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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS

This paper focuses on how opera rehearsal participants use Opera rehearsals;
depictions to accomplish proposals; they use a locally created multimodal interaction
scene, comprised of concrete embodiments to represent another analysis; depictions;
physically or temporally distant scene. Whereas earlier work  NtOVersive semiosis;
investigating depictions in interaction has mainly focused on aesthetics; social interaction
demonstrations in pedagogical scenarios, this paper will discuss

how depictions serve the ongoing creation, and aesthetic

negotiation, of a yet-to-be-artistic product. In simultaneously

creating and referencing iterations of this artwork, participants’

depictions are both self-referential, in introversive semiosis, as

well as externally referencing prototypes of mundane behaviour,

in extroversive semiosis. We argue that the negotiations of the

extroversive and introversive references through depiction

constitute the artistic labour of creating a performance.

Furthermore, we suggest that the iterative nature of rehearsing

an artistic piece demonstrates analogies between introversive

semiosis and interactional techniques for projection and

depiction. Opera is accomplished through dynamic collaborative

social processes, techniques for which include the depictions

described in this paper.

Introduction

This paper examines depictions that are used to make proposals during scenic opera
rehearsals. The purpose of scenic rehearsals is to create and coordinate dramatic action
to the opera’s musical score, which has already been separately rehearsed. Performers
and a director accomplish this by collaboratively producing concrete embodiments of
possible dramatic actions for experimentation and evaluation. These embodiments take
the form of depictions: creating one physically proximal scene in interaction in order to
represent another physically distant scene (Clark 2016). A brief example follows, of how
depictions can unfold in these rehearsals. Below, the director (DIR) comments on a move-
ment they have been rehearsing and produces an assessment of what the singer has just
done while rehearsing (“backa ut”/backing out). Transcription conventions are found in
Appendix.
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Extract 1 det gar very good att backa ut
01 DIR: Tbra & Libra (.) det gar (.) wvery good (.) att
good and Libra it works very good to
obacks out-->
backa ut=
back out
02 ASD: =ja precis [jattefint]w
that’s right very nice
03 DIR: [de gar Jo f6r att (.) de e bara & titta
it works because you just have to look

S o

While verbally proposing, and extolling the virtues of the proposal, the director also phys-
ically enacts the motion, providing a precise visual form of the movement she wishes to
assess. The depiction element in this case is embodied, with the body showing rather than
describing the motion. The voice modality here is concurrently describing the motion,
both its shape (“backa ut”/back out) and its usefulness (“very good”). The rehearsal partici-
pants are constantly engaged in making proposals, discussing them and experimenting
with their implementation through depictions. Earlier work investigating depictions in
interaction has mainly focused on reported speech and demonstrations in pedagogical
scenarios (e.g. Clark and Gerrig 1990; Keevallik 2017; Stukenbrock 2014), whereas this
paper will discuss how depictions serve the ongoing creation and aesthetic negotiation
of a yet-to-be-artistic product. In simultaneously creating and referencing iterations of
this artwork, participants’ depictions are both self-referential, in introversive semiosis,
as well as externally referencing prototypes of mundane behaviour, in extroversive
semiosis (Jakobson 1971) (see below).

We argue that the negotiations of the extroversive and introversive references through
depiction constitute the artistic labour of rehearsing and creating a performance. The pro-
posal depictions make hypothetical, newly created aesthetic options visually available
and physically embodied for negotiation in relation to the performance as a whole. The
paper thus examines how participants organize the practicalities of artistic labour
through the use of depictions: specifically, how do depictions propose dramatic action,
and how do participants manage the iterative nature of rehearsing?

