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Anja Stukenbrock 

Commentary: What difference does space make 
for interaction and interaction for space? 

1. Introduction 

The four papers in this section differ in terms of theoretical abstraction vs. 
empirical analysis, in their use of established vs. new concepts, and the type 
and relevance of the data they use to support their arguments. 

2. Different types and relevance of data 

Three of the papers represent empirical studies undertaken in various set­
tings (Haviland, Mondada, Streeck). In contrast, the fourth paper (Hauscn­
dorf) offers a theoretical framework designed to integrate different notions 
of (interactional) space developed in Conversation Analysis (CA) and other 
closely related paradigms. While Hausendorf does not refer to empirical 
examples, Streeck's video-ethnographic analysis of the Plaza de Ia Trinidad in 
Cartagena de Indias (Colombia) is based on visual observation of the partici ­
pants' bodily behavior, omitting spoken language altogether. Mondada and 
Haviland both use audiovisual data to analyze the relationship between lan­
guage, visual bodily modalities, and space. Nonetheless, their data sets also 
differ significantly. Mondada draws on video-recordin!,rs of naturally occur­
ring interactions in which participants speak French and approaches the data 
from a praxeological perspective, i.e. a reflexive elaboration of situated ac­
tion and relevant spatial features. Haviland, in contrast, not only uses video­
recordings of spontaneous face-to-face interaction between his participants, 
but also draws on semi-experimental data elicited in various set-ups in order 
to compare spatial and meta-spatial devices in a nascent sign language devel­
oped in a household of Zincantcc Indians from Highland Chiapas (Mexico) 
to the spatial reference frames in the surrounding spoken language, i.e. 
Tzotzil. 


