj€
o, M. (2013). On the use of bodily action and vocalizations
as recourses and methods when claiming and completing turns in
aided interaction. In N. Noren, C. Samuelsson, & C. Plejert (Eds.), Aided
communication in everyday interaction (pp. 59–94). Guildford: J & R
Press.
Stevanovic, M., & Weiste, E. (2017). Conversation-analytic data session as
a pedagogical institution. Learning, Culture and Social Interaction, 15,
1–17. doi:10.1016/j.lcsi.2017.06.001
Sundqvist, A., Plejert, C., & Ronnberg, J. (2010). The role of active participation in interaction for children who use augmentative and alternative communication. Communication & Medicine, 7(2), 165–175. doi:10.
1558/cam.v7i2.165
Ten Have, P. (2007). Doing conversation analysis. London: SAGE.
von Tetzchner, S., & Basil, C. (2011). Terminology and notation in written
representations of conversations with augmentative and alternative
communication. Augmentative and Alternative Communication, 27(3),
141–149. doi:10.3109/07434618.2011.610356

Appendix A
Transcription Conventions

1st
2nd
3rd
!
(1.0)
Natural speech
.
de
j j
bc
><
ee
“Synthesized speech”

Gaze

13

First part of turn transition
Second part of turn-transition
Third part of turn-transition
Aided first pair part
Time in seconds.
Naturally spoken elements,
translations are under the original language
Fall in intonation.
Overlap between multiple lines.
Talk is quicker than surrounding talk.
Smile in the voice.
Utterances produced with an SGD.
Aided communicator activates the cell of an SGD.
Gaze is transcribed with capital letters referring to the participants
and arrows in positions, in which the direction of the gaze changes.
For example: ((M!J)) Mother looks Jaakko
For example: ((M$J)) Mother and Jaakko look at each other
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Abstract
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Coconstructing in Conversations Using a Communication Book

Introduction
Nonspeaking people use different augmentative and alternative communication (AAC) means to replace their missing speech. In aided conversations,
nonspeaking people use either technical or nontechnical communication
aids, and in unaided conversations, they communicate without aids, such as
by using manual signs (e.g., Lloyd and Blischak, 1992). One of the nontechnical aided means is a communication book and it usually consists of hundreds
or even thousands of symbols. A nonspeaking person uses a communication
book to produce utterances by pointing to the symbols, and a speaking partner vocalizes them. During conversations that use nontechnical communication aids, this coconstruction between aided communicators and speaking
partners is emphasized. On the one hand, the coconstruction is present structurally in pointing voicing units, which also affects the speed of the conversations, making them slow (Bloch, 2005; Sigurd Pilesjö and Rasmussen, 2011).
On the other hand, the coconstruction is present when the participants negotiate the meaning of the symbol pointings (von Tetzchner and Martinsen,
1996; Koivunen, 2012).
According to conversation analysis (CA), conversationalists jointly cooperate to coconstruct a social action for each turn, and it is not solely the speaker
who decides the meaning of an utterance (Schegloff, 2007). The social action
is therefore a composite, which: (a) all participants develop by engaging in a
multidimensional process; (b) can occur together with other social actions
in one turn constructional unit; and (c) can be described on many levels
(Schegloff, 2007; Enfield, 2013). Regarding the composite nature of the social
action, researchers emphasize and use different terms to refer to the interactional resources and modalities that participants exploit in their coconstruction process of a social action (Enfield, 2013; Goodwin, 2000; Mondada, 2014;
Ruusuvuori, 2013). Furthermore, the same concepts can be referred to by different terms across researchers, and even one term can be used with different
meanings in the same article (Nevile, 2015). Some researchers focus on one
interactional resource, such as Ruusuvuori (2013) in her studies on emotional
displays. Others examine the phenomenon of coconstruction from a larger
perspective (e.g., Clark’s and Brennan’s (1991) grounding, Goodwin’s (2000)
semiotic fields and resources; Enfield’s (2013) authority and common ground
or Levinson’s (2013) action formation and ascription). Despite the different
terms and approaches, CA researchers agree that within ongoing conversations, resources and modalities are intertwined and change according to the
context (Goodwin, 2000; Mondada, 2014). During the coconstruction process,
the speaker constructs an emerging utterance in terms of the recipient’s activities, and the recipient is not passive, but identifies the form and the meaning
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of the utterance based on the speaker’s multimodal signals (Goodwin, 2000).
Participants show continued attention when they monitor each other’s contributions during conversations in order to reach a mutual understanding (Clark
and Brennan, 1991). This sensitivity to the partner’s actions begins in early
development when newborn infants imitate the activities of their caregivers,
such as by making single vocal sounds or extending a finger (Trevarthen and
Aitken, 2001).
Even though aided conversations are often characterized by their slowness
and the imbalance of speaking turns in favor of the speaking partner (Clarke
and Kirton, 2003; Sundqvist, Plejert, and Rönnberg, 2010; Auer and Hörmeyer,
2017), both participants are orientated to progressivity (Higginbotham
and Wilkins, 1999; Savolainen, Klippi, Tykkyläinen, Higginbotham, and
Launonen, forthcoming). The conversations are accomplished in a progression of social actions, sequences and turns similar as in spoken conversations (Sigurd Pilesjö and Rasmussen, 2011). In the progressive construction of
conversations using nontechnical communication aids, gaze plays an important role in beginning, maintaining and ending a turn. The conventional gaze
practice at the beginning of the turn is a gaze shift to the communication aid
(Sigurd Pilesjö, 2013). The pointing voicing process that follows utilizes the
communication book as a material modality, accomplished through the participant’s multimodal actions. The book is inseparable from the interaction,
as it would be using technological tools that may be embedded in interaction (see Heath and Luft, 2013). During the coconstruction of an aided utterance, the communication book is in the focus of the participants’ orientation
because the aided communicators must see where they are pointing, and the
speaking partners must follow their pointing in order to interpret and voice
the symbols. Previous studies report that an aided communicator looks constantly at the nontechnical aid, but the speaking partner can turn her gaze
between the aid and the aided communicator (Sigurd Pilesjö and Rasmussen,
2011; Ferm, Ahlsén, and Björck-Åkesson, 2013). Aided communicators’ continuous gaze to a communication aid can be treated as a method to show
that an aided turn is in progress (Sigurd Pilesjö and Rasmussen, 2011), but
it may also decrease aided communicators’ ability to follow the other multimodal means and lead to misunderstandings (Robillard, 1994). At the end of
the aided utterance, the aided communicator shifts his or her gaze to the communication partner (Sigurd Pilesjö and Rasmussen, 2011; Koivunen, 2012;
Clarke, Bloch, and Wilkinson, 2013). Within spoken conversations, participants predict the possible turn ending by utilizing the syntax, prosody, gaze,
and action of the turn (Levinson, 2013), but in aided conversations, the role of
the gaze at the end of utterances is pronounced due to the aided communicators’ lack of oral speech, and thus prosody (Clarke et al., 2013).

4

Coconstructing in Conversations Using a Communication Book

The co-operative nature of aided conversations has been increasingly the
focus of AAC research during the latest decade, with research interest no longer
focusing primarily on the role of the conversation partner or on the nonspeaking persons’ abilities (Norén, Samuelsson, and Plejert, 2013). However, in the
field of AAC research, only a few conversation analytic studies have been conducted on conversations using nontechnical communication aids (Sigurd
Pilesjö, 2013; Sigurd Pilesjö and Rasmussen, 2011; Norén and Sigurd Pilesjö,
2016; Sigurd Pilesjö and Norén, 2017). In fact, our literature search for studies
conducted on conversations using a pragmatically organized communication
book, which is the aid for the conversations in the present study, yielded only
one master’s thesis (Koivunen, 2012).
This study approaches the coconstruction process of aided utterances from
two directions. First, it will be demonstrated, from a larger perspective, how
participants coconstruct their social actions in aided utterances. This study
introduces, in relation to previous AAC research, six intertwined interactional
resources that the participants apply in the coconstruction of social actions
in conversation using a communication book. Second, microanalysis will be
applied to visualize how participants synchronize their multimodal practices
in the progress of the coconstruction. Our purpose is to illuminate how multidimensional and demanding the coconstruction of aided conversations are
for both participants, and show, even so, how succesful, aided conversations
are possible.

Method
Participants
The two nonspeaking participants in this study were male, one boy and one
adolescent who are referred to as Jaakko, and Kalle, respectively (Table 1).
They were selected from the data collected from the conversations of four
aided communicators. The criteria for the selection of the conversations for
this study were: (1) aided communicators used a communication book by
pointing; and (2) the conversation situation did not include playing with toys
nor handling other objects. To communicate in their daily interaction, Jaakko
and Kalle used a pragmatically organized communication book and a speech
generating device (SGD). While Kalle displayed a few manual signs, Jaakko
did not. Both produced multiword aided utterances that were not always syntactically fully formed. Jaakko and Kalle studied in a special school for children and youths with physical disabilities and they each used a wheelchair.
The speaking participants in this analysis were the two boys’ speech and language therapists (SLT). Jaakko and his SLT had known each other since Jaakko
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Table 1. Summary of aided communicators’ characteristics
Name

Age GDVa CFCSb Diagnosis

Speech

Years of
using CB

Symbols on
opening of book

Jaakko 18

12

III

Aicardi goutieres
syndrome

Some words 11
with vowels

48 + Symbols
for navigation

Kalle

0c

II–III

Arterial ischemic
stroke of brainstem,
Tetra- and bulbar
paresis

Vocalizing

72 + Symbols
for navigation

10

4

Note: Age in years in the period of video recordings. GDV = the Gap between Developmental and
Verbal age in years. CFCS = Communication Function Classification System (Hidecker et al., 2011).
CB = communication book.
a
Assessed by a psychologist, not measured for this research. bAssessed by the speech and
language therapist who was responsible for the rehabilitation, not measured for this research.
c
According to one assessment, some of the verbal skills were at the same level as the
developmental age, and the age level of the other verbal skills was not mentioned.

was under two years old, and Kalle and his SLT had known each other for four
years. Furthermore, the SLTs had many years’ experience in using communication books to discuss with nonspeaking people. All the conversationalists as
well as the principal of the participant’s school granted their informed consent
to participate in this study. For the participant who was under 18 years old, his
parents also signed an informed consent. Ethical approval was obtained from
the University of Helsinki Ethical Review Board in the Humanities and Social
and Behavioural Sciences.

Pragmatic Organised Communication Book
In the conversations analysed in this study, both nonspeaking participants
used a pragmatically organized communication book, called AACi1 books, the
Finnish version of the book model ‘Pragmatic Organisation Dynamic Display’
(PODD).2 and the content of the books was individualized to accommodate
the boys’ communication needs. The symbols were organized into 18 different categories based upon either topics (such as school) or word classes (such
as a verb). Each opening of the book had symbols from different word classes,
which were grouped and coded by colours. The grammatical symbols were
used for the plural, genitive, and past tense, as well as a general symbol for
inflections. The navigation between openings was achieved by pointing to the
1. AACi communication book is a product of the Valteri Centre of Learning and Consulting
of Finland. www.valteri.fi
2. Pragmatic Organisation Dynamic Display Communication Books is a product of the
Cerebral Palsy Education Centre of Glen Waverley. www.cpec.com.au
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category symbols, the special navigation symbols (such as turn the page) and
the predictably associated links (as in the symbol of GO, there was a link to the
page PLACES). Both nonspeaking boys used the book by pointing with their
finger/s to the symbols, and the SLT turned a page when needed.

Procedures
The data for this study are drawn from three aided conversations between the
boys and their SLTs. The participants were requested to engage in a free conversation on a topic of their own choice. The duration of the conversation was
not specified, and they varied from 29 minutes to 60 minutes. The participants
sat side by side at the table and decided on the seating arrangements themselves before the recording. All conversations were recorded by a single video
camera, which the therapists set up to display, at least, the top part of the body
of both participants and the communication book.