Social and interactional perspectives on opera and creativity

Prior work analysing the interactions in theatrical rehearsals has not yet systematically
investigated the role of depictions in rehearsals. However, extroversive reference to pro-
totypes of mundane behaviour has been implicitly targeted in several works. Lefebvre
(2018) has examined how actors and the director draw on everyday conversational knowl-
edge to embody text, by applying naturalistic use of gaze and pauses. In examining the
longitudinal process of bringing a script to life, both Norrthon (2019) and Hazel (2018)
have shown the iterative process by which participants engage in complex coordination
of utterances, objects, and embodiment to produce scenes which otherwise occur quite
naturally in everyday interaction, such as utterance overlap or serving cake. Other studies
have examined how performers organize the rehearsal space and coordinate their bodies
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into preparation for undertaking rehearsal of a scene (Schmidt 2018), and further how the
work done in rehearsal is later evaluated (Hazel 2015). This work has so far targeted nat-
uralistic theatre, and theatre across art styles has many differences from the art form of
opera. Opera is often conceived of in terms of “excess and transgression” (Atkinson
2006, 187), and as breaking with naturalistic patterns of behaviour, to instead tell
stories in extreme and exaggerated ways — not the least with bombastic song and
dramatic music.

As the work on theatre above shows, arts come into being in social contexts. In his
ethnographic study of opera companies, Atkinson (2006) stressed the mundane and
social organization involved in the work of creating an opera performance, in contrast
to the extravagant art form that opera is. The extravagancies, and the “operatic magic”
as Atkinson terms it, are made possible precisely due to the disciplined routines and
embodied labour of rehearsals in the rehearsal workplace. Creativity is inherently social;
Due (2016) stressed the embodied aspect of creativity in workplace meetings, demon-
strating how new ideas were co-created with the aid of multimodal resources, building
on participants’ prior actions in proposal sequences. In this paper we will discuss the
semiotic features of this distributed cognition of human creativity.

Depictions: communication by showing

Depictions, or versions of the concept, have been given multiple names, including some
types of reported speech (Holt and Clift 2007), polyphony (Bahktin 1981), shifts in author-
ship and footing (Goffman 1981), reenactments (Sidnell 2006), bodily quotes (Keevallik
2010), and others. The terms “animation” (Cantarutti 2020) and “depiction” (Clark 2016)
are the most neutral with respect to temporality (is the represented event past or
present or future), realism (is it imaginary or reflecting something that happened), and
interactional resources (what resources such as voice, body and language, are involved
in the depictions). Such neutrality is important for our analysis, given that the majority
of work to date has focused on verbal (e.g. Holt and Clift 2007; Niemela 2010), past/
real-event (e.g. Goodwin 1982, 1990) depictions, whereas participants in our data use
depictions with a wide variety of multimodal practices, temporal referents, and realistic
and imaginary elements. We use depiction, rather than animation, solely because the
former has been more widely used so far.

In staging theory (Clark 2016), depictions are performances that are taken, by local
interlocutors, to represent an action or event occurred at some other time and/or place
(real or imaginary). Clark distinguishes depictions from indexes (indexical signification
as in pointing) and descriptions (symbolic signification as in language).

Although some theories treat social life as performative generally (e.g. Austin 1962),
Clark focuses on a particular type of performance wherein participants treat each other
as creating, referencing, and illustrating a distal scene that is displaced from the
current interactional context. The local action is “split” when depicting, as the participants
simultaneously animate a scene that is not treated as occurring in the here-and-now (e.g.
how a character moves), as well as doing action in the here-and-now (e.g. proposing).
Additionally, other interlocutors may be positioned in different ways in relation to depic-
tions, for example, as recipients, as “stage managers” who organize the participants and
resources.
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Depictions and referentiality

The concept of depictions builds on the idea of iconicity as elaborated by Peirce (1955).
In the case of iconicity, the referent of the sign shares similar features with the
sign itself — an icon represents something by virtue of being like that which it represents.
Iconicity, then, necessitates a referent that the sign mimics. This mimesis, as it occurs in
actual interactional use, has been argued not to necessarily be literal, but rather to
analyse and highlight relevant features of some referent for local action (Streeck
2008). Such an interactionally situated mechanism better describes both the diversity
of iconic forms in our data, as well as better allows for depictions of the hypothetical
and prototypical.

