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Jointly coordinated affective activities are fundamental for social
relationships. This study investigates a naturally occurring interaction
between two women who produced reciprocal emotional stances towards
similar past experiences. Adopting a microanalytic approach, we describe
how the participants re-enact their past experiences through different but
aligning synchronized gestures. This embodied dialogue evolves into
affective flooding, in which participants co-produce their body memories of
pulling down window blinds to block out sunshine. We show how the
participants live this moment intercorporeally and how multiple timescales
are tied together in gesture, which is both an incarnation of body history and
anovel expression of it. Thus, collaborative gesturing is a resource for
experiencing together emotions re-enacted from body memories.
Contributing to our understanding of the intercorporeality of human action,
we provide an empirical investigation into how emotions and multiple
timescales are nested in cooperative gestures. Data are in Finnish with
English translations.

Keywords: intercorporeality, microanalysis, gesture, affective peak,
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Introduction: Intercorporeality and interaffectivity in interaction

Human beings are fundamentally social, and the feeling of being part of the same
experience through participating in both social groups and dyadic relationships
is a crucial part of becoming an individual person (Levinson 2006, Mead 1934,
Tajfel 1974). From the moment we are born, we are wired to identify with other
con-species, seek the face and gaze of others, and engage with them in affectively
rich exchanges (Field, Woodson, Greenberg & Cohen 1982, M. H. Goodwin 2017,
Katila 2018a, Tomasello 1999). Such engagements are enabled by our ability to
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coordinate with and attune to others’ embodied actions in interaction (Louwerse,
Dale, Bard & Jeuniaux 2012, Konvalinka et al. 2011), and studies have shown that
synchronous embodied coordination has pro-social implications (Rennung &
Goritz 2016).

Moreover, prior research has identified universal underpinnings of the way we
display emotions (Darwin 1996[1859], Ekman 1984, 1993, Ekman & Friesen 1969,
1971, Ekman & Rosenberg 1997), and engaging in collaboratively experienced affec-
tive moments is a major part of social relationships. For instance, people tend to
join in the laughter of other people as part of intercorporeal engagement (Glenn
2003, Andrén & Cekaite 2017, Jefferson 1979). Experiences of extended laughing
together become memorable culmination points in relationships, and they con-
tribute to group solidarity (Glenn 2003: 53). Furthermore, co-participating in neg-
ative emotions, such as disgust or a negative stance towards something, can be
harnessed as a resource for interpersonal bonding (M.H. Goodwin, Cekaite &
Goodwin 2012, M. H. Goodwin 2008).

Affective and emotional sociality inhabits face-to-face interactions and is
experienced intercorporeally through gestures, facial expressions, touch and other
embodied resources (C. Goodwin 2000a, Ruusuvuori, Asmufl, Henttonen &
Ravaja 2019, Ruusuvuori & Perdkyld 2009, Kaukomaa, Perikyld & Ruusuvuori
2015, Meyer, Streeck & Jordan 2017, Katila 2018a, b). Intercorporeality refers to an
aspect of embodied co-presence where feeling bodies incorporate “feeling-withs”
as the bodies’ sensorial reflections emerge as reversed. Merleau-Ponty (1962, 1964,
1968) referred to this reciprocal feeling and sensing by saying that bodies are both
sentient and sensible: they both sense and are sensed by others (Crossley 1995,
Dolezal 2015). This means that while in each other’s co-presence, we are contin-
uously mutually monitoring each other through various senses, such as vision,
hearing, and olfaction (Goffman 1963, M.H. Goodwin 1980, M.H. Goodwin &
Cekaite 2018). This constant mutual sensing implies that human beings both
affect and are affected by each other; in a word, they are interaffective (Fuchs &
De Jaegher 2009, Froese & Fuchs 2012, Fuchs 2017). Interaffectivity is implied in
intercorporeality, but, as a term, it highlights affective aspects of intercorporeality,
which are embedded in all co-present gestures, emotions and actions.

In the present study, we add to existing research on emotional and affective
intercorporeality by investigating a naturally occurring episode in which two par-
ticipants share and re-enact together similar past experiences in a small group
of Finnish mothers who speak Finnish as their second language. We investigate
how the participants achieve a moment of interaffective attunement and synchro-
nous activity and elaborate in detail the embodied resources through which this
affective type of sociality emerges. We focus on the following two aspects of inter-
corporeality: first, we investigate how different temporalities — including longer-
term timescales of living bodies — are nested in the moment of action. Second, we
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ask how participants transform the interaction from turn-by-turn- and sequence-
based intercorporeality into one that unfolds simultaneously and synchronously.
The present study starts from a multidisciplinary perspective that ties together
phenomenological, ecological, and cooperative understandings of bodies. Most
importantly, we combine two perspectives in microstudies of interaction:

1. Intercorporeal and interaffective views of human action (Cekaite & Kvist
Holm 2017, M. H. Goodwin, Cekaite & C. Goodwin 2012, M. H. Goodwin &
Cekaite 2018, Katila 2018a, b, Meyer & Wedelstaedt 2017, Streeck 2013a, 2017,
2018, Cuffari & Streeck 2017, Fuchs 2017)

2. An ecological and cooperative understanding of gesture and action (Gibson
1986, C. Goodwin 1986, 2000b, 2003a, b, 2007a, b, 2013, 2017a, b, Philipsen
2017, Philipsen & Jensen 2018, Streeck 2009, 2013b)

These perspectives all belong to a wide field of embodied and ecological under-
standings of the human body, which are often adopted by microanalysts. However,
the present study investigates how these microanalytic perspectives — intercorpo-
real/interaffective and ecological/cooperative — intertwine in naturally occurring
gestures. Thus, it is our aim to demonstrate, through an empirical example, how the
transformative effect of cooperative gestures is inherently intercorporeal and how
it enables a sharing of past experiences and emotions in moment-by-moment co-
present action.