Data analysis and selection of excerpts
The conversation analytic research proceeded in five phases. The first phase
involved the identification of distinctive behaviours in the data from the pervasive co-occurring multimodal actions that occurred in their conversations
using a communication book. We introduced part of the data in a nonmotivated data session consisting of six researchers who were familiar with CA
and had used it in analysing conversations of people with disabilities (see the
structure and purpose of data sessions Stevanovic and Weiste, 2017). The discussion in the data session focused on the richness of different multimodal
practices and their positions in a sequence.
During the second phase, we collected the sequences. For the sake of uniformity, we selected from both boys’ conversations the first ten sequences, in
which aided utterances contained at least two graphic symbols but no misunderstandings, storytelling or enumerating, and the role of the SLT was not
institutional, which means that the SLTs neither had a goal for the conversation nor restricted the participation or actions of the nonspeaking participants
during the sequences (see Heritage and Drew, 1992). Adopting these criteria,
ten conversation sequences were collected from one of Kalle’s conversations.
To collect ten conversation sequences for Jaakko, data were extracted from
two different conversations with the same SLT.
Kalle varied in the number of pointing motions he displayed during the
production process of the aided utterances. He pointed 2 to 14 times per
utterance and two to five of these pointings referenced lexical symbols. The
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other pointings were navigation symbols, pragmatic starters (a question), letters or grammatical symbols (the past tense). Sequentially, six of the ten aided
utterances were first pair parts, such as questions, and statements with new
information or telling about previous events. The other four of the ten aided
utterances were second pair parts, such as answers regarding Kalle’s life or
they exhibited general knowledge. In Jaakko’s collection, Jaakko pointed two
to ten times per utterance, and two to four of his pointings referenced lexical
symbols. The other pointings were navigation symbols. Sequentially, seven of
the ten aided utterances were first pair parts, such as statements concerning
his feelings, hopes or opinions, and three were second pair parts, such as his
answers related to his life or opinions.
In the third phase, we used a professional tool for the creation of complex
annotations on video and audio resources, ELAN,3 to make annotations of the
participants’ multimodal actions in the sequences. The annotated multimodal
actions used to analyse the data were comprehensive in: (1) all participants’
gaze and face; (2) the aided communicators’ pointing and head movement;
and (3) the SLTs’ voicing and activity. These annotations were made for both
Kalle’s and Jaakko’s collections.
During the fourth phase, we conducted a microanalysis of the data (20
sequences) to determine the participants’ generic practices and deviant cases
(see Sidnell, 2013) at the beginning, the middle and the end of the aided utterance. To analyse these cases, we needed a theoretical tool to organize the
observations of the coconstruction process. Towards this end, we consulted
the CA literature and selected six interactional resources (linguistic meaning,
sequential position of utterance, larger course of actions, displays of emotion,
common ground and participants’ roles), which describe best the coproducing process of the social action in the data for this study (see Enfield, 2013;
Goodwin, 2000; Levinson, 2013, Ruusuvuori, 2013). In addition, we structured the coconstructing process in terms of two co-occurring circles (Figure
1). The inner circle consists of the multimodal situational practices that are
deployed with strategic synchrony, by the participants, who are orienting to
the progressivity of the conversations (see Mondada, 2014). The outer circle
contains the multiple interactional resources that may be employed by the
participants to coproduce a social action of an aided utterance. Both circles
are active simultaneously, with the coproduction of a social action continuing
during a speaking partner’s turn.
The fifth phase consisted of selecting representative excerpts. In particular,
we were interested in how participants flexibly and strategically coconstruct
aided conversation. To that end, we wanted to examine exchanges that would
3. ELAN is a product of the Max Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics of Nijmegen.
www.tla.mpi.nl
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Larger
course of
actions

Displays of
emotions

Interactional
resources
Sequential
position

Common
ground

Synchronized
multimodal
practices (e.g.)
Gaze

Pointing
Nodding

Linguistic
meaning

Talk / Voicing

Face

Participants’
roles

Aided
utterance

Figure 1. The theoretical tool that was created to analyse the coconstruction of an aided
utterance. Participants simultaneously utilize different interactional resources in the
outer circle and synchronize different multimodal situational practices in the inner circle.

provide clear examples of the use of interactional resources and the synchronization of multimodal practices. These excerpts were chosen from two of
Jaakko’s conversations, because they included several phenomena in the same
sequence. Deriving both excerpts from Jaakko’s collection, was not considered
to weaken the transparency of the data, because the participants had mainly
similar practices in Kalle’s and Jaakko’s conversations, and the observations of
multimodal practices in Kalle’s collections are referred to in the analysis.
The purpose of the first excerpt was to describe how the participants utilized different interactional resources (see the outer circle). For this reason,
we selected the sequence in which the participants applied typical multimodal
practices in their coconstruction process. The purpose of the second excerpt
was to describe how the participants synchronized their multimodal actions
during the coconstruction process (see the inner circle). For the second
excerpt, we selected a sequence that involved the participants making more
effort to advance their conversational progression than in the other sequences.
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These cases were verified in their suitability for the stated purposes in the
aforementioned data sessions.

Transcription
The multimodal transcriptions of the excerpts followed the conventions proposed by Mondada (2014), and the notations are explained in the Appendix.
The therapist was sitting in profile to a video camera, so the focus of her gaze
was inferred from the position of her head. When transcribing, we introduced
some new practices that were motivated by the data. First, the voicings of
the symbols are transcribed under the aided communicator’s turn to emphasize the authorship of the aided utterance and the idea that no modality is
more important than any other in human interaction (see Stivers and Sidnell,
2005). Second, the time between multimodal actions was transcribed into the
segments to separate them from pauses. Third, an arrow indicated the multimodal actions that continued on the following line. When they continued
over the following line, an arrow and a number of the line was used to simplify
the display of transcriptions. The fourth new practice concerned transcribing
multimodal actions by underlining so as to delineate the beginning and the
end of the actions. When evaluating the data, readers need to remember that
the length of an underline is not in proportion to the duration of real time.

Results
The analysis of the data will progress from a larger perspective to a microanalysis, and show how the participants ‘coordinate both the content and process
of what they are doing’ (Clark and Brennan, 1991: 222). First, by examining
excerpt one, we introduce six intertwined interactional resources that constitute phenomena of the outer circle in the coconstructing of social action.
Second, by focusing on the second excerpt, we describe how the coconstruction proceeds with synchronized multimodal practices in the inner circle.

Interactional resources
Participants coconstruct the social action of an utterance by utilizing several
situational interactional resources, and the mutual interpretation of the social
action is accomplished in the next turn(s) after the utterance (Schegloff, 2007).
In the first excerpt, the participants apply at least six interactional resources
to coconstruct the social action. The SLT treats Jaakko´s aided utterance as a
statement, which invites agreeing and confirming on a mother’s love for her all
children, and Jaakko confirms this.
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Prior to this excerpt, Jaakko (J) tells his big news that his mother is going to
have a baby. The SLT (T) asks when the baby will be born, and Jaakko answers
that it will be born in the autumn. There is a two second silence, and Jaakko
then initiates a new first pair part of the sequence.
Excerpt 1
1 J: ^༜0.1༝ *༜1.7༝ +༜2.8༝ ^#༜0.6༝ °༜0.3༝ # ༜0.2༝ ° ༜0.4༝
jP ^ hand moves
^# points symbol #
tS
° IHMISET
°
PEOPLE
tG
* gaze on book
Æ5
jG
+ gaze on book
Æ5
2 T: § ༜11.0༝ mentiin vähän ༜3.3༝ noin ༜0.6༝
went a little
like that
tA § turns pages and raises Jaakko’s hand
Æ
3 J: ^ ༜0.5༝ § ༜4.0༝ ^# ༜0.8༝ ° ༜0.3༝ # ^ ༜0.2༝ °༜2.8༝ ^
tA turns
§
jP ^ hand moves
^# points symbol # ^ hand moves
^
tS
° ÄITI
°
MOTHER
4 J: # ༜0.7༝ ° ༜0.3༝ # ^ ༜0.5༝ ° ༜1.8༝ ^
jP # points symbol # ^ hand moves ^
tS
° RAKASTAA
°
(love-INF or 3.PERSON)
LOVES
#༜0.2༝ +*༜0.1༝ ° ༜0.2༝ # ° (0.2) ” ༜0.7༝
gaze book+
gaze book *
# points symbol
#
° MEITÄ °
(we-PAR)
US
jH
”nods Æ

5 J:
jG
tG
jP
tS

6 T: ihavvarmasti ༜1.1༝ €༜1.7༝ mhy ༜0.1༝ ”ihan varmasti
absolutely
mhy
absolutely
jH nods
”
jF
€ smiles to the end of the sequence
7 T: rakastaa(2.3)se et jos tulee uus lapsi. niin se ei kyllä
loves
that if comes a new baby. so it doesn´t
8 T: vähennä sitä rakkautta niihin(0.6)niihin olemassa oleviin
decrease the love to those
to those existing
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9 T: lapsiin
children

During conversations that use communication boards or books, the linguistic
meaning is coconstructed through pointing voicing pairs (Sigurd Pilesjö and
Rasmussen, 2011; Koivunen, 2012; Bloch, 2005). In this excerpt, Jaakko points
to symbols with the index finger of his right hand, and after he points, the SLT
says aloud the linguistic label of the symbol, which is written above the symbol
(Lines 1, 3, 4, 5). During this interaction, the SLT voices the two first symbols
in their basic lexical forms of ÄITI RAKASTAA (mother loves) (Lines 4–5)
(the Finnish verb RAKASTAA, (loves), is the same in the infinitive and in the
third person form), but the form of the third symbol, MEITÄ (us), is inflected
(Line 5). Jaakko’s gaze shifts to the therapist during his pointing at the third
symbol. This is a sign that it is the last symbol, and the SLT inflects the word
WE to the form US to create a syntactically compound utterance. After a minimal pause, Jaakko confirms the voicings by nodding, and the therapist then
begins her second pair part of the sequence (Line 6). The SLT in this excerpt
does not produce a separate interpretation of the aided utterance, a practice
which was also observed elsewhere in this study (see the second excerpt in line
32). Here the interpretation is embedded into the second pair part.
Even if the aided utterance that MOTHER LOVES US is syntactically correct, its social action would be difficult to interpret without accessing other
interactional resources. According to CA, the sequential position of a turn
is one of the basic resources for participants to recognize the social actions of
a turn (Schegloff, 2007). During aided conversations, speaking participants
occasionally encounter troubles in recognizing the position of an aided utterance in a sequence because it is syntactically unformed, or the speaking partner does not wait for the production process until the end (e.g., Sundqvist et
al., 2010). In this excerpt, the position of Jaakko’s utterance in the sequence is
clear. The excerpt begins at the two second silence when the previous sequence
has ended. Jaakko produces his syntactically complete first pair part (Lines
1–5), and the SLT allows him the time to produce it. At the end of his pointing
at the last symbol, Jaakko yields the floor through his gaze for the second pair
part, and the therapist produces it (Line 6–9).
An important aspect in ascribing social action is the position of a turn in a
sequence, but social actions are always a part of the larger course of actions
and this provides additional information and complements linguistic meaning (Goodwin, 2000). Aided conversations that utilize the larger context as
an interactional resource are emphasized because aided utterances tend to be
short. This can be an effect of: (a) the aided communicator’s communicative
competence; (b) a presupposition that the speaking partner will complement
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the meaning; (c) a lack of the vocabulary in the communication aid; (d) using
one symbol as whole utterance; (e) the nature of the visual modality in aided
communication; or (f) speeding up the progress of an aided conversation
(Binger and Light, 2008; Todman et al., 2008; Hedvall and Rydeman, 2013).
This excerpt features Jaakko producing the syntactically complete main clause,
MOTHER LOVES US, but the meaning of this clause occurs only in the SLT’s
second pair part. In this situational context, the speech therapist utilizes the
larger context of the pregnant mother, which is an essential part of the process of ascription and understanding the social action. The SLT understands
Jaakko’s utterance as referring to a new baby to be born, which Jaakko does
not explicitly state.
The participants’ emotional displays reveal that they mutually understand
the social action of Jaakko’s utterance. As Ruusuvuori (2013: 330) observes,
‘Emotional aspects of interaction, such as laugh tokens, an emotional tone
of voice, affective lexical choices and/or facial expressions, are intertwined
with spoken utterances and constitute an important resource for interpreting an action as emotional’. In this excerpt, Jaakko introduces the conversational topic of a mother’s love, which is a highly emotional theme. Jaakko and
the SLT coproduce the aided utterance with no emotional displays other than
the lexical choices until the last word, US (Lines 1–5). Thereafter, their gaze
is mutual and Jaakko begins nodding (Line 5). During this phase, the participants shift from the production process to coconstructing, strong, emotional
intersubjectivity. Although Jaakko cannot apply word prosody, he uses nodding, gaze and smiling (from Line 5 to the end) as emotional displays. The SLT
uses an emotional tone of voice, affective lexical choices (absolutely loves, love),
gaze (her facial expressions are not visible in the video) and a slow rhythm
and these are intertwined within the spoken utterance. The long pauses that
occur in the middle of the therapist’s turn (Lines 6–7) allow the therapist time
to plan the next turn constructional unit. Moreover, they allow time also to
coconstruct the mutual emotion and intersubjectivity.
Within their conversations, participants utilize shared information (i.e.
common ground) about who they are (Clark and Brennan, 1991; Enfield,
2013). The extent of the common ground varies according to the participants’
familiarity and affects the amount and particularity of the information speakers include in their expressions. The wider the common ground is, the less
information is needed (Enfield, 2013). Researchers have reported that in aided
conversations a familiar partner has been a key factor for the conversations
to be successful (e.g., Auer and Hörmeyer, 2017), but sometimes only mutual
cultural background may be enough (see Robillard, 1994). Typically, aided
communicators rely on a familiar partner’s interpretation and apply shortcuts
with her or him (Batorowicz et al., 2014). In this excerpt, Jaakko relies on their
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common ground and uses a referential word US referring to his siblings (Line
5). The SLT recognizes the reference and is able to produce a second pair part
of the sequence.
In aided conversations, a communication partner’s general knowledge on
how to use communication books, is one part of the common ground and a
prerequisite for the success. When participants are familiar to each other, like
Jaakko and his SLT, they know each other’s multimodal practices which they
have before used in their conversations using communication book.
They can count on each other to apply familiar multimodal practices at
the beginning and end the turn, or in navigating in the communication book.
Based on their previous experiences, the partner can also adapt his/her help
according to an individual need, like in this excerpt the therapist raises Jaakko’s
hand in turning the page of the communication book (Line 2).
Participants’ roles in conversations are determined through their cooperation, such as when participant A acts according to his/her role and participant B accepts it by granting authority to A’s role (Stevanovic and Peräkylä,
2012). One fundamental phenomenon of aided conversations is that a speaking partner assumes the double role as both a conversationalist and a helper
(von Tetzchner and Martinsen, 1996). As the speaking partner attempts to
facilitate the progress of the conversation, the aided communicator also needs
to accept the speaking partner’s role as a helper. It is often difficult for speaking partners to keep the roles separate, and they can dominate the conversation by deciding on topics and leading it by posing questions (Clarke and
Kirton, 2003). During this excerpt, the therapist’s helper role is a natural part
of the conversation, and she assigns a clear difference between these roles.
As the SLT is a helper, she orientates to the communication book, voices the
symbol soon after the pointing, and does not insert more than the grammatical influence into her voicing. As the SLT is a conversationalist, she produces
the second pair part of the sequence and gazes at Jaakko.
According to Goffman (1981), a speaker can also assume structurally different roles in conversations with speaking people. Goffman divides the role
into three possible roles: (1) the animator is the one who concretely speaks
words; (2) the author is the one who has decided on the content what will be
said; and (3) the principal is the one whose values the talk reflects, such as
institutional values. For this excerpt, Jaakko produces the aided utterance and
he is the author and the principal whereas the SLT is the animator. However,
the animator’s role is more than that of a person naming the symbol (Sigurd
Pilesjö and Rasmussen, 2011), as in this excerpt, where the therapist also
inflects Jaakko’s utterance (Line 5), which is a conventional practice in this
study.