An additional feature of the depictions in our data is that they are not only referring
to the imperceivable prototypes of mundane behaviour, but also to itself, e.g. the devel-
oping performance as perceived by the participants. Jakobson (1971) developed Peirce’s
model of the sign so that, in addition to Peirce’s iconicity, indexicality and symbolicity, a
fourth sign relationship was coined, which he called connotative signs. This sign
relationship is characterized by a lack of external referent (which would be extroversive
semiosis). Instead, introversive semiosis operates by internal reference. According to
Jakobson, this kind of sign relationship is typical of music and abstract visual art, but
it can also operate in other kinds of media as well and alongside extroversive semiosis
(for instance in poetry). Agawu (1991) drew on the analogy of syntax to explain introver-
sive semiosis in music, showing how musical phrases can create internal references and
structures that mutually inform each other, such as how the establishment of a musical
key informs our understanding of subsequent notes. This “utterance”-internal structur-
ing, which informs expectations for recipients as the utterance emerges (Auer 2009),
applies in interaction more generally, for example with activities unfolding, and as we
will show, is a useful explanation of the activity of creating an artistic performance.
Note that theories of semiosis do not follow the same epistemological framework as
interactional research. Traditional semiotics works with ethically applied categorizations
of language and action, whereas the key interest for interactional studies is to uncover
participants’ own methods for organizing their activities and making sense of available
resources as meaningful - that is, how a gesture or a word contribute to meaning and
sense in “this” specific moment. In combining the terminology of semiotics with inter-
actional methodology, we aim to show how participants treat meaning as relevant for
accomplishing their activities (see also Goodwin 2007), and how the temporal and
artistic concerns of participants come to reflect orientations that are analogous to intro-
versive and extroversive semiosis. In this way, we aim to build a terminological bridge
between the disciplines, while grounding the analysis in participant action (see
Methods).

Depictions in interactional research

Some research has analysed the occurrence of depictions in everyday human activities.
This has primarily been done in the field of multimodal interaction analysis, where
depictions have been most extensively analysed in the form of reported speech (e.g.
Holt and Clift 2007), depictive gestures (Streeck 2008, 2009) and reenactments
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(Sidnell 2006). Multimodal interaction analysis prioritizes the examination of
members’ practices for achieving local actions (in our case, below, achieving a propo-
sal). The examination of actual, situated occurrences of multimodal depictions in
interaction has overwhelmingly been in teaching contexts (though there are excep-
tions such as Due and Lange 2020 who demonstrates depictions body parts with
other body parts in video mediated physiotherapy consultations; and Due 2016 for
depictive gestures during business meetings) Termed “demonstrations,” these depic-
tions are used to correct and coach behaviour (Evans and Reynolds 2016), to
model how other participants should configure their bodies (Nishizaka 2017), to
highlight errors and provide alternatives (Keevallik 2010, 2017), to provide referents
for imaginary practice (Stukenbrock 2012), and to model how an expert would
approach the task with their professional vision (Goodwin 1994). This paper will
provide an analysis of how depictions can be used in a non-teaching context, for
the purpose of proposing options and creating art. As the participants work through
the libretto in rehearsal, they experiment with and decide how to position themselves.
This procedure is called “blocking” (see also Hazel 2018). Blocking is a multiparty
engagement of all performers who will be present at that at that moment in the
libretto.

The suggestions for how to block can be termed proposals. The literature on propo-
sals in multimodal interaction analysis began with telephone and verbal-only data (e.g.
Davidson 1984), and focused on ways for managing rejection, accounts (Houtkoop-
Steenstra 1987). More recently, studies have examined the interactional management
of rights to propose (Stevanovic 2015), as well as how opportunities to propose can
be provided (e.g. Weiste 2020). Multimodal analysis of multiparty proposing has so far
been restricted to mediated interaction, such as staff meetings (Asmufl and Oshima
2012; Nissi 2015) and facilitating civic engagement (e.g. Mondada 2015), where a chair-
person organizes proposals and their discussion. One non-mediated exception is Stivers
and Sidnell's (2016) study of proposals in children’s play, wherein body positioning,
along with other multimodal resources, was used to mark a proposal as disjunctive
with the prior activity.