2. Intercorporeal and ecological approaches to gesture

Over the past decades, what has been described as an embodied turn has taken place
in the cognitive (Kirsh 2013, Hutto & Myin 2013, Wilson & Golonka 2013) and social
sciences (Nevile 2015, Streeck 2015, Streeck, C. Goodwin & LeBaron 2011). Recent
studies from both fields propose an understanding of human cognition as inher-
ently embodied and interactive (Bjerndahl etal. 2014, Kirsh 2013, Weller,
Villejoubert & Vallée-Tourangeau 2011), not something exclusively “located” in the
human head or brain (Ingold 2011, Hutchins 1995, 2010, Philipsen 2017). This
embodied turn includes the idea of cognition as fundamentally embedded in the
human ecology as well as a distributed activity between actors and the material
world (Hutchins 1995, Gibson 1986). Adopting this perspective on the study of inter-
action entails that the body and the mind are not conceived as separate; rather,
action is thinking and doing is the mind at work (Ala¢ & Hutchins 2004, C.
Goodwin 1994, 20003, b, 2003a, b, 2013, 20173, b, Hutchins 1995, 2010, Ryle 1949).
However, action for human actors is particular in many ways: we inhabit a world of
others, historically accumulated objects, and interaction rituals. We are knowledge-
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able bodies, and our experiences shape who and how we are in the world. This has
atleast three central consequences for the study of gesture.

First, action and gesture are not inherently separate and different phenomena,
but rather occupy a continuum of practices, and can be drawn on and intertwined
in interaction. For instance, in his analyses of toddlers’ and adults’ interactions,
Andrén (2010, 2017) finds that children imply expressive and communicative ele-
ments in their handling of objects. Moreover, Streeck’s (2009, 2017) and Cuffari
and Streeck’s (2017) microanalysis of gestures shows that gestures are not separa-
ble from living and acting bodies, but emerge when people grasp and manipulate
the world through their hands. Gesturing is therefore closely tied to the haptic
experience of concretely manipulating the world (Cuffari & Streeck 2017).

Second, in this line of thinking, gesture is conceived of as inherently social:
it is part of the co-participatory interaction. According to Goodwin, addressees
actively engage in the utterances and gestures performed by speakers, and
addressee/speaker roles are so intertwined that they are more aptly described
as co-created or distributed (C. Goodwin 2003a, 2004, 2013, 20173, b). In other
words, people inhabit each other’s actions, i.e. they build their own next actions
by meaningfully integrating and transforming semiotic resources created by
either distant or co-present predecessors (C. Goodwin 2013, 2017a, b). Although
Goodwin does not explicitly point this out, we argue that his view on the cooper-
ative nature of human action can be combined with Merleau-Ponty’s (1962, 1964,
1968) intercorporeal view of gesture as a method for human bodies to live and sig-
nify. According to Merleau-Ponty, gesture is a natural expression of a body insep-
arable from the world, and as such its experienced meaning is also fundamentally
shared among bodies (Cuffari & Streeck 2017).

Third, gesture is an expression of our bodies as historical bodies (Scollon &
Scollon 2004:18-34), incarnated in each historical (Wolfson 1979) or common
vivid (Schiitz 1962, 1964) present. This means that hand gestures are bodies’
techniques to grasp, manipulate, and take the world in the present moment,
through embodied memories (Streeck 2009, Cuffari & Streeck 2017). Thus, in
gesture, multiple personal, relationship-specific, and cultural timescales merge
(Deppermann & Streeck 2018, Streeck 2018). Besides their embeddedness of
embodied memory, gestures are also transformed in cooperative action between
participants in interaction. Gestures with their embodied memory thus both
accumulate and become something new in interactions between individuals.
Consequently, human beings are able to relive and share their kinesthetic memo-
ries (Sheet-Johnstone 2009) through gestures and other embodied activities: their
bodies as lived memories are restored in, and can be accessed through, hands and
bodies (Cuffari & Streeck 2017).
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3. Sharing emotion and affect in interaction

Emotions and affects are an omnipresent feature of interaction (Goffman 1961), but
they are rarely explicated in words (Ruusuvuori 2013). Rather, they are observable
by being embedded in embodied actions such as facial expressions, gestures, and
prosody (Ruusuvuori & Perdkyld 2009, M. H. Goodwin et al. 2012, Stivers 2008).
In this study we use the terms emotion and affect interchangeably to refer to the
range of experienced and expressive phenomena where emotions, affects, and feel-
ings are intertwined with embodied behavior (see Ruusuvuori 2013:331-332). Pre-
vious studies have established that socially shared, jointly experienced emotions
are critical for creating alliances and can be harnessed as a resource for interper-
sonal bonding (M. H. Goodwin et al. 2012, M. H. Goodwin 2008). Thus, even when
it is recognized that emotions on the one hand play out in a private, inner realm
of experience (Ekman 1984, 1993, Ekman & Rosenberg 1997), emotions and affec-
tive expressions are at the same time social and enculturated practices (Fridlund
1991, Fridlund & Duchaine 1996, Ruusuvuori 2013). Schiitz (1962, 1964) introduced
the term “We-relation” to describe the fundamental, moment-by-moment unfold-
ing process in which interactors exchange and create experiences with each other
in a shared now. This can mean, for instance, that extended periods of laughing
with others become memorable culmination points through which relationships
are reinforced and established (Glenn 2003:53). These sorts of shared affective
peaks (Katila 2018b, Knudsen & Stage 2015: 89, Kinnunen & Kolehmainen 2018)
or affective flooding (Goffman 1961) can create a special type of intimacy between
bodies. Accordingly, a central part of human interaffective sociality is the ability to
build, cooperate in, and experience emotional stances with others towards objects
or behaviors (Andrén & Cekaite 2017, C. Goodwin 2007a, b, M.H. Goodwin &
Cekaite 2013, M. H. Goodwin et al. 2012, M. H. Goodwin & Goodwin 2000).