14

Coconstructing in Conversations Using a Communication Book

In addition, Jaakko and his SLT utilize their different ages and many life
experiences as one interactional resource. For example, the therapist interprets Jaakko’s utterance as though Jaakko is seeking confirmation and convincing of a mother’s love for all her children. In doing so, the SLT puts herself
in the position as an adult having the right and obligation to convince and
explain how mothers feel when a new baby is to be born. The participants’
relationship in this situation resembles more an adult child relationship rather
than an institutional relationship, even though the therapist is a professional
(see Heritage and Drew, 1992).

Synchronizing multimodal practices
Iwasaki (2011) describes the process of a social action as multidimensional, where all resources and multimodal practices intertwine, composing an interactional choreography for mutual dance. The previous section
described how the participants utilize different interactional resources to formulate and ascribe a social action. The present section illuminates how the
social actions are achieved through synchronizing several modalities in concert. Conversationalists update the process moment by moment completing a
social action in combination (Mondada, 2014).
In the second excerpt, we exhibit Jaakko’s and his SLT’s synchronized multimodal practices at the beginning, the middle and the end of the aided utterance in this particular case, but we also relate the observations of this excerpt
to the larger data of the 20 sequences. The aided utterance of this excerpt is
divided into two parts: the first involves Jaakko producing the core of the utterance (Lines 1–13), and the second part features his completing it following the
therapist’s suggestion to tell more (Lines 14–28). In this excerpt, Jaakko produces an aided first pair part, and the SLT interprets it as a statement, which
invites a sharing of strong, positive feelings for fairies.
Before this excerpt, Jaakko states that he watches an animation series on
television called Winx. The therapist asks whether any one of the five Winx
fairies is Jaakko’s favourite and Jaakko nods. The excerpt begins when the SLT
produces the particle mhmy (Line 1), which receives the information as something new (VISK § 798). Jaakko does not continue by naming his favourite
fairy; instead, he begins a new first pair part. On the one hand, Jaakko’s action
is not in line with the therapist’s question, as the presupposed answer would be
the name of a Winx. On the other hand, Jaakko does not have the Winx fairies’
names in his communication book, and he is not able to write them. As a consequence, the nodding must suffice as an answer, and the SLT does not consider it to be a dispreferred response.
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Excerpt 2
1 T: m^hmy.
jP
^ hand moves Æ
2 J: ༜1.6༝ * ༜0.3༝ + ༜1.2༝ ^ # ༜0.6༝ + ༜0.6༝
jP hand moves
^# points category Æ
tG
* to book
Æ5
jG
+ to book
+
3 J: °༜0.2༝ #§ ༜0.5༝ ° ༜2.1༝ + ༜2.0༝ @ ༜2.0༝
jP points #
tS
° TERVEYS
°
HEALTH
tA
§ turns page
Æ
jG
+ to book
Æ6
V
@ pupils’ voices Æ 5
4 T: siinä ༜0.3༝ §
there
tA turns page §
5

༜0.6༝ * ༜0.4༝ * ༜1.5༝
tG to book*
* to book
V pupils’ voices

* ༜0.3༝ * ༜1.1༝ @
*
* to book Æ
@

6 T: § pistän + ton oven kiinni nii tota. * lähe vaa hakee
I put + the door closed so.
* go just to seek
jG book + follows therapist’s motion
Æ
tG to book
*
tA § stands up to go to door and back
Æ 10
7 T: merkkiä nii. ei
+ häiritse noi äänet.
a symbol so. does not + disturb those voices.
jG follows
+ book

Æ9

8 J: ༜2.2༝ ^ ༜1.7༝ @ ༜1.3༝ + ༜1.3༝ + ༜3.2༝ @* ༜2.1༝ ^
jG to book
+ his side + book
Æ
tG
* book Æ 11
jP
^ hand moves
^
V
@ closing door, steps
@
9 J:
tA
jG
jP
tS

# ༜1.5༝ °+ ༜0.2༝ # ^ ༜0.3༝ ° ༜0.1༝ +§ ༜1.0༝ § ༜0.6༝ ^
comes back to sit
§
§ moves Æ
book
+
+ book
Æ
# points
# ^hand moves
^
° MINÄ
°
I
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10 J:
tA
jG
tG
jP
tS

#༜0.3༝ °༜0.3༝ +#^༜0.4༝ * ° ༜0.8༝ * ༜0.1༝ +༜0.9༝ §༜0.6༝ ^
moves with chair
§
book
+
+ book
Æ
book
*
* book
Æ
# points
#^hand moves
^
° SAAN
°
(have-1.PERSON)
HAVE

# ༜0.3༝ + ༜0.5༝ * ༜0.3༝ °#༜0.2༝ ” ༜0.5༝ °༜0.5༝ ”
book
+
book
*
# points
#
° KOHTAUS
°
FIT
jH
” nods
”

11 J:
jG
tG
jP
tS

12
13

(1.0)
€ ༜0.2༝ $ ༜1.5༝ $ ༜0.4༝
jF € smiles
Æ 21
tF
$ laugh $

14 T: haluuksä
vielä tarken”taa
do you want still clari”fy
jH
” nods Æ
15 J: ༜1.4༝ ”
jH nods ”
16 T:

no ni.
well.

17

(0.3)

18 J: ^༜0.6༝ * ༜0.2༝ + ༜1.4༝ ^ ༜0.2༝ * ༜0.4༝ * ༜0.5༝
jP ^ hand moves
^
tG
*book
*
*book Æ 22
jG
+book
Æ
19 J: ^ ༜1.5༝ § ༜2.9༝ ^# ༜1.5༝ + ༜0.4༝
jG book
+
jP ^hand moves
^# points category Æ 22
tA
§ moves upperbody sideways Æ
20 T: mikä §
what
tA moves §
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”༜0.2 ༝ °༜0.2༝ °༜0.4༝ *°#༜0.3༝ °༜0.4༝”§* ༜2.2༝ +༜6.5༝§
book
*
* book Æ 23
points category
#
” nods
”
° VA- °
°IHMISET°
LEPEOPLE
tA
§ turns page
§
jG
+bookÆ29

21 J:
tG
jP
jH
tS

22 J: ^༜0.9༝ § ༜0.5༝ ^# ༜0.4༝ § ༜0.1༝ °# ༜0.5༝ ° ༜2.7༝
tA
§
§ turns page
Æ 28
jP ^ hand moves
^# points subcateg #
tS
° HAHMO °
CHARACTER
23 T: haeksä
sanaa k*eiju
do you seek a word f*airy
tG book
*
24 J: ”༜0.7༝
jH ” nods Æ
25 T: € j”oo-o. ༜0.3༝ jatkaksä silt samalt
= * aukeemalta
y”es ༜0.3༝ do you continue with the same
opening
jH nods”
= shakes Æ
jF € smiles
Æ
tG
* book Æ 29
26 J:
jH
jF
jP

^ ༜0.3༝ € ༜0.3༝ =
shakes
=
smile
€
^ hand moves
Æ

27 T: .het § ༜0.4༝ ^# okei ༜0.2༝ keiju
.hno ༜0.4༝
okay ༜0.2༝ fairy
jP hand moves ^# points Æ
tA turns§
28 J:
tG
jG
jP
tS

༜1.2༝ *° ༜0.2༝ #༜0.3༝ °* ༜1.0༝ * ༜0.1༝ +
book *
* book *
book
+
points
#
° TYTTÖ
°
GIRL

29

(0.7)

30 J: ”༜1.7༝ ”
jH ”nods ”
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31 (1.0)
32 T: minä saan kohtaus keiju tyttö (0.6) tarkotatko (1.0) että(0.7) että se tuntuu
niinku niin vahvasti kun näkee semmosen keijun. tai et se on jotenkin niinku ihan
mahtavaa.(1.1) se on semmonen positiivinen tunne.
I have a fit fairy girl (0.6) do you mean (1.0) that (0.7) that it feels like so strong
when you see a fairy like that. or that it is somehow like quite amazing.(1.1)it is
a positive feeling like that.
33 J:

((nods and smiles))

34 T: okei.
okay.

Synchronizing prebeginnings
The excerpt begins during the therapist’s particle, mhmy, and this is when
Jaakko begins to move his hand in order to point to the first symbol of the
aided utterance (Line 1). Jaakko’s prebeginning practice to move his hand
before shifting his gaze was typical of him, but the other boy in our study,
Kalle, usually begins by shifting his gaze to an aid or both his gaze and hand
move simultaneously. Jaakko’s practice of timing the prebeginning in the
middle of the SLT’s utterance is not the only case in the data, but more often
the aided communicators synchronize their prebeginnings with the turn transition relevance place. These observations are supported by Savolainen and
associates (forthcoming) who reported the same practices in conversations
using speech generating devices.
Both therapists in this study were predominantly sensitive to following
the aided communicators’ prebeginnings through their gaze as well as in the
timing of their talk. The SLT in the second excerpt shifts her gaze to the communication book immediately after Jaakko’s prebeginning, and this occurs
before Jaakko’s gaze shift to the book. This practice is found at the beginning
of the first and the second part of the aided utterance (Lines 2 and 18). The
data also presented three cases that are initiated by Kalle’s SLT, who begins a
new first pair part, although her gaze is on the communication book, and she
can see Kalle moving his finger as the prebeginning of the aided utterance. We
observed that the gaze on a communication book did not always mean that
the speaking partner was orientated to the aided communicator’s turn, which
has also been observed in the literature on conversations that use technical
communication devices (Norén, Svensson, and Telford, 2013).
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Anticipating pointing actions
As microanalysis allowed us to observe the pointing voicing pairs, we discovered how the pointing and the voicing were intertwined rather than consecutively produced. For example, in the second excerpt, Jaakko points to seven
symbols and each time, he begins taking his finger(s) away from a symbol
before the SLT has finished voicing the linguistic label. In four cases (Lines
3, 11, 12, 29), Jaakko begins moving his finger after 0.3s after the beginning
of the voicing at the latest, and in three cases (Lines 13, 22, 23), he initiates
the movement of his finger simultaneously with the first sound of the SLT’s
voicing. The activity of the finger was meaningful for the SLT because it signalled that the voicings were what the aided communicator had intended. It
also advanced the progress of the conversation and allowed a shift to the next
action. Anticipating the next action is also observed, as Jaakko begins moving
his hand towards the symbol, as the therapist is closing the door (Line 8) and
during the therapist’s page turning (Lines 21 and 25). In the data for this study,
this anticipation of pointing was a conventional practice for both aided communicators. They did not wait for room to initiate their pointing, but they synchronized it with the flow of the conversations.