Much as Stevanovic (2015) forewarned concerning the temporality of proposals, the
proposals in the opera rehearsals do not divide neatly between proximal and distal (or
remote, Lindstrom 2017). Proposals in theatrical rehearsals concern both the proximal
work of establishing a current iteration (Hazel 2018) of this particular section of the
opera and an eventual iteration (what will be attempted in the final performance), as
well as the (re)indexing of who has rights to make, evaluate, build on, and accept the pro-
posals (Stevanovic 2015, 201; “deontics”). Accepting a proposal at any given moment also
does not entail its relative permanence (as with writing down proposals in drafting,
Asmuf and Oshima 2012; Mondada 2015; Nissi 2015), but rather its acceptability for pro-
gressing the iterations of the eventual performance piece. This paper thus also contrib-
utes to the literature on proposals, and rehearsal-based ones in particular, by
demonstrating how the practice of depicting helps participants accomplish this dual
local-distal action.

This paper aims to contribute to this literature in two ways. First, we will detail the
sequential process of using multimodal depictions for creating and rehearsing a perform-
ance, and accomplishing proposals. Second, we will demonstrate how depictions can
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accomplish artistic labour and make hypothetical scenarios available for co-participation.
We will thereby show how aesthetics are socially accomplished and negotiated through
introversive and extroversive semiosis.

Method

We analyse a corpus of video recordings (20 h) of professional opera rehearsals using
multimodal interaction analysis (Broth and Keevallik 2020). This method involves using
displayed participant orientations as the basis for understanding how participants
organize their actions with respect to co-participants and interactional activities. As
we aim to show how participants procedurally manage and accomplish depictions,
analysing the sequence of talk provides an emic perspective on how participants
make their actions mutually intelligible as depictions and as proposals. Similarly, the
analytic text will reveal how introversive and extroversive semiosis are members’
concerns, rather than solely analyst-applied labels, by demonstrating the systematicity
in the methods that participants themselves use when making semiosis concepts
relevant. This is not to say that participants explicitly label their concerns as semiosis
of one kind or another, but that they systematically make relevant the nature of the
meaning they are actively creating in rehearsal work, and the relationship
between local action (sorting out the current idea) and other available
meanings from culture, the opera world, and prior rehearsal events. The transcriptions
below follow Jefferson’s (2004) conventions for representing utterances and
Mondada’s (2018) conventions for representing embodiment (see Appendix), with
additional notation for music (pbracketed with,), and libretto lines (libretto lines
italicized).

Fieldwork was carried out during the entire rehearsal period of an opera production at
a Swedish opera house. Video recordings of the scenic rehearsals in a rehearsal space (not
the eventual performance stage) were made. Although a multitude of professions are
involved in an opera production (such as conductor, choir, designers and more) the par-
ticipants of the interactions in focus of the present study were director, assistant director
and soloist singer performers. Languages spoken in the data are Swedish and English, and
the libretto of the performance is in Italian. Participants gave informed consent for video
recording and research.

Even though the director is leading the work, and continuously communicates her
artistic vision to the group, both the director and the performers present proposals.
The scenic opera rehearsal is a highly collaborative environment where everybody partici-
pates in creation. The cases below were selected as the best concise examples of the rel-
evant points for each subsection of analysis.

Analysis

Below, we focus on two elements of depictions in opera rehearsals: first, how partici-
pants accomplish depictions in the course of social interaction and what actions are
involved; and second, how participants orient to the extroversive and introversive
semiosis inherent in their work, through managing reference to both other productions
and artworks, and to current and past iterations of any given section of the opera.
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We introduce these components incrementally, although they are present in all
extracts.