The construction and display of similar affective stances and experiences is
established through various interaction practices that enable and even build expec-
tations of adjacent, reciprocal social actions. Examples of such actions include
responding empathetically after troubles talk (Jefferson & Lee 1992, Pudlinski
2005), expecting to share a second story after a first (Sacks 1992, vol. 2.: 3-16,
Siromaa 2012: 527-528), or reciprocating another participant’s self-disclosures (i.e.
sequences of talk that are designed to seem volunteered, and significant reports
of personal information that are over and above the expectations of the moment;
Antaki, Barnes & Leudar 2005: 195, Jourard & Lakasow 1958, Logren, Ruusuvuori
& Laitinen 2017). Furthermore, it has been suggested that showing empathy upon
hearing another participant’s troubles talk, or showing that one shares similar past
experiences, has pro-social consequences in interaction (Pudlinski 2005).
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Thus, responding in empathetically relevant ways in interaction is by no
means a trivial matter. Such emotional reciprocity involves a wide range of differ-
ent embodied displays, actions, and practices, as well as ongoing intercorporeally
coordinated interpersonal attunement. In this study, we investigate how shared
emotions and emotional bonding occur in reciprocal and cooperative gestures
between two individuals. We start from the premise that the primary locus of
shared emotions is direct embodied encounters between individuals. In the fol-
lowing section, we present the data and methodology adopted in this study.

4. Method

4.1 Data and setting

The data for this study is an excerpt from a series of video recordings of naturally
occurring interactions in a small group of Finnish mothers who speak Finnish
as their second language. The data is part of the first author’s research on tactile
intercorporeality (Katila 2018a). Informed consent was asked from the partici-
pants before the study, and names, images and other identifiers of the participants
have been anonymized. The group was organized by a nongovernmental associa-
tion called House for Girls that provides leisure activities for all girls and women
in Finland. The group was established for mothers to communicate and share
their lives with others in similar life situations through art-based group tasks. We
selected the specific example, as such cases of video-recorded, naturally occur-
ring, affective and synchronous action are rarely analyzed in depth in the litera-
ture. As such, it is particularly revealing regarding the intercorporeality of human
action, which describes humans’ ability to share experiences from the past spon-
taneously in a moment of action and to collaboratively transform the emotional
stance towards these past experiences through cooperative gesture and affective
attunement. Thus, while gestures and other embodied actions in our data exam-
ple are, in many ways, unique and specific to this case, they reveal more general
ideas about intercorporeality. They also allude to humans’ incredibly creative and
temporally subtle ability to tie together multiple timescales in gestures and live
emotions together with transformed meaning.

The video data was recorded from two angles. There were four participants,
their two children, and the tutor present in the group session of our interest. In
this study, we focus on a moment of interaction between two participants, Alina
and Celine, as shown in Figure 1. A third participant, Bertha, participates in the
interaction as well, but she was not captured by the camera, and the data for her
part is therefore audio only.
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Tutor (T) Alina (A)

Celine (C)

Bertha (B) sits here,
not shown in the figure

Figure 1. Participant map

4.2 Methodological approach

The microanalytic approach to interaction studies adopted in this paper draws on
the wide field of qualitative studies focused on embodied and semiotic aspects of
naturally occurring face-to-face interaction (Cuffari & Streeck 2017, C. Goodwin
1994, 2000a, 2003b, 2007, 2013, 20173, b, M.H. Goodwin & Cekaite 2013, M. H.
Goodwin etal. 2012, M.H. Goodwin & Goodwin 2000, Streeck 2013a, 2017,
Streeck et al. 2011). This approach to studies of human interaction has its roots
in ethnomethodology (Garfinkel 1967), phenomenology (Schiitz 1962, 1964), and
microsociology (Goftman 1963, 1971), and it has developed in close contact with
conversation analysis (Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson 1974, Sacks 1992:vol. 1 and
2). Microanalytic methods analyze the communicative, affective, and experienced
aspects of interaction and how these aspects are manufactured in participants’
body movements and orientations, such as in their verbal, facial, and gestural
expressions (C. Goodwin 20003, b, 20073, b, M.H. Goodwin et al. 2012, M.H.
Goodwin & Goodwin 2000, Streeck 2013a, Streeck et al. 2011). Drawing on the
phenomenological understanding of human bodies (Merleau-Ponty 1962, Meyer
et al. 2017, Streeck 2013a), we pay careful attention to how participants in interac-
tion as living bodies directly participate in and sense the social meanings implied
in each other’s actions (Cuffari & Streeck 2017).

Furthermore, this phenomenological starting point insists on the adoption of
the researchers’ own bodies to co-empathize with the communicative meanings
experienced by the participants in interaction in the video data (Katila 2018a,
Katila & Raudaskoski 2020). This means recognizing how we, as researchers, are
also living empathetic bodies who experience basic kinesthetic and embodied
empathy (Behnke 2008, Reynolds & Reason 2012, Stuart 2017, Trevarthen &
Aitken 2001), which is readily adopted as a tool in interaction analysis. This ability
to interpret embodied meanings is grounded in the bodies” histories (Scollon &
Scollon 2004), and, thus, embedded in embodied cultural knowledge (Sacks 1992,
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vol. 2:226). This constitutes a particular way of seeing the video data through the
moment-by-moment unfolding embodied orientations of the studied participants
through adopting our own bodies as analytical interpreters (see Goodwin 1994,
Ingold 2001, Katila & Raudaskoski 2020). As an example, part of the embodied
interpretation of the data analyzed in this study included us - the researchers of
this article - re-enacting and jointly mirroring the gestures and facial expressions
of the participants included in the data. This process of depicting relevant fea-
tures in the participants’ gestures provided a primary analysis of their embodied
meanings (Tutt & Hindmarsh 2011, Streeck 2008). Furthermore, by doing so, we
gained fundamental insights into the affective and semiotic nuances of the ges-
tures and facial expressions produced by the participants by continuously cre-
ating and recreating our own version of them. Thus, we ourselves recycled the
gestures with meaningful transformations that attended to the particularities of
the new (scientific) context (see C. Goodwin 2013, 20173, b). We observe that this
is a common activity when engaging in data sessions and data analysis in the field
of multimodal and embodied interaction analysis, however, as a methodological
consideration it remains nonetheless a rarely recognized or acknowledged part of
the analytic procedures within the field (however, see Katila & Raudaskoski 2020,
Tutt & Hindmarsh 2011). We take this phenomenologically informed microana-
lytic approach to a single case of video-recorded data, and we build the analysis
around gestural, embodied and verbal productions, which we illustrate in figures
and verbal transcriptions, exemplifying the identified phenomena as they occur
in the situated and interactionally embedded context.