Glancing to communication partner
During the first excerpt, Jaakko and the SLT coconstruct the aided utterance
fluently and look at the communication book during the whole process (from
Line 1 to 5). The data for this study also had sequences, in which participants
did not look at the book all the time during the coconstruction but glanced
at a communication partner. Jaakko maintained his gaze on the book in five
sequences out of ten, Kalle did the same in four sequences out of ten, and both
speech therapists maintained their gaze on the book in only three sequences
out of ten. After analysing the positions of participants’ glances at a partner,
it became apparent that they were not arbitrary and that they were linked to
a threat in the progress of the conversations. As evidence, let us now turn to
four types of cases in the second excerpt where the participants’ gaze practices
revealed that something disturbed the flow of a coconstruction process.
During the coconstruction of the aided utterance in the second excerpt, the
therapist shifts her gaze to Jaakko seven times, and Jaakko shifts his gaze to
the therapist six times. The first type of case was the progress of turns, which
means that participants adhere to the rule of ‘someone’s turn must always and
exclusively be in progress’ (Sacks, et al., 1974: 697). The second excerpt contains two turns, in which Jaakko discontinues his turn, and the SLT glances
at Jaakko. The first case occurs in line 5, where the therapist has just initiated the opening referred to as HEALTH, and Jaakko looks at the book but
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does not begin to move his hand for continuing the utterance. The therapist
glances at Jaakko twice to register the direction of Jaakko’s gaze and orientation. The second case, in which the progress stopped, occurs in line 18. Jaakko
is moving his hand towards a category symbol, but he discontinues that move,
and the therapist immediately checks the focus of Jaakko’s gaze.
The second type of case to discuss was the orientation of participants. The
coconstructing process of aided utterance cannot be achieved without contributions by both participants, and it demands both participants’ orientation.
A conventional practice was that participants looked at the communication
book or at each other. The second excerpt contains, however, a rather long
phase of multiple actions within a situation, during which the SLT walks to the
door, and she sees neither the communication book nor Jaakko´s contributions. The therapist’s action interrupts the interaction so the participants need
to synchronize their actions more than usual. The situation begins in line 5
when Jaakko has not yet begun to move his hand after the SLT had opened the
page, and after a 4s pause, the therapist stands up to go to the door to close it.
The therapist orients her action as accountable and explains it by noting that
she heard noises in the corridor. Jaakko uses his gaze to follow the therapist’s
motion (Line 6) but returns his gaze to the book after the therapist’s advice
(Line 7). Jaakko begins to move his hand and orientates to the book, but after
3s, he glances to his side where he hears the sounds of a closing door and steps
(Line 8). The therapist is returning, Jaakko points to the symbol ‘I’ and glances
at the therapist who is going to sit down (Line 9). Jaakko’s glance, which is
to ensure the therapist’s orientation, receives affirmation when the therapist
begins voicing. Jaakko begins preparing for the GET symbol, and simultaneously the therapist begins by shifting her chair to a suitable position and she
consequently moves back and forth slightly (Line 9). This movement interrupts Jaakko’s orientation on the book, and he glances at the moving therapist
(Line 10). During this phase, the therapist is already orientated to the book but
glances at Jaakko as he is looking at her. After their short mutual gaze, they
both turn their gazes back to the book almost simultaneously. The participants
treated this multiple action situation as accountable; Jaakko glanced at the
therapist many times to ensure her orientation, and the therapist maintained
her orientation on the production process when possible, and explained her
disorientation when she walked to the door.
The third type of case involved the progress of the pointing voicing pair.
If the pointing is motorically inaccurate, a speaking partner may encounter
challenges in seeing the focus of the pointing. Jaakko’s manner of pointing to
symbols varied during the conversations as well as during the second excerpt.
Jaakko pointed at some symbols with his index finger and at some with all his
fingers. In line 19, Jaakko moves his hand slowly towards the symbol, but the
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SLT cannot see the focus and begins to shift her upper body from one side to
the other in order to discern the focus of Jaakko’s pointing. Jaakko points to
the symbol by keeping all his fingers open, and he raises his gaze to the therapist to determine whether the therapist can see the focused symbol. The therapist maintains her gaze on the book and asks What (line 20). Jaakko continues
his pointing in the same manner but begins to reinforce it by nodding (Line
21). The therapist initiates voicing LE(isure), but she interrupts it and utters
the word PEOPLE, which is next to a leisure symbol. Simultaneously with
the second voicing, the therapist looks at Jaakko for assurance that the voicing is correct. Jaakko continues to nod, and the sequence can proceed. An
inaccurate pointing was also evident in line 2, when Jaakko shifts his gaze to
the therapist after he has reached the category symbol of HEALTH. It seems
that the motorically inaccurate pointing slowed the coconstruction process
and affected both participants’ gaze practices as they negotiated their mutual
understanding.
The fourth type of case concerned the progress of the navigation in the
communication book. According to a general practice, if the users of a communication book cannot turn a page by themselves, they point category symbols and a partner voices the symbol name and turns the page. In line 22 of the
second excerpt, Jaakko points to the subcategory referred to as CHARACTER,
and the SLT begins turning the pages. However, after 2.7s, the therapist poses
the question of Do you seek a word fairy? and shifts her gaze to Jaakko so as
to see Jaakko’s answer, which involves nodding and smiling (Lines 23–25). By
using this question, the SLT anticipates Jaakko’s following word to speed up the
conversational progress. However, the therapist cannot know whether Jaakko
would need some other symbols from the opening CHARACTER, so she still
asks Do you continue with the same opening? (Line 25). Jaakko shakes his head,
and even though he is still smiling, the therapist treats the head shaking as a
response and stops turning pages and states Okay. Fairy. (Lines 25–26). The
therapist’s first question in this excerpt, which was against the conventional
practice, led to the demand for the negotiation of the subsequent line. During
the negotiation, the SLT gazed at Jaakko to see his head move, but Jaakko continued to exhibit an orientation to the progress of the aided utterance by looking at the communication book.
In addition to the four previously introduced types, there were two other
cases, in which the participants glanced at their partner during the progress
of the turn. (1) When the aided communicators changed the pointing hand
(from pointing with left hand to pointing with right hand or vice versa) in the
middle of the production process, the SLTs glanced at the aided communicators probably to ascertain the direction of the orientation. (2) When the SLT
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began to talk simultaneously, or after Kalle’s prebeginning, Kalle glanced at the
therapist to ensure her orientation. These cases are not shown in any excerpts.
The participants gaze practices revealed that the conventional coconstruction of an aided utterance proceeded as follow: (1) the participants shifted
their gazes at a book; (2) the aided communicators pointed a symbol; (3) the
speaking partners voiced the label of the symbol (and turned a page); (4) the
same actions were repeated until the last symbol, and then the aided communicators shifted they gaze at a partner; and (5) the partners looked at aided
communicators and produced an interpretation in their next turn. The participants sensitively monitored the progress of a coconstruction. If there was
something unexpected in the process, the participants glanced at a partner.
Most of the glances at a communication partner that occurred in the middle
of the production process were linked to the interruption of the coconstruction process, but a few cases featured participants who gazed at their partner
to invite him or her to smile.

Changing the author of the turn through gaze
Our microanalysis revealed that the aided communicators timed their gaze
around the end of the utterance: immediately after, simultaneously, or even
before, the pointing had reached the last symbol, they looked at the SLTs. In
the first excerpt, Jaakko begins gazing at the therapist 0.2s after his pointing has reached the last symbol (Line 5), and in the second excerpt, Jaakko’s
gazing begins 0.3s after his pointing to the last symbol of the first part of the
aided utterance (Line 11). The SLTs in the data for this study followed the
aided communicators’ gaze, and they usually reached a mutual gaze and began
talking simultaneously or slightly after the aided communicators’ gaze shift. In
the first excerpt, the therapist’s gaze shifts simultaneously with Jaakko’s gaze,
and her talk begins 0.1s after their mutual gaze. In the first part of the aided
utterance of the second excerpt, the therapist’s gaze shifts in 0.5s, and the talk
begins 0.8s after Jaakko’s gaze. Moreover, Jaakko usually emphasized the end
of the utterance by nodding, which began simultaneously with the therapist’s
voicing (line 11).
At the end of the second part of the aided utterance (Line 28), a deviant
practice occurs, in which Jaakko continues to gaze towards the communication book after his pointing to the last symbol, GIRL. At this moment, Jaakko
complements the first part of the aided utterance, which was already syntactically complete. The SLT cannot anymore utilize the syntax, and as a consequence, she looks at Jaakko to ensure the possible end of the utterance. While
Jaakko looks at the book, the SLT glances at the book for 1s, and after that they
achieve a mutual gaze almost simultaneously. After a pause, Jaakko begins
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nodding, which confirms the end of the utterance (line 30). Jaakko’s practice
of sustaining his unusually prolonged gaze on the book at the end of the aided
utterance revealed that Jaakko was unsure regarding the progression of his
turn, and the turn transition was delayed. This deviant case as well as how
participants interpreted it provided strong evidence for the conventional gaze
practice at the end of an aided utterance (see Sidnell, 2013).

Discussion
This paper describes the multidimensional coconstructing process of aided
utterances in conversations that use a communication book. We have demonstrated how participants coconstruct the meaning of aided utterances by utilizing six different intertwined interactional resources (selected from the CA
literature) which are implemented with synchronized multimodal practices
during the coproduction of an aided utterance and in the next turn (Figure 1).
The theoretical tool was highly useful in describing the coconstruction of the
social action of an aided utterance in this data.
The results of microanalysis provide an enhanced understanding of the
temporal, progressive and co-operative nature of the coconstructing process.
The interactional resources of the outer circle, in Figure 1, are static or they
develop slow during aided conversations, for example, linguistical meaning,
but multimodal practices in the inner circle are fast and changing all the time
in interaction. In contrast to multimodal practices, interactional resources can
be present, even though they are not always explicitly observable in conversation. For example, emotions are always present within the communication
partners and they may be, but are not always, evidenced within their interactions. The circles of Figure 1 are drawn separately, but it does not mean that
interactional resources and multimodal practices could be told apart. They
have the same purpose to coconstruct a social action, affecting each other, for
example, the lack of the common ground probably affects participants’ multimodal practices. The importance of representing social action as a flexible
application of interactional resources, accomplished by the synchronization
of multimodal practices, makes the theoretical tool of this study useful for
descriptive research.

Temporality
According to previous studies, conversations that use nontechnical communication aids are characterized by slow progressivity due to the production process of linguistic meaning through pointing voicing pairs (e.g., Bloch, 2005).
The present study confirms the slowness of the production process of an aided

24

Coconstructing in Conversations Using a Communication Book

utterance, but it was also demonstrated how rare pauses were during the production of an aided utterance. The participants invested their time working
towards the progress of the conversations in the same manner as the participants in spoken conversations (see Sacks et al., 1974) or in conversations using
speech generating devices (Savolainen et al., forthcoming). On a few occasions, when a pause occurred during the production process, participants
interpreted it as an unexpected action by gazing to their partners. This study
also completes the understanding of the temporal nature of pointing voicing
pairs (Sigurd Pilesjö and Rasmussen, 2011). The pointing voicing pairs were
not implemented in consecutive order; the multimodal actions were often
intertwined or simultaneous, and the conversations were replete with dynamic
combinations of these actions for interaction. The participants synchronized
their multimodal practices with the interactional context during a conversation through timing and anticipating (see Goodwin, 2000; Mondada, 2014).
However, the rapid rhythm and constantly changing multimodal actions may
give the impression of them being in a hurry during the conversation. The situations were peaceful, which was also evident in the SLT’s long pauses in the
middle of second pair part that occurred in both excerpts. The participants
were not hurried, and by the pauses, the therapist allowed space for emotional
displays and demonstrations of intersubjectivity. These findings have significant implications for increasing all communication partners’ awareness of the
temporal nature of conversations using nontechnical communication aids.

Progression
All the participants in this study showed continued attention and were sensitive to monitoring each other’s contributions during the progress of an aided
utterance (see Clark and Brennan, 1991). For example, at the beginning of an
aided utterance, the SLTs closely followed the aided communicators’ prebeginnings. The commonly reported prebeginning action in the literature is a gaze
shift to the aid (Sigurd Pilesjö and Rasmussen, 2011), but in this study, Jaakko’s
first prebeginning involved a hand movement, and his gaze shifted afterwards.
To communication partners, it is meaningful to be aware of an aided communicator’s initiation of a prebeginning to synchronize their actions with the
conversation. Jaakko’s prebeginning is a good example of how aided communicators may display individual multimodal practices.
During the coconstructing process, the aided and the speaking communicators synchronized their multimodal practices to facilitate conversational
progress. Our findings support the research by Sigurd Pilesjö and Rasmussen
(2011) that participants orient to the book during their coproduction. The
main orientation of the participants is towards the book, but the monitoring
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of conversations through glances at the partner is also general for both participants. If the coconstruction does not proceed according to the five conventional phases that are introduced in the result section, participants glance
at a partner for ensuring the process. By glancing, participants establish: (a)
that both are orientated to the communication book; (b) the reason why
coconstruction does not proceed; (c) what symbol is pointed; (d) their shared
understanding; or (e) the end of the utterance, but they also seek emotional
intersubjectivity.
The procedure adopted in this study is reproducible. The unexpected progress of the coconstruction and glancing at a partner would warrant further
study. By analysing gaze on a partner, we could enhance our understanding of
practices which participants themselves consider as unexpected in conversations that use nontechnical communication aids. This information could help
professionals guide the aided communicators and their communication partner in conversations using these aids. However, aided communicators have
always used not only conventional practices but individual practices as well
in their conversations. For the best results of guiding, professionals might get
strong support by utilizing video based observations of their client in conversations with different communication partners in everyday interaction.