Multimodal lamination of resources to create depictions

We will first focus on demonstrating the way the participants accomplish depicting and
proposing with multimodal resources. Proposal depictions are both experimental
embodied attempts at blocking part of the opera as well as proposals — a statement
of how a section could be blocked, for (dis)approval and modification by the co-par-
ticipants. Proposal depictions are essentially acting, that is, not qualitatively distinguish-
able from what the performers are doing on stage as the same multimodal resources
are used to do both. Thus, in terms of referentiality, on-stage/performance depictions
and rehearsal depictions share the same referents (see section on depictions above).
However, a feature of the proposal depictions is that they may be overlaid with a
stance towards themselves as such. This is a characteristic feature of certain theatre
traditions such as Bertold Brecht's epic theatre and “alienated method of acting,”
where the actors distance themselves from their characters (Steer 1968), but it is
also a more general feature of how depictions may work in mundane everyday
interaction, as evidenced by how participants through co-animations may affiliate
with an affective stance indexed by an initial animation (Cantarutti 2020). The proposal
depictions draw on mundane social behaviour (see Lefebvre 2018), such as how
emotions or relationships look when enacted, to create versions of the opera scenes.
As such, the proposal depictions are symbolical icons (Peirce 1955) and engage in
extroversive semiosis (Jakobson 1971). They also engage in introversive semiosis, by
treating the depiction as an iteration of the eventual performance, but we will
return to this below.

Proposal depictions involve a lamination of multimodal resources including bodily
movement and position, voice, the environment, quotation from the libretto, use of
the musical score, and use of other parts of the base scene (including other
participants) as props. These components are sometimes additionally laminated with
descriptive language belonging to the proximal scene (see Extracts 2-5). All
resources are organized to coordinate the involvement of co-participants as particular
roles, such as audience/recipient, prop, or co-depictor (Clark 2016). For example, in this
extract the baritone soloist (BAR) has proposed that he can lie down next to the
other soloist, a soprano (SOP) while singing, and the director (DIR) has asked him
to show her what that looks like. The spatial configuration of the
participants already resembles a theatre stage, with the soloists onstage and the direc-
tor opposite, as an audience; this spatial configuration affords an easy transition into a
depiction. In this scene, BAR’s character mourns as his daughter (SOP) dies.
BAR begins to experiment with (and suggest) what physical actions can
accompany this portion of the libretto, which develops from a verbal
proposal (lines 2-7) into a depiction (lines 5-18) of possible blocking for the scene.
SOP participates by jointly enacting the depiction, while DIR participates as a recipient
(Figure 1).
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Extract 2 Non morir
hdr kommer en stark scen ju Jnon mo+rird +*dd inte=

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10
11

12
13

14
LS5
16
17
18

19

BAR:

bar
bar

BAR:

bar

DIR:

DIR:

BAR:

bar

DIR:

BAR:

bar

DIR:

BAR:
REH:

bar

BAR:

bar

SOP:
REH:
BAR:
SOP:
BAR:

REH:

Here is a strong scene right

Jrnon morir? don't die
+gazeup+down-->
e

1. gesture ght hand

=*[sdhdr] de e sa har handfast=

like this it’s hands-on like this

-->*pbends down tow. SOP-->
= [mm ]
yes
=ja:=
yes

=*Ahdr md- & sahdr liksom baraA=

and like this just like
*tries to grab SOP-->

=*)non mo[rir) ja * *]
2Non morir? yes
[Ata taA *tag *] Jja vet inte var man kan=
grab | don’t know where you can=
==>*grabs and lifts SOP=*2===*==3==3
2. Halts lifting motion on one beat

=dnon* morir mio tesoro

J2non morir mio tesoro pietade?l
— > *

=[Jno +nonol) |
=[ (xx)+ ] perono
+gaze tow. REH-->

(.)

3. Continues lifting SOP up

piel[ta ]de .hh=

[aa, ]
yes

Mpera non morir non morir non morbd-=

-=>+

blassu in cielo vicina a la [madre)]=

Yo mia figlial=

din [l1’eterno per voi]
[prova lagga ner ]
try to put down

[o me 1=

[preghe ]ro)

[non lasc]ia-=

BAR projects moving into the proposal sequence with a short depiction that establishes the
portion of the libretto to be discussed by singing “non morir" and gesturing like his character.
The projection develops further by indexing, verbally, potential embodied practices that
could occur in the scene (lines 2-7), while using his body to project the upcoming touching
and lifting of SOP (lines 2-7). From a multimodal interaction analytic perspective, such
“location-indexing” depictions thus act as “pre”s, actions that establish intersubjectivity and
project a longer upcoming turn (Terasaki 2004). With respect to semiosis, specifically Agawu'’s
(1991) terminology, these depictions act as “beginnings,” establishing a point from which intro-
versive semiosis can anchor itself and inform participant expectations. The location-indexing
depiction “begins” (i.e. informs expectations about) both a referent within the libretto (“non
morir”), as well as an iteration of this portion of the artistic performance piece. The participants