5.  Findings

The focal point of our study is an instance where the two mothers we call Celine
and Alina spontaneously produce the same gesture in synchrony: a re-enactment
of pulling down blinds to block the sun (in the kitchen in the morning). In the
sections below, we show how the preceding intercorporeal attunement between
the participants enabled the timing and coordination of this synchronous gestural
activity, and how the affective peak that followed this intense engagement pro-
vided a rich substrate for emotional bonding. Thus, the event became an emotion-
ally salient moment for these two women, a moment of laughter and recognition
that they had a similar stance towards sunlight. Ultimately, the moment was an
incarnation of how the women’s experiences — although they were originally not
shared - were similar (enough) to be a resource for a joyful experience of experi-
ential similarity in the common vivid present (Schiitz 1962, 1964).
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The findings are divided into four parts. We will first show the affective peak
(Katila 2018b, Knudsen & Stage 2015: 8—9, Kinnunen & Kolehmainen 2018) of co-
gesturing, and how the gestures occur in a carefully coordinated way. Then we
will walk the reader through the sequentially unfolding embodied actions that
happen just before the co-gestures and hence provide a substrate for the affective
peak to occur. Next, we will return to the gestures and recapture how the par-
ticipants reiterate them with meaningful transformations. Furthermore, we will
present how these gestural transformations are intertwined with personal (and
slightly different) emotional stances towards sunlight that merge into a shared
emotional stance. Finally, we will show how the participants are able to collabora-
tively transform their emotional state or mood from negative to positive.

5.1 Merging into an extended We-relationship

In Extract 1 below, we identify the most salient point of the interaction in question:
a moment when the two primary participants realize the similarity of their emo-
tional stances towards a type of experience, namely, drawing the kitchen blinds to
block the sun in the morning. The transcription conventions for verbal language
are presented in Appendix 1. The moment starts when the mother on the left,
Celine, starts to produce the gestural enactment of closing blinds or curtains' and is
almost simultaneously joined by another mother, Alina. This spontaneous realiza-
tion incarnates in a moment when Alina and Celine merge into completely similar
body postures and mutually notice each other’s similar body postures (Fig-
ures 1-3a). The moment unfolds as a joyful emotional flooding for these two
women to celebrate their similar (negative) emotional stances towards sunlight.

1. While performing the gesture, Celine produces the Finnish word verho, which primarily
means ‘curtain’ but can also refer to blinds. Unlike English, in some contexts, the Finnish word
for ‘curtain’ and ‘blind’ can be used interchangeably, as ‘blind’ is a type of curtain (the word for
‘blind’ is sdleverho in Finnish). The speakers here were not native Finnish speakers, so Celine
may not have known the word sdleverho. Moreover, Celine produces her gesture as an up-and-
down action, which indicates that she refers to closing a blind. However, the type and fast tem-
porality of the gesture - word lamination she uses suggests that she is more likely using the
word curtain as a main category for all types of curtain, including blinds, and is coupling the
meaning sdle or ‘blind’ into the verbal action with her gesture (see C. Goodwin 2007b). We can-
not know this for certain, and as Celine said the word verho, we have chosen to translate it as
curtain. Accordingly, when we used the word blind, we used it in the Finnish sense as a sub-
category for the more general word-class curtain.
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Extract 1.
Celine (C)
Fi 1 01 C: min& kaikki
igure I close
02 C: verhot [kiinni
Figure 2 every [curtain
03 A: [JOO
[ YEAH:

Figure3 04 A: mindkin
me too

Figure4 05 A: laitan
I close
FigureS 07 A: kaikki kiinni

everything
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5.1.1  Affective peak experienced through co-gesturing

The gestural flow begins as Celine produces a whole-body gesture that iconizes
taking hold of a blind to pull it down (Figure 1). Immediately afterwards, Alina
joins in Celine’s movement by recycling Celine’s enacted action of grasping the
blind (Figure 2). However, Alina does not just repeat Celine’s gesture, but trans-
forms its meaning by repeating it several times in a row. By means of creating a
gestural flow, Alina recycles with transformation (C. Goodwin 2013, 20173, b) the
meaning of the gesture: the experience captured in it (closing the curtains to block
the sun) is produced as something that happens over and over again (for similar
observations in gesturing, see Bressem 2014, Bressem et al. 2018). Thus, the repe-
tition evokes and brings alive in the moment of action a notion of habit: the fact
that the past event of closing the curtains is not just some single event, but a pat-
terned, habitualized past that keeps on happening (see Tagliamonte & Lawrence
2000). In Figure 2, as Celine and Alina’s curtain gestures evolve in opposite direc-
tions - like mirror images, in the same rhythm - their gazes meet in facial forma-
tion (Kendon 1990:209), with coincidental facial expressions of mouths in pouty
lips. The similar mouth postures are possible because Celine and Alina reflect
each other’s exaggerated pronunciation of the letter O at the same time — Celine
saying the Finnish word verhot (‘curtains’), and Alina saying joo (‘yeah’) (see Fig-
ure 2). While mirroring each other’s body postures, the bodies laminate different
verbal meanings into a single social action, that is, appreciation of the similarity
of their actions. Hence, in an important way, the participants are not just doing
exactly the same thing, but also adding to each other’s actions in creative and
meaningful ways, adopting matching bodily movements.