Co-operation
Microanalysis is necessary to understand the temporality and progressivity
of conversation involving the coconstruction of aided utterances. It helps also
to understand the strong co-operation between participants, which the quick
progress demands. This all begins in infancy when small babies synchronize
their multimodal actions by practising their co-operation in interaction (see
Trevarthen and Aitken, 2001). The parents of children with disabilities may
need professionals to remind them that interactive play, typical of early development, reinforces the basis of their competence in later conversations.
The participants’ cooperative construction of conversation in this study
was fluent, and the aided utterances that were selected as data included no
misunderstandings. Contrary to some previous findings (such as Sundqvist et
al., 2010), the SLTs in our study usually gave room for aided communicators
to produce aided utterances, the therapists changed their roles between author
and animator rather smoothly, and the speaking and the aided communicators were equal authors in the conversations. Premises for the co-operation
were good, because the participants shared a mutual cultural background,
were experienced in using a communication book and had known each other
for many years (see Robillard, 1994; Batorowicz et al., 2014). It is impossible to
know, how the common ground or the lack of it affects to aided conversations,
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but the less participants share a common ground, the more they have to show
interest in each other and invest in the progress of aided conversations.
In the literature of augmentative communication, the role of a speaking
partner is often emphasized for intersubjectivity (e.g., Auer and Hörmeyer,
2017). The emphasis on the speaking partners’ role can mislead and prevent
understanding concerning how aided communicators apply the same interactional resources when they produce the social action of the aided utterance
as the speaking partners who recognize its meaning. For example, during the
first excerpt, Jaakko utilized the larger course of action and common ground
to formulate the utterance in the same manner as the speech therapist who
interpreted it. This practice allowed Jaakko to produce shorter, quick utterances. In the future, SLTs who provide training in supporting conversation
to aided communicators and their communication partners can apply the
knowledge of aided communicators’ contributions to the production process
of social action and also emphasize the responsibility of aided communicators
to contribute equally to conversations (see also Savolainen et al., forthcoming).

Limitations
First, we are aware that the data for this study are limited due to a lack of information on the symbol to which the aided communicators points. This analysis
is based on the speaking partners’ voicings, which the aided communicators
accept. Second, the data for this study were derived from two young aided
communicators’ conversations using a communication book with their speech
and language therapists. To obtain additional information on conversation
practices in coconstructing social actions, further CA research is needed on
different types of participants who use various types of aids.

Conclusion
The results of the present study underscore the co-operative process of a
conversation that utilizes a communication book from a larger perspective
as well as moment by moment. The analysis demonstrates how participants
handle multiple interactional resources and simultaneously synchronize different embodied modalities that occur in quick rhythm. The understanding
of the temporal, co-operative and progressive nature of conversations that use
communication books helps professionals to guide aided communicators and
their significant, communicative others in their conversations.
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Appendix: Transcript Notation
The capital letter in the beginning of the numbered line refers to the participants’ turn.
J = Jaakko
T = speech and language Therapist
In the top line are durations (༜1.0༝) and order of the multimodal practices which
Jaakko and therapist use in coconstructing the turn. The beginning and the end of one
multimodal action is signed with the same symbols.
1 J: ^༜0.1༝ *༜1.7༝ +༜2.8༝ ^#༜0.6༝ °༜0.3༝ # ༜0.2༝ °
In the lower lines, the practices are described each in own line, and small letters (j / t)
refers to participants, and capitals refers to the type of the multimodal action.
jP
^ hand moves
^# points symbol#
tS
° IHMISET °
PEOPLE
tG
* gaze on book
Æ5
jG
+ gaze on book
Æ5
The capitals and the symbols for the multimodal actions are:
P ^
Moving hand for purpose to point to a symbol.
#
Pointing to a symbol.
S °
Therapist voices a SYMBOL, translations are bolded,
abbreviations in glossing:
INF
infinitive
1.PERSON
1st person ending
3.PERSON
3rd person ending
PAR
partitive
G *
Therapist’s gaze on a communication book.
+
Aided communicator´s gaze on a communication book.
NB When a gaze is not transcribed, its focus is on a partner!
A §
Activity is described in transcription.
H ”
Head: Nodding.
=
Head: Shaking
F €
Aided communicator´s smile
$
Therapist’s laugh
V
Voices from environment
Æ
Practice is continuing.
Natural speech Naturally spoken elements, which are not the voicings of symbols.
Translations are bolded.
.
Fall in intonation.
(1.0)
One-second pause
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Abstract
Aided communicators often have an opportunity to express themselves with speech-generating
devices (SGDs) that produce symbol by symbol (SBS) and/or pre-stored (PS) utterances. Studies
on the usage of PS utterances report that these utterances affect conversations positively, but it
appears that aided communicators and professionals may have divergent views on their benefits.
The aim of this study is to analyse how school-aged aided communicators, their mothers, peers,
and speech and language therapists (SLTs) co-construct the social actions of PS utterances during
their everyday interactions. The theoretical framework of this study is conversation analysis.
This approach to analysing the data enhances our understanding of the linguistic and temporal
resources of PS utterances and how they are used to reinforce various rich social actions that
promote the progress of aided conversations to resemble natural spoken conversations. The
results of this study will help SLTs and teachers in their planning content for SGDs as well
as in teaching, and guiding aided communicators and their partners to utilize PS utterances in
combination with SBS utterances during their conversations.
Keywords
aided conversation, applied conversation analysis, progress of conversations, social action,
speech-generating device

I Introduction
Speech-generating devices (SGDs) are tools which non-speaking people can use to compensate for
their inability to produce oral speech. Communication software programs offer the option of producing utterances1 either by constructing them symbol by symbol (SBS) or by utilizing pre-stored
(PS) utterances. Depending on the type of utterance, an aided communicator can activate either one
cell (PS utterance) or multiple cells (SBS utterance) on a display, and a speech synthesizer recites
Corresponding author:
Irina Savolainen, Department of Psychology and Logopedics, the University of Helsinki, PL63, Helsinki, 00014, Finland
Email: irina.savolainen@helsinki.fi
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the textual content of the cell(s). The more symbols an aided communicator selects for an utterance, the more time it takes to produce. To tailor the linguistic content and the corresponding
graphic symbol2 for each display cell, aided communicators and their speaking partners often work
with professionals, such as speech and language therapists (SLTs) and teachers.
In clinical practice, children with complex communication needs are often introduced to devices
which consist of only a few cells. These may include separate symbols, for example, for choosing
a snack or PS utterances such as those pertaining to the game ‘More bubbles’ or related to selecting
an activity, such as ‘I like playing with animals.’ The number and the content of cells visible on the
display are actively and deliberately adjusted to reflect the expectations of a child’s potential.
Eventually, PS utterances are primarily used to recount the life events of the aided communicators,
to discuss particular situations or topics, and to control the progress of conversations (Todman
et al., 2008). For example, during their school lessons, pupils may request a turn (‘I have something
to say’), ask about their homework (‘What do we have for homework?’), or comment on a story
(‘That’s spooky’).

1 Whole utterance approach
High technology communication systems based on PS utterances have been developed since the
1980s referred to as the ‘whole utterance approach’ (Todman et al., 2008). Communication software that is based on the whole utterance approach is generally designed for non-speaking adults
who communicate through spelling. This also allows them to use text entry with word prediction
(Todman et al., 2008). This approach not only focuses on PS utterances, but also on being able to
access them at the appropriate time and with minimum effort. Several researchers have utilized
natural language processing as well as speech recognition to organize PS utterances on the display,
and to develop more effective communication systems (see, for example, Dye et al., 1998; Todman
and Rzepecka, 2003; Wisenburn and Higginbotham, 2009). However, most of the reported software continue to be prototypes, and few have entered the commercial market.
Theoretically, this approach is based on studies of conversations, such as conversation analysis
(CA) as well as on the psycholinguistic model of formulaic language (Todman et al., 2008). CA has
demonstrated that some recurrent actions are repeated in conversations, such as openings and closings (Schegloff, 2007). The psycholinguistic model asserts that language is learned and used in
word strings that are stored and retrieved from memory as a single large unit, that is, as formulaic
language (Wray and Perkins, 2000). These strings are used to manipulate others through use of
commands, requests and politeness markers as well as to assert a separate identity, such as by storytelling and turn-holding. The strings are also used to assert group identity through the use of
social phrases.
Research on the usage of PS utterances are often linked to the development of communication
software based on the whole utterance approach. Most are implemented with adults, with the
exception of Waller’s studies (2003, 2006) on young aided communicators’ storytelling through PS
utterances and writing. While many researchers have analysed the use of PS utterances, their studies have rarely focused on participant practices within everyday interaction (for exceptions, see
Koole and Mak, 2014; Waller, 2006). Instead, past research has emphasized the number of initiations by participants (Alm et al., 1993), their opinions and experiences (Todman, 2000; Wisenburn
and Higginbotham, 2009), the speaker’s communication rate or timing (Todman and Rzepecka,
2003) as well as the success of the communicative tasks (Dye et al., 1998). Most of these previous
studies were implemented in specific situations or conversations with restricted topics.
Many studies on PS utterances have nonetheless reported that these utterances affect conversations positively. Communication partners, independent observers, and aided communicators
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themselves usually describe conversations that contain PS utterances as natural, spontaneous, and
enjoyable (Lunn et al., 2003; Wisenburn and Higginbotham, 2009). PS utterances are also recommended as a tool for social and personalized conversations that facilitate a speaker’s belonging to
a group (Koole and Mak, 2014). Participation is often asymmetric in aided conversations and this
is manifested in aspects of aided communicators’ interactions such as their minor initiations
(Clarke, 2016). PS utterances may offer aided communicators quicker opportunities to participate
in conversations and more control by increasing their initiations and means to display recipiency
(Alm et al., 1993; Koole and Mak, 2014; Waller and O’Mara, 2003). These positive effects are
reportedly reinforceable through practice (Koole and Mak, 2014; Todman, 2000; Waller, 2006).
Even so, in comparative studies that estimate the preference of independent observers for PS utterances over writing, the observers’ priorities depended on the context and the adequacy of the content of PS utterances in situ (see Bedrosian et al., 2003; Lunn et al., 2003).

2 Divergent views on the benefits of pre-stored utterances
Researchers and professionals share an understanding of two benefits that PS utterances offer conversations. First, the utterances include more words per turns than the typical SBS utterances,
which are often short and ungrammatical (Binger and Light, 2008; Lunn et al., 2003). Second, PS
utterances are faster to produce and demand fewer activations than SBS utterances (Clarke, 2016;
Todman, 2000). Children and adults who use communication devices orient to furthering conversations in the same manner as their speaking partners (Higginbotham et al., 2016; Savolainen et al.,
2020). PS utterances offer aided communicators a tool to minimize the delay between words that
would otherwise not only affect their communicative fluency in many ways, but would also affect
the length of their conversations (Koole and Mak, 2014; Wisenburn and Higginbotham, 2009).
Despite these benefits and the positive effects on conversations reported by studies on the whole
utterance approach, some scholars and aided communicators have divergent views on the usability of
PS utterances in aided conversations. Those who prioritize (recommending) to use of SBS utterances
emphasize the fact that aided communicators need to have an opportunity to express themselves
precisely in constantly changing situations, which at the same time develops their linguistic competence (e.g. Jagoe and Smith, 2016; Light, 1997; Rackensperger et al., 2005). Professionals may recognize the utility of faster communication and add some PS utterances to communication systems,
but they may nonetheless prefer the SBS procedure, as SLT Hill does in her writing on decisionmaking in augmentative and alternative communication (AAC).3 Hill states that using PS utterances
forces aided communicators to select expressions that are not necessarily close to their original idea,
which may effect to their willingness to communicate. In addition, the users of PS utterances ‘[m]ay
have to tolerate features in a string that they would never have generated themselves’ (Wray, 2002, p.
127). Aided communicators may feel that they need to continuously revise the linguistic forms of
their PS utterances to accommodate the changing situations and their life events. It is difficult to
anticipate emerging topics in advance because communication adapts to the time, place, season,
news, and audience (Balandin and Iacono, 1998; Rackensperger et al., 2005).
According to Newell (2011) these differing attitudes were at their strongest when developing the
whole utterance approach started. The approach was allegedly unethical, and the developers were
accused of ‘[p]utting words into the mouths of AAC [augmentative and alternative communication]
users’ (p. 56). Even though Newell (2011) argues that these negative attitudes have changed, PS
utterances continue to be typically considered more relevant in specific situations (Jagoe and Smith,
2016). Light (1997) has pondered whether the use of PS utterances ‘[l]ock the children into set
scripts or patterns of interaction’ (p. 165), and recommended offering access to PS utterances as well
as to separate symbols.
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3 Social actions of utterance are co-constructed
CA studies have revealed how conversationalists co-construct the social meanings of turns (social
actions) moment by moment during the flow of conversations (Levinson, 2013). As conversations
are unique, the same utterance may have several different social actions depending on the conversation (Schegloff, 2007). When participants interpret and produce social actions, they utilize several interactional resources, such as linguistic meanings, sequential positions,4 the larger course of
action and the background they share with other speakers (for example, see Goodwin, 2000). If
they only utilize the linguistic form of an utterance, their interpretation of this utterance in situ
might be misleading. Besides a shared understanding, participants orient to advancing conversations (Levinson, 2013). The temporal progress is evident when different units, such as sounds,
words, turns and sequences are consecutive, and when social actions develop piece by piece in
relation to the preceding conversation (Schegloff, 2007). Each next turn is therefore a tool to analyse the prior turn, revealing the participants’ understanding or misunderstanding of other participants’ social actions (Schegloff, 2007).
Studies of augmentative and alternative communication (AAC) that have adopted CA to examine human interaction have demonstrated that aided conversations are fundamentally interactive
(Clarke et al., 2013; Higginbotham et al., 2016). They emphasize the co-construction process and
how it is manifested when using communication devices in conversations concerning explicit
negotiations on interpretations (for instance, see Auer and Hörmeyer, 2017). Many studies on conversations that utilize SBS utterances report that misunderstandings are common because short and
ungrammatical utterances as well as the delays between symbols all pose challenges in understanding the turn position in a sequence (Binger and Light, 2008; Clarke and Wilkinson, 2008). Some
previous studies that examine communication systems and adopt the whole utterance approach
have reported an improvement in shared understanding (see Wisenburn and Higginbotham, 2009),
but there is a lack of research on how participants co-construct their shared understanding of social
actions that are formed by PS utterances in conversations. Some evidence suggests that during
description tasks, communication partners tend to interpret PS utterances explicitly in terms of
their linguistic form, even though aided communicators were using their creative and non-literal
meanings (Jagoe and Smith, 2016).
This study analyses how participants orient to PS utterances in everyday conversations when
aided communicators decide whether to produce an utterance by using either an SBS or a PS. By
identifying how participants co-construct the social actions of PS utterances and further their conversations, the main of objective of our analysis is to acquire a more profound understanding of the
linguistic and temporal resources5 of PS utterances.