SOCIAL SEMIOTICS (&) 609

=
BAR: liksom bara
= = N\ &

Al

=) R-ts A e

Figure 1. Baritone lifts Soprano incrementally.

even explicitly orient to the iterative nature of the process by projecting that the upcoming pro-
posal is based on a temporally earlier thought (“det var dar jag téankte”/that’s where | thought,
line 7). In order for participants to make sense of the proposal, the speaker must situate the pro-
posal in both the temporal unfolding of the rehearsal process (this iteration proposed at this
time), and in the opera’s libretto.

Bit by bit, BAR adds further multimodal resources to the depiction, by getting his
body into position (line 2), trying to lift SOP (lines 5, 7), and finally adding a sung
version of the libretto (line 7). Through these multiple projections (see also Schmidt
2018, on projecting and preparing for the opening of a rehearsed section), BAR
both frames his movements as depicting, and forewarns SOP of the upcoming
touch on her body. BAR's depiction on line 8 is not reproducing a perceptible
object (indeed, all depictions depart from precise reproduction, Streeck 2008).
Rather, it is referencing a prototype of a specific type of human behaviour, stemming
from a cultural repertoire of such (see Lefebvre 2018, for a gaze-based example of
drawing on mundane knowledge of behaviour). For example, this scene requires a rep-
resentation of a father mourning a dying daughter (extroversive semiosis) that is
appropriate for this particular opera production (introversive semiosis). The artistic
labour consists in BAR inventing this behaviour in real-time, simultaneously to propos-
ing that it should occur in the scene. BAR draws on expectations for a father, such as
how a father should touch or hold a daughter, how they should react to death, and so
forth, and previous iterations of the current performance.

The artistic labour carried out by BAR in the depiction on line 08 invites collaboration
from his co-participants. DIR’s comment, “mm” (line 3), passes an opportunity to take her
own turn, giving BAR a longer opportunity to continue his depiction, analogous to story-
telling (C. Goodwin 1986), which (re)positions her as the audience/recipient for the depic-
tion. Her watching the soloists, while spatially distanced from them, and withholding of
much verbal work (lines 8-17), continually aligns her as the recipient, and permits time
for BAR and SOP to attempt the blocking. SOP is first positioned as a prop — an object
which BAR can lift. SOP responds as her (dying) character would: as a passive recipient.
However, when BAR’s “skips ahead” and fast-forwards the scene ahead (quickly reciting
his text, line 13), he goes precisely to where SOP can participate more actively and try
out her sung portions in this bodily configuration. BAR thus repositions SOP as a more
active co-depictor, which allows SOP to validate whether the current depiction physically
“works” for her in the scene — whether the bodily positions permit her own contributions
to the scene. Such co-participation can also be seen as a temporary endorsement of the
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depiction, in accepting the terms of the depiction that have been set up (C. Goodwin
2007) and co-implementing, however briefly, the aesthetics of the proposed blocking
(Stivers 2008).

BAR further acts as a “stage manager” (Clark 2016) by switching footing (Goffman 1981)
towards the end of the extract, back into the here-and-now of the rehearsal. He accounts
for his embodied motions using descriptive language, “prova ldgga ner” (line 18), in
overlap with SOP’s continued singing (see Stukenbrock 2012 for a similar division of multi-
modal labour for managing proximal and distal scenes). In verbalizing an utterance that is
not part of the libretto, in a non-sung voice, he does not interjacently overlap SOP’s sung
contribution, as they are in separate scenes. This distribution of modalities separates the
depiction itself from the metacommentary that locates and accounts for elements of the
depiction.