Afforded by living bodies’ intercorporeal ability to adjust themselves to
another body’s rhythm, Alina and Celine each attune to the other’s gestural tem-
poralities by meeting at the same point with their right hands up, ready to pull the
curtain down (Figure 3a). This is possible as Alina and Celine each anticipate the
completion (Lerner 1991: 443, Streeck & Jordan 2009) of the other’s gestural tra-
jectories, attending to the kinesthetic expectations (Stuart 2012:174, Stuart 2017,
Wedelstaedt & Meyer 2017) drawn from their own respective habitualized kines-
thetic memories (Sheets-Johnstone 2009, Wedelstaedt & Meyer 2017). Alina and
Celine collaboratively merge into a moment of intimate We-relationship where
their embodied actions become meaningful together.
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5.1.2  Celebrating the similarity of past experiences and emotional stances

In their intercorporeally experienced We-relationship, Alina and Celine’s embod-
ied movements flow from synchronized types of intercorporeal action into com-
plementary ones (Meyer & Wedelstaedt 2017). This complementary form of
intercorporeality enables the distribution of corporeal agency in the production
of action: while one (Alina) continues to produce the gesture that indicates the
habitualized past, the other (Celine) can inhabit the gesture with various well-
timed and coordinated expressions of emotional stance (M.H. Goodwin et al.
2012, Kaukomaa et al. 2015). This is manifested so that while Alina continues the
gestural enaction of taking hold of the imaginary curtain and pulling it, Celine
makes the similarity of their habitual past official by pointing to Alina’s gestures
(Figure 3b). Through the pointing gesture, Celine is able not only to establish a
shared focus of action (see C. Goodwin 2003b:219), but also to produce a free-
standing social action that makes official both the similarity of her and Alina’s past
experiences and the coincidental nature of that similarity. The pointing gesture
is not understandable in itself, but it is environmentally coupled (C. Goodwin
2007b) with Alina’s moving body. Furthermore, Celine moves directly from the
pointing gesture into a handclap and collapsing (Figures 4-5). By doing this, she
ties her own gestures (pointing, clapping and collapsing) and Alina’s ongoing
bodily performance into one single action of appreciating the coincidental sim-
ilarity. Therefore, on a continuum of collaborative gestural movement, Celine
inhabits Alina’s continuous curtain gestures just as much as Alina inhabits Celine’s
bodily expressions (C. Goodwin 2013, 2017a).

After making official and celebrating the similarity of their habitual pasts,
Celine momentarily collapses or breaks down towards the beanbag with
extended laughter. Celine’s joyful affective flooding, in which Alina continuously
co-participates with an extended smile, leads to a momentary discontinuation
of the facial formation (Kendon 1990) between the participants. As Celine’s
face and upper body merge towards the beanbag, Alina still continues the up-
down waving motions of the closing curtains gesture, enriching it with a joyful
facial expression (Figure 5). Celine bursts into uncontrollable laughter that also
accounts for an inability to continue the movement, emanating into a moment of
private space. In this way, Celine crowns the co-lived affective peak (Katila 2018b,
Knudsen & Stage 2015: 8-9, Kinnunen & Kolehmainen 2018) with a momentary
flooding out of the control of her body (see Goffman 1961). Celine’s emotional
flooding affords an upgrade of the intimacy of the interaction by (a) showing
trust, by allowing her body to momentarily move not under her own control, and
(b) experiencing a strong emotional engagement, with the risk of not receiving
a reciprocal response. This open invitation to upgrade the intimacy through a
strong display of appreciation of the sharedness and similarity of their individual
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past experiences embeds an opportunity to further build on this and strengthen
their interpersonal relationship.

5.1.3 Experiencing togetherness through a shared re-enactment of past
experiences

We have thus far shown a naturally occurring example of co-participated gestures
and other body movements that cannot be reduced to a single body or body
part alone. Instead, the example represents a moment of experiencing immediate
togetherness through collaboratively moving bodies. This emerging intercorpo-
reality, which culminates into an affective peak, unfolds as synchronous body
movements that are co-lived, recognized, and appreciated as shared. In this event,
different timescales merge into one (Deppermann & Streeck 2018, Streeck 2018),
as the gestures of grasping the curtains evoke embodied histories and emotions
from the participants’ pasts. This is afforded by the body memory that is embed-
ded in the kinesthetic experience of the past haptic movement of actually pulling
down curtains. In addition, the intercorporeal experience affords direct recogni-
tion of the similar experience in the other person’s gesture. Thus, the ‘closing the
curtains’ gestures tie together both the historical and interpersonal and past and
now, incarnating these multiple timescales into an intercorporeal togetherness of
bodies in the common vivid present. In this way, the sharedness does not simply
refer to the fact that the gestures appear similar, but more importantly also under-
lines the similarity of the past experiences that are synchronously re-enacted and
relived together through the joint experience of the haptic sensation of the grasp-
ing gesture.

In the next section, we describe some of the most crucial turn-by-turn- and
sequence-based actions that happened just before this encounter between the two
participants, which provided a rich substrate for this simultaneously and synchro-
nously unfolding affective togetherness to occur.

5.2 Empathetic co-participation as a basis for emotional alliance

Preceding the affective peak described in the previous section, Celine and Alina
engage in a series of sequentially evolving intercorporeal actions that build a
rich substrate (C. Goodwin 2013, 20173, b) for entry into the synchronous flow
of cooperative gestures. These mostly turn-by-turn and sequentially occurring
actions consist of reciprocal (a) empathetic responses to each other’s troubles talk
(Jefferson 1980), and (b) second stories (Sacks 1992, vol. 2) or self-disclosures (e.g.
Antaki et al. 2005) that reveal similar types of past experience and similar emo-
tional stances towards those experiences. During these short action sequences,
there occurs first a jointly produced emotional alliance between the two members
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of the group, and second a collaboratively constructed affective change from seri-
ous to non-serious. In particular, what is central to this process is the achievement
of emotional alignment or a shared emotional stance (M.H. Goodwin et al. 2012)
towards a third entity (in this case, sunlight). In this section, we show how Alina
receives Celine’s negative emotion that she recaptures from the past with acts of
compassion. Celine initiates troubles talks (Jefferson 1980) about not having been
able to sleep recently because it is too light outside (Extract 2, line o1) and simul-
taneously with talk engages in intimate gestures through which she re-enacts the
negative sensation of a headache caused by sunlight. This referred to common
knowledge about the effects of light during springtime in Finland: at that time
of year, the duration of daylight becomes much longer than during wintertime,
and consequently some people have trouble sleeping. The interaction of interest
occurred during a session that took place in late spring (April-May).