II Method
This study used inductive video-based observations to reveal how participants co-construct the
social actions of PS utterances. The process of analysis applied CA conventions and was supplemented by details from transcriptions and repeated video observations (Hoey and Kendrick, 2017).
This study was approved by the appropriate ethics boards at the authors’ institution.

1 Participants
Participants were recruited from a special school for children and youth with physical disabilities.
After permission was granted by the school principal, the school SLTs sent a recruitment letter to
four families that had a nonspeaking child who was currently using an SGD and a communication
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Table 1. A summary of participant characteristics using aided communication.
Name

Age GDVa

CFCSb Diagnosis

Jaakko

18

12

III

Paavo

11

5c

IV

Kalle

10

0

II–III

Veeti

7

1.5d

II

Aicardi Goutières
syndrome

Speech

Some words
produced with
vowels
Dyskinetic cerebral palsy Unintelligible words
(mild)
Arterial ischemic stroke Vocalizing
of brainstem,
Tetra- and bulbar paresis
Dyskinetic cerebral palsy Vocalizing
(severe)

Time using
TAIKE
(in years)

Access
method

8

Mouse

2

Finger
pointing
Finger
pointing

4

2

Gaze

Notes. Age is given in years at the time of video recordings. GDV = the gap between the developmental and verbal age
in years (Except for Kalle, participants’ verbal age was lower than their developmental age); CFCS = Communication
Function Classification System with levels I-IV (Hidecker et al., 2011). aAssessed by a psychologist, not measured for
this research. bAssessed by the speech and language therapist who was responsible for the participants’ therapy, not
measured for this research. cThe developmental age was 9 years old at the time of the assessment. dThe developmental
age was 6 years and 7 months at the time of the assessment.

book for everyday interactions. All participants granted their informed consent. For participants
under 18 years old, both parents signed the informed consent form. Ethical approval was obtained
from the University of Helsinki Ethical Review Board in the Humanities and Social and Behavioral
Sciences.
The aided communicators in this study were all male and their ages ranged from 7 to 18 years.
Their pseudonyms for this study were Jaakko, Paavo, Kalle, and Veeti (Table 1). In addition to the
use of communication aids, Paavo communicated with more than 100 manual signs, while Kalle
used only a few manual signs and gestures. All the aided communicators were able to produce
multi-word SBS utterances, although their utterances were not always fully formed syntactically.
All of them, except Paavo, used a wheelchair. Their communication partners were their mothers,
peers, and SLTs. The SLTs had trained each mother to support their son’s interaction with SGDs.
The aided communicators selected their peers from school and they all had experience in interacting with different AAC means. The length of the aided communicators’ relationship with their
peers and SLTs varied from 1 to 16 years.

2 The TAIKE communication application
During the conversations reported in these data, all of the aided participants used an SGD with
Boardmaker® communication software with Speaking Dynamically Pro v.6.16 and the Finnish
communication application, TAIKE© v.2.2.7 TAIKE is a large dynamic communication system
that includes hundreds of displays and thousands of symbols (Savolainen, 2010). The aided communicator can either use PS or SBS utterances. The number of symbols and their arrangement
varies across display pages (with a maximum of 65 symbols). These display pages are linked to a
main menu, which is designed to support conversations and also includes routes to vocabulary,
letters, and the aided communicator’s own material (Figure 1).
The PS utterances in TAIKE are created to manage a conversation with openings questions,
comments, answers, compensation and repair strategies, and closings as well as to discuss the lives
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Figure 1. The main menu of the TAIKE communication application display.

or another specific topics of aided communicators, such as friendship, riding, movies, childhood,
or a birthdays. PS utterances are also used to conduct discussions during an activity, such as role
playing, joking, or visiting either a doctor or a library. TAIKE users consult with their communication partners and professionals when they decide on the topics and activities that are appropriate
for their communication needs and then link those displays to the system. Some of the PS utterances in TAIKE are functional for every user, such as ‘Hello’ and ‘What’s your name?’, whereas
others require modifications that are tailored to their individual needs, such as ‘My name is Jaakko’
or ‘Last summer, we travelled to Australia.’ The PS utterances are predominately Finnish colloquial forms that have partly different phonetic forms, vocabulary and sentence structures than
formal language (Saukkonen, 1970).

3 Setting and procedures
The data for this study are drawn from 20 video-recorded conversations. The duration of these
conversations was not specified beforehand, and they ranged from 5 to 63 minutes across dyads
(see Supplemental Table 1). The participants were informed that the study focused on conversation, and they were instructed to engage in a typical interactive situation without a specific goal,
such as eating dinner, lying on the couch, playing and discuss on topics, of their choice. The aided
communicators conversed with their mothers at their respective homes and with their peers and
SLTs at school.
A single video camera8 was used to record each conversation. This camera was positioned to
ensure that the upper part of both participants’ bodies as well as the communication device were
visible. At school, the camera was set up by the first researcher or staff members, and at home, by
family members. The researchers were not present during the recording sessions. Families were
provided with a video camera, instructions for framing the video shot, and strategies for solving
common video-recording problems. The participants were free to organize the seating arrangements themselves before recording began.

4 Data collection
First, we transcribed the 20 conversations with InqScribe4,9 a digital media transcription tool to
preserve the basic sequential organization of the conversations. To select the data for analysis, we
searched 20 conversations for sequences that contained aided communicator turns consisting of
one or more PS utterance(s) (see Supplemental Table 1). The number of turns in the PS utterances
that occurred in each of the 20 conversations varied from 0 to 51. We excluded four conversations
that contained no PS utterances to ensure a balanced collection of data between the aided communicators. We also excluded two randomly selected conversations by one participant, Paavo, who
used PS utterances extensively in each conversation. The data for the analysis, therefore, consisted
of 14 conversations and 260 turns of PS utterance(s).
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5 Data analysis
CA approaches human interaction from the perspective of practices that speakers use to coconstruct conversations moment by moment (Ten Have, 2007). Although each conversation is
understood as being unique, some practices that conversationalists adopt during interaction are
conventional (Hoey and Kendrick, 2017). Our analysis therefore began by identifying a candidate
phenomenon from data sessions conducted by researchers who were familiar with the CA method
and who made repeated observations about the videos (Hoey and Kendrick, 2017). Our first observation was that the sequences with the PS utterances predominantly resembled natural spoken
conversations. The co-authors and CA researchers made repeated viewings and analyses of the
video-taped data. We discovered that in addition to length and speed that are generally mentioned
in prior studies, PS utterances provided speakers with multiform linguistic and temporal resources.
Furthermore, imprecise PS utterances did not generally result in complex repair sequences. These
analyses were based on the details that were observed in the conversationalists’ behavior, and more
specifically in the actions that they themselves consider relevant in the organization of talk (Ten
Have, 2007). Our central methodological resource is the next-turn proof procedure (Sacks et al.,
1974). Each (next) turn in a conversation reveals the speaker’s interpretation of the prior turn in a
part of a sequence and in the larger course of action for the conversation (Schegloff, 2007). To
understand the vast amount of data gathered for this study, we grouped the turns (PS utterances and
participants’ actions) according to the variables that emerged during analysis. In CA, quantitative
data is regarded as background information for the microanalysis of participant practices in situ
(Ten Have, 2007).
Excerpts have been selected to demonstrate the participants’ multifaceted practices in utilizing
the linguistic and temporal resources of PS utterances in everyday interaction, and to ascertain how
the exchanges resemble natural spoken conversations. We present cases of participants who (1)
share an understanding and co-construct several social actions for one turn by exploiting different
linguistic and temporal resources, (2) utilize the diversity of resources when co-constructing the
social action of linguistic imprecise utterance, and (3) further conversations by utilizing linguistic
and temporal resources of PS utterances. These excerpts were transcribed using both the traditional
CA conventions developed by Jefferson (2004) as well as the AAC conventions proposed by von
Tetzchner and Basil (2011) (Appendix 1).

III Results
This section begins with a description of PS utterances, followed by our analysis of the excerpts to
demonstrate how the participants used them in everyday interaction. The analysis of excerpts presents the linguistic composition of the PS turn first and then states its temporal position within a
sequence as well as within the larger course of actions (see Hoey and Kendrick, 2017).

1 Description of the PS utterances in the study
The selected turns of PS utterances most often occurred in the first pair part position of the sequence
(211/260) as in the question ‘Who is your best friend?’ The turns consisted of one or more PS
utterance(s) that were either syntactically complete or incomplete, such as ‘Do you remember
. . .?’ They also either represented the topic themselves or were a part of several sequences concerning the same topic or activity. Repetitions of the same PS utterances in different sequences
were rare. Due to the internal organization of TAIKE, the PS utterances were most often used when
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Table 2. Percentages of using pre-stored utterances for different purposes.
Aided
communicators

Using pre-stored utterances*

n

Managing
conversation

Discussing a
specific topic

Discussing
in activity

Jaakko
Paavo
Kalle
Veeti
Total

24
18
15
64
23%

66
30
42
36
39%

10
52
43
0
38%

21
127
78
34
260

Note. * The purpose is classified according to the organization of TAIKE.

the participants discussed different topics and performed various activities, but the aided communicators displayed substantial differences (Table 2). For example, Veeti predominately used PS
utterances to manage conversations. The topics included in the conversations were past events,
mutual acquaintances, traveling, childhood, and relationships between boys and girls. The activities that occurred in the conversations were playing doctor, shopping, listening to music, and
guessing games. The trajectories of PS utterances during a specific activity or topic were tailored
to the context, and did not follow any order defined beforehand.

2 Linguistic and temporal resources that facilitate shared understanding and
various social actions
The participants in this study typically shared an understanding of the social actions of PS utterances, and co-constructed several situational social actions for one PS utterance. In this study, a
majority of the speaking partners (81%) produced their interpretations implicitly during the next
turn (see Heritage, 1984), and the need to repair was not prevalent (10% of partners’ next turns).10
When this need occurred, the speaking partner generally specified the reference or offered a candidate understanding.
Excerpt 1 illustrates how the participants utilize the different linguistic and temporal resources
of PS utterances to facilitate shared understanding and various social actions during a discussion.
In this excerpt, Jaakko shares his personal fondness for his relatives by using a PS utterance, and
the SLT interprets it as his justification for discussing his relatives often.
Excerpt 1. Jaakko justifies his habit of discussing his relatives with a PS utterance.
Line

Time

Person

01
02

0.0
0.0

SLT

03
04

3.0
3.0

Jaakko
SLT

05

7.9

Jaakko

06

11.2



SLT

Transcription
Ь ((SLTlJ)) ((Jaakko laughs))
| £ se on kestoteema. joo. £
Ю it is a common theme. yes.
Ь ((J o SGD))
| £ mä * tiedän. (2.8) * mä tiedän sen homman. £
Ю I know.
I know that thing.
£ * “mun kaikki sukulaiset on mulle tosi rakkaita” £
all my relatives are very dear to me.
£ no kyllä juuri näin. £ ja siksipä niistä sitten puhut
well absolutely so. and that’s why you speak of them
(Continued)
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Excerpt 1. (Continued)
Line

Time

Person

Transcription

07
08

16.1
16.1

Jaakko
SLT

09
10

17.1
17.2

Jaakko
SLT

((J o SLT, laughs))
eiks nii.
isn’t it
((nods))
((nods)) mm. joo.
mm. yes.