The proposal nature of the depiction is marked by treating the actions as exper-
imental, for eventual comment from others (the director, for instance, withholds com-
mentary in the extract shown, commentary from all participants is given much later
on). The depiction is marked as an “initial” attempt, for instance with accounting for
his motions with “prova lagga ner” (line 19, try to lay down), and claims not to
know how to move (line 7). BAR also thereby projects the need to update, practice,
and (as eventually emerges in this case) change the blocking to a more suitable
version. In situating the current depiction as temporary, the participants make space
for future iterations. They make sense of the depiction as one iteration to be made
meaningful later, as well as presently. In short, participants not only treat mentions
of location in the libretto as introversive “beginnings” (Agawu 1991), but they can
also organize proposal depictions as a whole as iterations for which later introversive
semiosis may be relevant. We now turn to examining how the participants orient to
introversive semiosis in depictions.

Orienting to introversive semiosis in depictions

The relevance of introversive semiosis is clearest when the participants refer back to prior
iterations in the rehearsal process and make them relevant for ongoing proposal depic-
tions. In these situations, the participants connect the piece into a temporal whole,
where the components (rehearsals) become relevant for making meaning and accounting
for ongoing action (current proposals). This conceptualization of introversive semiosis
differs from traditional semiotics, where the internal references can be thought of as
pre-established by the existence of the whole artistic piece, such as a piece of music.
However, it also shows how the lived temporality of meaning making changes the way
introversive reference may be experienced. As participants listen to music (especially
the first time), introversive reference is about projection and expectation, as well as recal-
ling prior gestures or movements. We argue the rehearsals function in the same way, and
that projection, expectation, recalling events, and establishing intersubjectivity are analo-
gous to introversive semiosis.

Below, BAR proposes a way to move his body and orient to another performer. SOP
(not the performer in question) comments on the similarity of the action to a movement
BAR did to her (SOP) yesterday in rehearsing a related section of the scene. SOP’s
comment is minimally acknowledged by DIR (line 9) and BAR (line 10), but BAR continues



SOCIAL SEMIOTICS (&) 611

talking and keeps addressing DIR by means of gaze. Once BAR is finished with his proposal
(line 17), SOP is given the space to elaborate on her contribution (Figure 2).

Extract 3: non vecchio t’inganni

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

14
15

16

18

19

BAR:

BAR:

DIR:

BAR:

BAR:

BAR:

SOP:

bar

DIR:

BAR:

BAR:

DIR:

bar

BAR:

BAR:

DIR:
BAR:

DIR:

SOP:

bar

*[+(de e samma) ]de funkar=
it's the same it works
*turns and steps tow. S08-->
+gaze SO8-->
=sdhdr nar ja kommer sdhdr »no vecchio t’ingannib=
like this when|  come like this  ?no vecchio t'ingannid
=sa far ja en *)a ba da ba da ba dar=
then | get like a Jabadabadabadal
-->*raises L hand tow ear-->
=+da k&nner ja liksom att ja=
then | feel like |
-->+gaze front-->
=[+de var dar ja +tankte ]
that’s where | thought
[+de gjorde du pa +mej igar+]=
you did that to me yesterday
-->+gaze dir--------- tgaze SOP-->
Yes
=aa ja ma+ ja maste bryta de har *rdsten i huvet=
Yes | have to stop this voice in my head
-->*taps head-->
-->+gaze front-->
=ja hor*+ (.)William*+ sjunger i hu[vet]=
| hear (.)  William singing in my head
[aa ]
yes
-->*points SO8*L hand tow. ear-->
-->t+gaze SO8----+gaze front-->
=sd ja *bryter de %*
so | stop it
-->*breaking gesture*
{ )
+*3 genom att bli helt *galet=
and by becoming completely crazy

*takes a step back----*
-->+gaze DIR-->
=hm=
=de blir varldens liksom (.) galenhetsmusik=

it becomes the most like (.) craziness music
=ja [Jja precis]
yes [yes exactly
+[de som va] sa laskigt igar ocksad de va=
the thing that was so scary yesterday too it was
==>+gaze SOP-->

BAR opens by indexing where in the libretto his depiction pertains to (lines 2-7). He
projects a proposal (lines 6-7, see Stevanovic 2015), but SOP begins to comment on
the topic before the content of the proposal can occur (line 8). SOP’s comment gets a
minimal acknowledgement from BAR; he immediately returns to the distal scene by
gazing away from DIR and switching footing into speaking (“jag maste bryta den har
rosten | huvudet”/l have to stop this voice in my head, line 11) and gesturing as his
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Figure 2. Baritone gazes at another soloist while depicting gazing at a ghost (1,2). Soprano starts to
speak but is not attended (2). Soprano restarts her comment (3), that Baritone also did such a gaze in a
previous scene.

character. It is only once BAR concludes his depiction that SOP restarts her contribution.
SOP’s comment turns out to be an endorsement, and it is now attended.