Extract 2.
Celine (C)

Figure 1

1la,

Alina (A)
C: valosaa mind en jaksa nukkuu
when it is bright I do not feel like sleeping
[tosi huono
[very bad
A: [nii:h
[yea:h ((nods))

Figure 2

Celine’s troubles talk (lines 01-02, 04) is laminated with a gestural enaction in
which her fingers iconize sunrays that are shining in her face and eyes (Fig-
ure 1a-b), then softly tapping her head (Figure 2). With her eyes closed, Celine
has an expression of pain on her face, as she evaluates the sensation the sun causes
as “very bad” (line 02). Importantly, the pain experience embedded in Celine’s

04 C: pdéd kipee
head aches

05 A: mmm-m?
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gesture and facial expression is participated in by Alina’s compassionate acts:
Alina applies an attentive facial expression, temporally accurate head nod, and a
slight “yeah” acknowledging Celine’s trouble (line 03). In this moment, Alina and
Celine accomplish a temporal match of their embodied actions — Alina’s empa-
thetic nod matches Celine’s gestural performance - as part of an intercorporeal
intertwining with each other’s actions (Merleau-Ponty 1962, 1964, 1968). During
Celine’s troubles gesture, which occurs simultaneously with Alina’s initially empa-
thetic attunement to it, Celine and Alina gaze at each other, creating a moment
of intimate intercorporeality (Merleau-Ponty 1964:168). Celine then finishes the
utterance by shaking her head while bowing it downwards and producing a slight
click (e.g. Abercrombie 1967:31, Wright 2011) that further reinforces the estab-
lished negative emotional stance towards sunlight.

After this, shown in Figure 2, Celine revisits the sunray gesture with an
upgraded version of it: a self-touch where the sunrays tap the touch-sensitive
region of a body - her face (see Cekaite 2018). Through self-touch, Celine refor-
mulates the past experience as something tangible, vividly personalizing the actual
pain from the past. Again, Alina attunes to Celine’s haptic gesture with a minimal
but clearly empathetic acknowledgment token (“mmm-m,” line 05), at the same
time self-grooming her own chin (Figure 2). After that, while Celine marks the
ending of her gesture by bowing downwards, Alina also withdraws from gazing at
Celine for a moment.

This extract shows how Alina’s compassionate acts, even if minimal, afforded
an empathetic moment (Heritage 2011) in which Celine’s emotions were heard
and acknowledged. As a result, Celine recycled her initial sunray gesture with
meaningful transformation, exploring and re-living how sunlight really influ-
enced her in the past.

5.3 Recycling gestures with transformation enables the emergence
of a similar but individual emotional stance

Following the previous sequence, in which the initial emotional alliance between
Alina and Celine emerged, two other crucial components that underlie the affec-
tive peak occur in Extract 1. Firstly, the emotional atmosphere transforms from
troubles talk and worry into more lighthearted and playful. Secondly, Alina makes
explicit that she has had equivalent past experiences of sunlight and has a similar
(negative) emotional stance towards those experiences. To elaborate the details of
these processes, let us analyze Extract 3 — an episode in the interaction that fol-
lows soon after the episode presented in Extract 2.
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Extract 3.

Figure 1 Tutor (T)

w 02

03

01 C:

aurinko paistaa (.)
sun shines (.)

°mul on°® pid kipee
°I have® headache

°mhmm °

Bertha (B) sitting here,
not shown in the figure

04 A: md vihaan kun aamulla m& herdin

I hate when in the morning I wake up

05 keittibssd paistaa aurinko
the sun shines in the kitchen
Figurez 06 A: md vihaan sitd koska jos varsinkin jos
I hate that because if especially if
07 keitti® on sotkuinen niin KAIKKI NAKYY
kitchen is messy EVERYTHING SHOWS
08 niinku kaikki se [likahaha
like all the [dirthehe
09 [jaa kaikki polythehe
[oh all dusthehe
10 A: JOOH (.) POLYT
YEAHH (.) THE DUST
11 B: polyt tykk&d nii:n paljon
Figure3 the dust like so much
: =JOOH
=YEAH

12
13
14
15
16
Figure 4 f % 17

: jos paistaa aurinko-

1f the sun shines-

: =@arg[hhh]@

[kei]ltti®ssd ja me asutaa
[in] the kitchen and we live on the

seittemd- (.) seitemdnes kerokses-
seventh- (.) seventh floor-

: mind kaikki verhot kiinni...

I close every curtain...

In Figure 1, Celine first recycles her previous gesture of the sun shining on her
head and causing a headache, but this time the gesture is not only re-enacting
the pain experience from past, but also it is transformed into a resource for affec-
tive engagement with Alina. Celine says it smilingly, and as she applies the sun-
rays circling the top of her head (and not her face, see Extract 2), Celine and



The intercorporeality of closing a curtain

183

Alina have direct access to mutual eye-gaze and monitoring of each other’s pos-
tural and emotional alignments (M. H. Goodwin 1980). Alina engages with Celine
during the gesture with an empathetic facial display, again closely monitoring
and mirroring the pain revisited in Celine’s gestures with furrowed brows and
slightly scrunched eyes. However, after the gesture, Celine’s hand does not return
to its previous home position (Sacks & Schegloff 2002). Instead, as shown in
Figure 1b, Celine lets her hands groom her hair slightly, ending the gesture in
self-touch while disengaging her gaze from Alina (C. Goodwin 1986), displaying
positive affection and intimacy through the lamination of her smile, gaze, and
self-grooming (see Dunbar 2010). During this withdrawal from the direct facial
formation (Kendon 1990:209), Celine and Alina’s mutual gaze is suspended for
less than a second, but they re-engage each other’s gaze almost immediately after-
ward while Celine is still completing her body movement backwards, at the same
time shaking her head slightly.