This excerpt contains the linguistic form of the PS utterance ‘all my relatives are very dear to
me’11 which is colloquial (line 5) and it contains words that both specify the linguistic meaning of
the utterance (‘all’, ‘to me’) and intensify this meaning (‘very’) (VISK §570, §615). The SLT utilizes the syntactic completeness of the utterance and begins her turn, even although Jaakko does
not shift his gaze to the SLT to mark the end of his turn. At the end of a turn, speakers usually shift
their gaze to the recipient both in spoken and aided conversations, but in these data, the aided communicators only did so at the end of 64% of the PS utterances.
The social action of the PS utterance ‘all my relatives are very dear to me’ develops when considering the larger course of actions. Prior to that excerpt, Jaakko and his SLT state that they often
discuss Jaakko’s relatives. The SLT proposes that occasionally they could also discuss other topics,
but Jaakko rejects that suggestion. While the participants disagree, they both express a mutual position during the excerpt through their smiling and laughing.
At the beginning of the excerpt, the SLT expands the previous sequence by confirming she
knows Jaakko’s opinion on his favorite topic: ‘it is a common theme. Yes. I know’ (line 2). As a
part of the larger course of action, Jaakko simultaneously begins to prepare for his turn by activating navigation symbols to stay in time. There is a delay of 2.8 seconds. The SLT fills the space by
adding an increment, ‘I know that thing’, which does not insert new information, but indicates that
she is ready to give the floor to Jaakko (Schegloff, 2007). Jaakko takes his turn immediately and
begins a new sequence by using the PS utterance of ‘all my relatives are very dear to me’, which
emphasizes the importance of his relatives to him (line 5). The SLT produces the implicit interpretation in her next turn and first indicates pronounced agreement with Jaakko in stating ‘well absolutely so’. Implicit interpretations allow the conversation to progress more quickly than explicit
interpretation sequences, such as ‘Do you mean . . .?’
The utterances following the agreement demonstrate that Jaakko and the SLT interpret the PS
utterance as an act of communicating a meaning other than a statement on the importance of relatives. The SLT’s utterance ‘that’s why you speak of them’ reveals that she interprets Jaakko’s PS
utterance as a justification for his habit of mentioning his relatives often (line 6). Jaakko gazes at
the SLT and begins to laugh. At the same time, the SLT invites a like-minded response by stating:
‘isn’t it’, which Jaakko confirms by nodding (line 9). The SLT closes the sequence by nodding and
saying ‘mm. yes’ (line 10), which confirms their shared understanding of the PS utterance as a
justificatory account, not only a description of something pleasant.
In brief, Jaakko and his SLT co-constructed the social action by utilizing the linguistic form
(such as syntactic completeness and linguistic intensifiers) of a PS utterance, its clear position as a
first pair part in the sequence, and the fluent transition in the larger course of action. Their familiarity with each other and their displays of emotions (smile and laughter) together with their disagreement contributed to the humor as one of the social actions present in the conversation (Schnurr,
2010). The progression of the PS utterance turn was fluent and the SLT interpreted its meaning
implicitly in her next turn.
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3 Different resources support the co-construction of social action in imprecise
linguistic utterances
In these data, the participants did not appear to be challenged by co-constructing the shared understanding of their social actions. Excerpt 2 demonstrates that participants utilize diverse resources
during the co-construction process when one resource is inadequate. During the following excerpt,
Veeti returned to the previous topic by posing an imprecise PS question for this context, and the
participants resolved the challenge easily.
Excerpt 2. Veeti asks about the SLT’s Easter vacation using an imprecise PS utterance.
Line

Time

Person

01
02

0.0
2.7

Veeti

03

7.0

SLT

04
05

8.8
10.6

Veeti

06

25.4

SLT

07

27.4

SLT

08

28.9

Veeti

Transcription
((V o SGD)) ((SLT o V))
“mitä sä aiot tehdä” (0.9)
“lomalla” ((V o down))
“what are you going to do” “on vacation”
((SLT o SGD)) ((SLT o V)) lomalla. millä lomalla
on vacation. which vacation
(1.8)
((V o SGD)) ((vocalizes)) (10.0) ((V lSLT)) “pääsiäisloma”
“Easter vacation”
ai niin niin et. mitä mä tein pääsiäislomalla.
yeah so so that. what I did on Easter vacation.
nytte viime viikonloppuna.
now on the last weekend.
((nods, smiles, vocalizes))

The PS utterance in this excerpt (line 2) is produced in two parts that consist of an incomplete
utterance and one word. The linguistic form of the first part, ‘what are you going to do’, consists
of the dialectal word [sä] (the literal form of ‘you’ in Finnish is [sinä]), which indicates that Veeti
is inquiring about the SLT’s future plans. The second part, ‘on vacation’, specifies the time.12 After
that utterance, Veeti lowers his head. The utterance is a syntactically complete question, but the
SLT has difficulty understanding its message because the linguistic reference to the vacation is
imprecise, as the video was recorded 3 months before the next holiday season.
The challenges in comprehension during this excerpt focused on the linguistic composition of
the PS utterance, and the participants solved it together through producing a short elaboration and
by the larger course of actions. Earlier in the conversation, Veeti and his SLT had discussed Veeti’s
Easter vacation, but the two immediately preceding sequences covered other topics. After Veeti’s
PS question, which occurs in the first pair part of the sequence, the SLT glances at the SGD and
subsequently initiates a repair sequence by requesting a clarification, ‘on which vacation’. After a
short delay (1.8s), Veeti raises his head, vocalizes, and begins to prepare his reply ‘Easter vacation’
(line 5). The SLT understands that Veeti used the PS utterance with a literally imprecise meaning
and the wrong verb tense and offers a candidate understanding of the reference of time. First, she
uses the Finnish particle ‘ai’ to indicate that Veeti’s reply includes new information (VISK §798).
Then, she re-formulates the utterance ‘what I did on Easter vacation’ and specifies the time ‘now
on the last weekend’ (lines 6-7). After Veeti’s confirmation, the SLT begins a longer telling turn,
and interprets Veeti’s question as a request to tell a story. The clarification of the imprecise verb
tense took approximately 22 seconds from line 3 to 8.
In short, the imprecise linguistic form of the PS utterance did not result in a long repair sequence.
Veeti and his SLT utilized the larger course of actions, the syntactically complete form of the
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question and its clear position as a first pair part, when they produced and interpreted the meaning
of the PS utterance.

4 Temporal and linguistic resources that further conversations
Excerpt 3 demonstrates that the participants use both temporal and linguistic resources offered by
PS utterances to facilitate a transition from one conversation to another. In the excerpt, the video
recording between Kalle and his friend Eino has just begun, but the researcher remains in the room
to prepare the recording. The excerpt is divided into three sequences, and the duration is 52 seconds. Turn-transitions that occurred before the turns of PS utterances were created by overlapping
or latching with the prior turn in 48% of the turn-transitions in this data. During the first two
sequences, Kalle is the only person who is visible in the video. The first sequence illustrates how
Kalle initiates the transition by using PS utterances that close conversations, and the researcher
agrees that it is time for her to leave.
Excerpt 3a. Kalle attempts to close a situation with a PS utterance.
Line

Time

Person

Transcription
Ь ((K o SGD)) *
| onkse hyvä idea
Юis that a good idea
* “moi”((raises hand, K o R)) “moi”((raises hand, K o R o SGD))
“hi”
“hi”
sanoksä nmulle että moikka
do you say bye-bye to nme
* (2.9) * “hei-hei” ((K o R))
“bye-bye”
no niin. heippa heippa.
alright. bye-bye.

01
02

0.0
0.0

Kalle
R

03

0.9

Kalle

04

6.9

R

05

8.0

Kalle

06

11.9





R

Excerpt 3a contains the PS utterances [moi-moi] and [hei-hei], which are not multi-word utterances but institutionalized social phrases to close conversations, and their meaning remains exactly
the same. The TAIKE communication system has sections on opening and closing conversations.
For the first goodbye in line 3, Kalle uses the section on opening conversations. He states ‘hi’,
raises his hand, glances at the researcher, and repeats them once. The Finnish [moi] can both open
and close a conversation, but when it is repeated as [moi-moi], it usually expresses a closing situation. For the second goodbye in line 5, Kalle uses a cell from the section on closing conversations,
which is produced three seconds faster than the first goodbye was produced.
During the goodbyes, participants negotiate whose turn it is as well as to whom the PS utterance
is intended. Kalle begins to produce his first goodbye simultaneously with the researcher who asks,
‘is that a good idea’ (line 2), which refers to her previous proposal that while they are having the
discussion, Eino can simultaneously make himself sandwiches and eat them. The boys ignore that
previous proposal, and the researcher does not demand a reply. Kalle continues his turn and produces the first goodbye. The general convention is that recipients reply immediately after terminal
utterances (Schegloff, 1973), but the researcher inquires ‘do you say bye-bye to me’ (line 4), and
stresses the word ‘me’ as she seeks confirmation that Kalle is closing the conversation with her,
instead of opening it with Eino. Kalle reaffirms the social action of closing the conversation with
the second goodbye. The researcher replies with goodbye, which communicates that she intends to
leave the room.
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To summarize, Kalle furthered the transition to the conversation with his friend by initiating the
transition. He utilized the PS social phrases to close the conversation in two different ways and
indicated explicitly to the researcher that it was time for her to leave.
During Excerpt 3b, the researcher continues the arrangements for the recording, although she
replied to the goodbyes in the previous sequence. Kalle uses a PS utterance to encourage her to
leave the room, and the researcher assures him that she is leaving.
Excerpt 3b. Kalle urges the researcher to leave room with a PS utterance.
Line

Time

Person

Transcription

07
08

11.9
11.9

Kalle
R

09
10
11

15.0
15.0
15.0

R
Kalle
Eino

12
13

16.9
16.9

Kalle
R

14
15

20.7
20.7

Kalle
R

16

24.0

Kalle

17

25.7

R

18

25.7
28.0

Kalle

((K o R))
no niin. heippa heippa. mä pistän- mä oon
täällä näin. sitte
alright. bye-bye.
I put- I’m right here. then
Ь(xxxx)Я
((K o SGD))
|onks | toi kamera päällä vielä.
Ю is
б that camera still on.
((K o R))
on se päällä. mut ei teiän tartte siitä perustaa. mä oon täällä ja
yes it’s. but you don’t have to care about it. I’m here and
((K o SGD))
tota. (1.8) sitte sijota ittes
Ьtonne noin (xxx) Я
well.
then position yourself |there (xxx)|
* |“eipä siitä sitten sen
|enempää”
Ю“nothing more aboutб it” ((K o R))
((laughs)) Ьtohon. joo. menen. menen. joo.
|there. yes. I’m going. I’m going. yes.
Ю((begins to sign HURRY))
During the next phase, which is not transcribed, the researcher once again guides
Eino as to how he needs to position himself. Eino requests that the researcher
leave the room, after which they continue to negotiate about whether the door
should be closed during the recording.



The linguistic composition of the PS utterance ‘nothing more about it then’13 (line 16) is nongrammatical without a verb. Its Finnish form includes a clitic particle [ei-PÄ] that reinforces the
contrastive meaning of the utterance (VISK §833). The PS utterance is an idiomatic social phrase
and its linguistic meaning is impossible to describe without context, as it is more than the sum of
its parts. During this conversation, the participants interpret it as a request for the researcher to
leave the room, but in another context, it could be considered as an act of closing a conversation on
an unpleasant topic.
This social action is shaped through the sequence and the larger course of actions. At the beginning of Excerpt 3b, the researcher is aware that Kalle is waiting for her to leave, but she continues
to adjust the recording and stumbles over her words (lines 8, 13, 15). Both boys interrupt her. First,
Eino overlaps by asking ‘is that camera still on’ (line 11), and Kalle later overlaps with the PS utterance ‘nothing more about it then’. Prior to producing this PS utterance, Kalle follows the researcher’s preparation for the recording for 24 seconds. The PS utterance makes the researcher laugh, and
she assures Kalle that she is indeed leaving with the following repetitions: ‘yes. I’m going. I’m
going. Yes’ (line 17). Simultaneously, Kalle signs ‘hurry’, which intensifies his request for her to
leave the room (line 18).
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To summarize, Kalle rushed the transition to the conversation with his friend by overlapping his
turn with the researcher’s turn and by using the PS social phrase as well as signing. The researcher
then assured him that she was leaving. In the last sequence (Excerpt 3c), the researcher has finally
left the room. Kalle uses a PS comment to connect the previous situation to the present, but Eino
does not share his stance.
During Excerpt 3c, Kalle uses the same PS utterance twice (lines 20 and 22). He first produces
the incomplete utterance ‘wasn’t it’ and then the word ‘terrible’. For the second utterance, Kalle
activates the TAIKE message window, which produces the comment in its complete form ‘wasn’t
it terrible’. The linguistic composition of the utterance has clitic particles [-KS] and [-KIN] that
invite a like-minded response although it is in a negative form and displays that the conversationalists share their knowledge on the previous issue (VISK §836, §1694). Kalle’s smile during the first
PS utterance reveals his own orientation to the utterance, although he turns his gaze to Eino only
after Eino’s reply.
Excerpt 3c. Kalle comments on the researcher with a PS utterance.
Line

Time

Person

Transcription

19
20

35.8
37.8

Kalle
Kalle

21

45.8

Eino

22

47.7

Kalle

23

50.0

Eino

24

51.7

((K o SGD)) ((door bangs)) ((smiles))
* “eiks ollutkin” ((glance at the door)) * “kauhea.”
“wasn’t it”
“terrible”
ei ollu kauhea.
(no it) wasn’t terrible
* “eiks ollutkin kauhea.”
“wasn’t it terrible”
((walks toward Kalle)) ei ollu
no it wasn’t
((K o E))





The social actions of turns are always co-constructed, and this excerpt reflects how the participants’ different stances affect the co-construction process. The excerpt begins when the researcher
leaves the room. The door bangs shut and Kalle smiles and immediately states, ‘wasn’t it’. He
subsequently confirms that the door is closed by glancing at the door, and he then continues with
the word ‘terrible’ (lines 19-20). By synchronizing the position of the negative word, he implicitly
displays that he is telling a secret. Eino does not, however, share his stance and disagrees by stating, ‘(no it) wasn’t terrible’ (line 21). Kalle continues to seek affiliation, but Eino maintains his
opinion by stating, ‘no it wasn’t’ (lines 22-23). During the sequence, the spoken and the aided turns
latch without delays, and the sequence proceeds fluently.
To summarize, Kalle used the PS comment on the researcher to create a bridge between the
previous and present situations. By synchronizing the position of the negative word, he increased
the tension in the conversation. He also invited Eino to share his humor by utilizing the linguistic
nuances of the PS utterance and smiling, but Eino did not share his stance.