Participating relevantly in this now more playful and light-hearted emotional
landscape, Alina initiates a second story (Sacks 1992:vol. 2.) about how she also
dislikes the way the sun shines in the morning. Most importantly, Alina recycles
Celine’s sunray gestalt by spreading her fingers wide in a way similar to Celine’s
(in Extract 2, Figures 1 & 2 and Extract 3, Figure 1), vividly reliving a past experi-
ence of hating the sunlight in the kitchen because it shows “everything” (Figure 2
/ line 07). Alina’s negatively laden stance towards sunlight is restored in her hand
movement (Cuffari & Streeck 2017) and recognizable through the negative facial
expression of disgust (Ekman 1984, 1993), through which she relives the emo-
tion she has previously had when the sunlight reveals all the dust in her kitchen.
Through a strong frowning expression of disgust, she vividly revisits and demon-
strates the content of the “everything”, which she produces with large circles with
her hands (Figure 2). Celine engages in the story by maintaining eye contact with
Alina and reflecting a facial expression of disgust that is timed and overlapping
with Alina’s expression, providing a frowning face and lifting her cheekbones
(see Ruusuvuori & Perikyld 2009, M.H. Goodwin et al. 2012:20-21). Celine is
thus co-living the re-enacted and exaggerated disgust in Alina’s bodily expression
by mirroring the disgusted affect, just as Alina initially co-empathized with the
re-enacted pain in Celine’s story about the headache caused by sunlight (M. H.
Goodwin et al. 2012).

Another crucial aspect of Alina’s second story is that she implicitly constructs
herself as a person whose kitchen potentially has quite a lot of dust or dirt in it.
She is thus revealing herself in a potentially negative light, just as Celine did a
moment before by revealing herself as a person who “likes the dark” The reci-
procal construction of self-disclosures which might imply a risk of social stigma
has been shown in some settings to increase intimacy between the presenters of
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those self-disclosures (Antaki et al. 2005). By positioning themselves in poten-
tially vulnerable positions, the speakers show increased trust towards each other
(see Logren et al. 2017, Manne et al. 2004). Thus, Alina reciprocates the level of
intimacy initiated by Celine, thereby ensuring that Celine is not left alone in a
vulnerable position. At the same time, Alina transforms or adds to the shared
emotional stance towards the sunshine. She is providing a story with a similarly
negative stance towards “how the sun shines in the morning”; however, compared
with the intensely painful headache expressed in Celine’s complaint, the negative
emotion displayed in Alina’s story is more in accordance with strong, even exag-
gerated disgust, and it has a somewhat playful sarcasm or self-ironic flavor to it.
In these ways, both exaggerating the disgust and at the same time producing a
self-disclosure of a face-threatening and somewhat ‘delicate’ kind can be seen as
potential “laughables,” i.e. they invite laughter and at the same time upgrade inter-
personal intimacy (Goffman 1955, Jefferson, Sacks & Schegloff 1987).

Summing up, in these previous sections, we have shown how cooperatively
transformed gestures laminated with affective displays enabled the participants
to co-create their shared experience in a way that led to a synchronous inter-
corporeal experience and rich affective peak. The first gesture that was recycled
was Celine’s open-hand gesture depicting and indicating sunrays shining onto her
head (Extract 2). Alina adopted a similar hand position, also denoting sunshine,
albeit not shining on her as a cause of distress, but on the dust in her kitchen
(Extract 4). In this way, Alina was not only reusing the open-hand gesture, but
was also transforming the stance as not being about herself or her head (as in the
case of Celine), but as being about this different object, the kitchen work surface.
By doing this, she transformed the emotional landscape of the social action from
troubles talk into something lighter and more laughable.

Entering into the synchronously timed gesturing recaptured in Extract 1,
Celine initiated the closing curtains gesture, which was immediately joined by
Alina. The two then merged into a state of We-agency, where they simultaneously
recaptured the action of closing the curtains. Notably, the pulling of the curtains
was produced as a relevant solution to their previously disclosed distress, and for
each of them, it was produced in a manner and trajectory coherent with their
previous open-hand sunshine gestures. For Celine, it was blocking the sun from
her eyes to shield her from headache; for Alina, it was blocking the sunshine
that revealed the dust in her kitchen. Very importantly, these closely coordinated
closing-curtains gestures were not simply established in the here-and-now of this
interaction. The participants would not have been able to co-produce these ges-
tures, had it not been for their past experiences of sunshine, and their haptically
embodied knowledge of the relevant actions for pulling curtains to block the sun
(Cuffari & Streeck 2017). First, it enabled them to synchronize around and engage



The intercorporeality of closing a curtain

185

in close co-production of this gestural enactment. Second, it provided a semiotic
substrate for them to recognize, through their embodied actions, how they were
the same, i.e. that they had lived through similar experiences, although they had
not shared them when they occurred. Given how the different ecologies of the
participants’ bodily histories merged into a recognizably shared one, this study
provides a powerful example of intercorporeal resonance.

It follows from this that, in their natural ecology, gestures are more than mere
hand movements. Rather, they are intercorporeal actions through which we share
experiences from our past and grasp our similarity to others. Furthermore, by
embodying experiences we share as human beings, gestures inhabit emotions.
They are resources for affective interpersonal bonding - in whole-body notions
of being together - in moments that are re-enacted together but were originally
experienced alone. These nested contexts, which connect different timescales of
our historically accumulated bodies, are one way in which we are intercorporeally
linked to others in ways that extend the creation of mutual understanding in the
local now.

6. Discussion

I do not see anger or a threatening attitude as a psychic fact hidden behind the
gesture, I read anger in it. (Merleau-Ponty 1962:184)

If we follow Merleau-Ponty’s understanding of gestures, they do not just represent
emotions or other embodied meaning. Rather, these are embedded in the act of
gesturing. This also explains how we, as human beings, are able to recognize or
read the meaning of other bodies’ emotions and gestures through our own suf-
ficiently similar lived experiences (Merleau-Ponty 1962). A moment of sharing
emotions and past experiences through gestures like the one in this study touches
the very heart of intercorporeality or carnal intersubjectivity (Merleau-Ponty
1962, 1964, 1968), which is the ability to momentarily recognize similarity in oth-
ers. However, as pointed out by Andrén (2017), intercorporeality does not mean
that we would have some sort of “direct access” to the other person and their expe-
rience. Instead, and as our examples have shown, creating a shared understand-
ing of each other’s similarity requires active effort to understand others and make
the self understood (Andrén 2017:107-109.) In the cases we have witnessed, par-
ticipants engaged in reciprocal embodied behavior through which the similarity
of emotional stances and gestures was carefully monitored and co-experienced in
the other person’s subtle body movements. In the end, how similar our study par-
ticipants’ experiences really were seemed to play a secondary role. Instead, what
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seemed to matter most for the participants was the actual moment of sharing
emotions and experiences and the collaborative, embodied process where the
bodies opened themselves towards each other and their potential similarity.

The detailed analysis of embodied behavior in our extracts reveals a number
of things about how gestures and emotions can be connected in intercorporeal
encounters. First, emotions attached to past experiences can be re-evoked, re-
experienced and transformed into a new format in moments of action through
gestures. As they are experienced and produced in inseparable connection with
facial expressions, verbal actions and other forms of embodied behavior, gestures
embody emotions. Thus, emotions are stored in our body memories, and the hap-
tic experience of grasping the world with our hands. Furthermore, in an impor-
tant way, gestures escape the instrumental view of bodies as mere vehicles for
gestures. Gestures and the emotions embedded in them are not primarily com-
municative tools, even if they can be adopted as such. Instead, to follow Cuf-
fari and Streeck’s interpretation of Merleau-Ponty’s views on gesture, gesturing
“is the basic way that a particular existing, thinking, and communicating body-
subject lives and, in so doing, signifies (i.e. makes meaning)” (emphasis in origi-
nal; Cuffari & Streeck 2017:174).

Recapturing human beings’ inherent sociality and tendency to identify with
social groups and dyadic relationships (Levinson 2006, G.H. Mead 1934, Tajfel
1974, Tomasello 1999), the embodied experience of being the same eases the sense
of loneliness when parted from one’s social group, such as when living in a for-
eign country. Accordingly, from a cultural perspective, the data presented in this
study represents the experience of being a homemaker in a foreign country and
feelings of tiredness and perhaps loneliness and/or alienation arising from living
in a foreign place where the sun is always up. The fact that another has experi-
enced something similar, even if the original experience was not joyful, brings
the feeling that one is not alone with one’s emotions and experiences. Conse-
quently, as is notable in the present case, reliving a negative experience together
with someone can transform the emotional valence of the experience. In other
words, co-living a past experience again through direct body-to-body under-
standing enables individual experience to be molded into our experience, pro-
duced from ingredients that are materially, temporally and emotionally different
from the original experience.

We hope to have shed some light on the intercorporeality of human action
and how it affords a space for this sort of collaborative emotional togetherness to
emerge, manufactured through individuals participating in each other’s emotions
in the production of a shared emotional stance (C. Goodwin 2013, M. H. Goodwin
et al. 2012, Kaukomaa et al. 2015). This shows the primary social nature of human
action: whatever the content of the experience, it is more crucial that it can be



The intercorporeality of closing a curtain

187

shared. We argue that this process of sharing an emotional stance and experienc-
ing together a change in emotional state can produce a rich substrate (C. Goodwin
2013, 20174, b) or common ground (Enfield 2008) for emotional bonding.

7. Conclusions

In this paper, we have shown how gestures and other reciprocal embodied actions
can enable reciprocal re-enactment of experiences and emotions from our histor-
ical past, and how co-living such past experiences with another person can act as
a resource for interpersonal bonding. Specifically, we have shown how two moth-
ers in a naturally occurring interaction recycled with transformation each other’s
embodied gestures and other actions in accordance with the moment-by-moment
unfolding substrate, carefully attuned to the affective flow, semiotic meanings of
gestures, and subtle embodied cues of their whole bodies.

The participants’ individual and negative past experiences of sunlight were
re-evoked as an intertwined interaction that cannot be understood in terms of
each individual body, but is rather a fundamentally intercorporeal experience.
This consisted of at least two different forms of intercorporeal processes. First,
the preceding sequentially unfolding co-participated actions enabled the partici-
pants to establish a shared (negative) emotional stance towards a third object (the
experience of sunshine in the morning). Moreover, these for the most part turn-
by-turn-based actions allowed Alina and Celine to mold each other’s emotional
states into a shared emotional state that proved fertile for affective attunement
and provided a rich substrate for synchronously and simultaneously unfolding
co-gesturing to occur. Second, synchronous co-gesturing provided an opportu-
nity to experience being of the same kind: an affective alignment of a strong
kind, sharing time, agency, and location. They effectively simultaneously relived
their individual experiences in a new social and intercorporeal now, enabling
a momentary leakage (Mol & Law 2004) of the bodies” experiences into one.
This intersection brings joy for the interactors, which we claim is fundamental to
human relationships.
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Appendix 1. Transcription conventions of conversations

(0.5) Numbers in brackets indicate a gap timed in tenths of a second.
@] A dot enclosed in brackets indicates a micro pause of less than two-tenths of a
second.

= Absolute contiguity between utterances.

@) Unclear utterance or other sound.
.hhh Inward breathing. The more “h’s,” the longer the breath.
hhh “h’s” with no preceding dot represent exhalation.

Colons indicate a stretching of the sound.

A full stop indicates a falling tone.
s A comma indicates a continuing tone.
t Upward and downward arrows mark an overall rise or fall in pitch across a phrase.
o Silent voice speech.
Under  Indicates the speaker’s emphasis.
CAPITAL Indicates remarkably louder tone of the voice.
@@ Speech produced with atypical voice.

(@) Analyst’s comment.
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