IV Discussion
The qualitative analysis revealed that the conversations that were included in these data resembled
natural spoken conversations. In addition to other interactional resources, the participants utilized
the linguistic and temporal resources that PS utterances offer to co-construct various and rich social
actions and to further the progress of conversations. Some of the resources were only achievable

14

Child Language Teaching and Therapy 00(0)

with PS utterances (not with SBS utterances). Linguistic nuances are an example of this. The other
resources, such as implicit interpretations by speaking partners, supported the general flow of conversations. They could be recognized in any aided conversations, but the resources were emphasized in these data. It is noteworthy that PS utterances decreased the challenges that typically arise
for aided conversations, such as slowness and linguistic poverty. The PS utterances also functioned
well when the participants discussed different topics, engaged in various activities as well as when
they managed their conversations (see Jagoe and Smith, 2016). It is important to note that the participants of this study could always choose when to use PS utterances and when to use SBS utterances according to their situational needs, which is possibly the one reason for the positive effects
on their conversations. If professionals recognize the linguistic and the temporal resources of PS
utterances, they are then able to offer recommendations, teach, and guide aided communicators in
utilizing the PS utterances together with SBS utterances.

1 Linguistic resources of PS utterances
It is apparent that PS utterances are easier to understand when they consist of multiple words, and
are grammatically correct and completely formed, in contrast to the typically short, ungrammatical
SBS utterances (Binger and Light, 2008). The data serve as evidence of the prevalent shared understanding, the implicit interpretations in next turns and fluent repairing sequences (see Alm and
Newell, 1996; Clarke and Wilkinson, 2008). Another observation was that when one linguistic
feature was imprecise, as the verb tense was in Excerpt 2, the participants could utilize other linguistic features and interactional resources to resolve the challenge without difficulty.
The PS utterances in these data were generally colloquial forms, and their linguistic details
varied. They included short intensifying words, dialectal words, and clitic particles. The role of
these linguistic nuances was significant in co-constructing the diverse social actions. If aided communicators had inserted these linguistic details by SBS utterances, they would have required more
time to produce the utterance. In reality, the communication systems rarely have those symbols and
even if they would have them, the meaning of some PS utterances could not have been produced
by SBS utterances. For example, the PS utterance ‘wasn’t it terrible’ could be replaced with the
SBS utterance ‘she’ ‘was’ ‘terrible’, but then it would give the impression that Kalle was insulting
Eino rather than inviting him to share humor (Excerpt 3c). Besides these linguistic details, the idiomatic social phrases, such as ‘nothing more about it’ (eipä siitä sitten sen enempää) in Excerpt 3b,
constitute one form of colloquial language that is challenging to express with SBS utterances, but
that is also significant when creating a group identity (Wray and Perkins, 2000).
In spoken and aided conversations, speakers generally shift their gaze to a recipient at the end
of their turn (see Clarke et al., 2013; Stivers and Rossano, 2010). The aided communicators in this
study did not necessarily perform this to signal turn-transition, but their speaking partners began
their turns after concluding that an aided communicator’s turn was at its end. They based this on
the syntactic completeness of a PS utterance (Excerpts 1, 2, 3c). The data analysed in this study did
not allow us to more accurately determine whether the unconventional gaze practice is connected
to the use of PS utterances in general.
Speakers in conversations alter their turns moment by moment to accommodate the recipient
(Stivers and Rossano, 2010). PS utterances that are set on the cells of an SGD do not offer the possibility to create linguistic content in situ. The use of incomplete PS utterances with separate words
allows, however, for some creativity in situ and an opportunity to express the aforementioned linguistic nuances (Excerpts 2, 3c). The fact that aided communicators are not always the ones who
decide the linguistic forms of PS utterances, and that they sometimes need to tolerate linguistic
features they would not generate themselves (Wray, 2002), does not decrease the benefits of the
linguistic details and the social phrases for interaction in situ. The linguistic resources of the
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colloquial PS utterances appeared to help the speakers to co-construct various social actions, to
express emotional stances and replace insufficient prosody of speech synthesis, to use language
that resembles what the aided communicators hear in their spoken environment as well as to reinforce their sense of social cohesion (Binger and Light, 2008; Koole and Mak, 2014). It is noteworthy that using PS utterances refers to aided communicators’ social and strategic communicative
competence, and to their understanding of language, but it does not tell about their linguistic competence to produce utterances word by word (see Binger and Light, 2008).

2 Temporal resources of pre-stored utterances
The results of this study suggest that PS utterances also offered other temporal resources in addition to the rapid expressions, such as a clear position in the sequence, properly timed transitions
and phrases that perform the social action of furthering conversations. The fact that PS utterances
did not have delays between words must have helped our participants to recognize turn boundaries
and the position of the utterance in a sequence (see Binger and Light, 2008; Clarke and Wilkinson,
2008), which may also explain the minimal number of misunderstandings in the data. The lack of
long repair sequences that commonly occurred in aided conversations facilitated the progress of
conversations (see Clarke and Wilkinson, 2008). PS utterances were more often positioned as the
first pair part of a sequence than the second pair part. This result contrasts with some previous studies that report on aided communicator turns that frequently serve as responses. These turns are
described as a shared practice that participants use to enhance their understanding and further aided
conversations (Clarke, 2016). It could be argued that PS utterances make it easier for the aided
communicators to take initiative because these utterances are effortless to understand even when
they occur in the first position in a sequence. It appears that PS utterances bring balance to the symmetry of participation and offer the aided communicators an opportunity to establish their separate
identity (Koole and Mak, 2014; Wray and Perkins, 2000).
By analysing why the PS utterance turns occurred where they did in the sequences, we also
recognized that the participants were oriented to furthering the flow of conversations, as other studies of aided and spoken conversations have reported as well (Sacks et al., 1974; Savolainen et al.,
2020). During their turn-transitions, the speaking partners allotted time to search for the PS utterance and the aided communicators anticipated their turn by beginning their preparations during
their speaking partner’s turn, which helped the aided communicators to latch their turn onto a
spoken turn (Excerpts 1). Their turns also overlapped with spoken turns (Excerpt 3b), or they synchronized their action according to the social context, as Kalle did when he timed his comment
with the closing of the door (Excerpt 3c). Some evidence suggests that the turn-transitions of this
study appeared to occur in overlapping or latching with the prior turn (48% of turn-transitions)
more often than in another study, in which both PS and SBS utterances were used (32 % of the
turn-transitions) (see Savolainen et al., 2020). Further research is needed to determine the reasons
for this difference. In any case, the combination of rapid turn-transitions and PS utterances reinforced the conversational coherence in this study. Besides these temporal resources, the aided communicators exploited linguistic resources that encouraged conversational flow (Excerpts 3a, 3b).
These types of social phrases created a bridge between two situations or controlled the progress of
situations that both advanced the conversations and strengthened the aided communicators’ belonging to a group (Wray and Perkins, 2000).

3 Creative strategies or challenges in using PS utterances
The data in this study included some PS utterances that were used ‘unusually’. In the excerpts, this
becomes apparent when Veeti uses an imprecise verb tense to inquire about the SLT’s last vacation
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(Excerpt 2), and when Kalle closes the conversation by utilizing the display for opening conversations (Excerpt 3a). We cannot determine why the aided communicators used the PS utterances in
this manner, or whether the aided communicator thought that this was unusual. On the one hand, it
is possible that they used ‘unusual’ PS utterances as a creative strategy for furthering the conversation and trusted the familiar communication partner to interpret them correctly (see Bedrosian
et al., 2003). On the other hand, it is possible that the ‘unusual’ utterances were misactivations that
resulted from the aided communicators not remembering the exact contents of a cell, or they
avoided possible challenges to produce the same content by a SBS utterance (see Jagoe and Smith,
2016; Light, 1997). Although the participants co-constructed the social actions of the ‘unusual’ PS
utterances easily with their familiar communication partners, it is important to note that the fluency
and co-constructed nature of conversations may nonetheless surpass the aided communicators’
competence to use their complex communication devices when they interact with unfamiliar communication partners.

V Conclusion and clinical implications
The results of this study expand the overall perspective on the use of PS utterances. An analysis of
participant practices that co-construct the social actions of PS utterances and further the progress
of their conversations revealed that PS utterances offer resources including linguistic nuances and
social phrases that are not possible by other aided means. It also revealed that the participants utilized the linguistic and temporal resources of PS utterances to:
x reinforce a shared understanding and various social actions;
x enable additional initiations that support aided communicators’ participation in
conversations;
x support maintaining the coherence of conversations;
x advance the flow of conversations;
x allow the creative use of PS utterances.
These observations serve as reasons for professionals working with children who use SGDs to
consider the following suggestions:
1.

2.

3.

SLTs and teachers must be informed of the aforementioned benefits of PS utterances, as
aided communicators and their partners can use them to improve the naturalness of aided
conversations. When the best characteristics of different practices (e.g. the use of SBS and
PS utterances) are recognized and utilized, together they may create for their users much
richer communicative opportunities than any of the practices alone.
The content for SGDs has to be planned so that aided communicators have an opportunity
to:
x express themselves by using both SBS utterances and PS utterances;
x use incomplete PS utterances that allow them to express various social actions and
simultaneously create new content in situ;
x use PS utterances to discuss different topics, participate in different activities, and manage the progress of conversations.
Aided communicators require additional time and opportunities to familiarize themselves
with the communication system in use and to discover the content independently. They also
need to practice using the system with the help of SLTs and teachers as a part of interventions and schoolwork.
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The limitations of the present study warrant some consideration for future studies. First, the data
were restricted to the analysis of PS utterances. This excluded the comparison of sequences with
PS and SBS utterances. A comparative study of these would enhance our understanding of the challenges and benefits in using them as well as increase our knowledge of aided communicators’
practices in selecting the form of an utterance. Second, our analysis excluded cases of speaking
partners who did not produce the second pair part after a PS utterance that was positioned as the
first pair part. It appeared that these cases are related to the use of a device, and a complete understanding of this phenomenon would require additional research.
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Notes
1. Utterance refers to a conversational unit that represents a social action (i.e. pragmatic function) (VISK
§1004).
2. The symbols vary from the iconic (such as photographs) to the abstract (as in letters). The graphic symbol systems generally used in SGDs are somewhere between these two extremes.
3. www.asha.org/public/speech/disorders/communicationdecisions (accessed August 2020).
4. A sequence refers to a series of turns that is produced by different speakers and ordered as a first pair part
(such as a question) that creates a position for the second pair part (such as an answer) (Schegloff, 2007).
The sequence may occur in the second pair part, but it often expands to the third position, such as when
the first speaker comments on an answer in the third position.
5. Temporal resource refers to the features that further the progress of conversations.
6. The Boardmaker® with the Speaking Dynamically Pro is a product of Tobii Dynavox of Danderyd; www.
tobiidynavox.com/software (accessed August 2020).
7. TAIKE is a product of the Communication and Technology, Center Tikoteekki, of Helsinki; www.papunet.net/tikoteekki/materiaalit/taike (accessed August 2020).
8. Handycam HDR-CX24OE is a SONY product; www.sony.fi/electronics (accessed August 2020).
9. InqScribe is a product of the Inquirium, LCC; www.inqscribe.com (accessed August 2020).
10. The data also included 24 turns of PS utterances (9%) in the position of the first pair parts (such as a
question or greeting), after which the partners did not produce the second pair part (such as a reply or a
return to a greeting), which would be the next logical step. It appeared that they were often linked to the
operational use of the SGD, such as misactivations, and owing to the large amount of data, these are not
shown in the excerpt.
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11. The utterance was located in the TAIKE in the display section titled ‘Your own material’, which consist of, for example, the favorite topics of each user. Jaakko moved to this display from the display of
numbers.
12. The utterances were located in the ‘Ask’ section of TAIKE.
13. The utterance was located in the ‘Closing’ section of TAIKE.
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Appendix 1
Transcript notation
01
Natural speech
“Synthesized speech”
SIGN
*
.
n
ЬЯ
аа
Юб
(1.0)
(( ))
££
Gaze

Bolded line number refers to a pre-stored (PS) utterance
Naturally spoken elements. Translations are in bold.
Utterances produced with a speech-generating device (SGD).
Translations are in bold.
Signed word. Translations are in bold.
Aided communicator activates the cell of an SGD.
Fall in intonation.
Rise in intonation
Overlap between multiple lines.

Time in seconds. Turn-transitions under 1 second are not transcribed.
Non-verbal activities are described within parentheses.
Utterance between these symbols is expressed by smiling.
Gaze is transcribed with capital letters referring to the participants and
arrows in positions, in which the direction of the gaze changes; for
example: ((SLT o J)) means ‘SLT looks at Jaakko’; ((SLT l J))
means ‘SLT and Jaakko look at each other’