SOP’s comment, though constrained until the proposal depiction had been accom-
plished, does important introversive semiosis work. Both BAR and SOP orient to the
temporal situation of this proposal depiction; for BAR, he suggests that the current
action had been thought about at some prior point (line 7), while for SOP, she
orients to the way the depicted action resembles the way BAR acted in earlier iteration
of the scene, with her (“de gjorde du pa mej igar”/you did that to me yesterday, line 8).
Such an observation demonstrates the introversive semiosis-based sense making in
which the participants are engaged. SOP’s observation not only endorses BAR’s propo-
sal as recognizable, and as appropriate, but also as an iteration of blocking within the
rehearsal process. A method of performing “madness” that had arisen earlier in a
different section now becomes relevant for the current discussion and scene. SOP’s
comment shows that proposals are evaluable based on their coherency for the art
piece, and it is this coherency that also invokes introversive reference. BAR enacting
such a motion, one that resembles how he acted towards SOP previously, creates a
coherent sense of in what way BAR’s character is being “mad,” and links the two
occasions within the rehearsals. The participants orient to the importance of portraying
the characters in a way that is meaningful and sensible, within the framework of their
production.

Invoking introversive and extroversive semiosis from other productions

In creating the current opera performance, the participants use not only the current intro-
versive semiosis as a resource, but also the aesthetics of other performances that serves as
models on which acting in the current performance can be based. In Extract 4 below, the
director is using extroversive and introversive semiosis to refer to another production,
namely Shakespeare’s Hamlet, in alternating between depicting the characters of
Hamlet and Gertrude (lines 1-5 and 6-12). This is deployed in order to illustrate how
BAR and SOP can act in a particular scene in the current opera. DIR depicts Hamlet's
madness, highlighting with her body (Streeck 2008) the way gaze can address thin air,
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rather than a person, and thus display insanity (Figure 3).

Extract 4: de e ingen dar

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

L1,

DIR:

sop

SOP:

DIR:

sop

DIR:

DIR:

a vi har ju samma sak i (.) den har scenen finns Jju
and we also have the same thing in (.) this scene appears
ocksa i Hamlet) ndr Hamlet e hos Gertrud ere ju da
also in (theatrepiece) when Hamlet is with Gertrud it is then
(.) eeh:: o skaller ut henne & ©sad dyker pappa upp o sa
eh and yells at her and then the father turns up and then
wogest. hand before face-->

cobdrjar han prata med pappa & hon ba va va tittar
he starts talking with dad and she’s like what what are you looking at

-->wgest. with hands tow. SO8--c0—--1-->
1.Acts out SOP’s character “confused”
du pdw o e ju de som gér att man blir (.) psykotisk &r
and that’s what makes you (.) psychotic that
—-=>00

ju att de 4r- «ja men ja pratar me (.) assa halla ja

it's- yes but I'm talking to (.) like hello I'm talking to
O==2==>
2.Acts out “trying to speak with imaginary person”

pratar me dejo men ha- *@assa [han e ju inte]
you but like he he isn’t
—=>00
@gaze SOP-->

*shakes head-->

[de e ingen ] [dar 1*
there is noone there
[de e]*=
there is
7,>*
=ingen DAR@ code finns ju ingen ddr oojamen vada=
no one there is no one there yeah but what
e e 0-=4-=>
__>@
3.Acts out
4 .Acts ou
=ser inte du honom=
can’t you see him

ginary person
e imaginary person

In the midst of her depicting (line 7), DIR addresses SOP by means of gaze. When doing
so, SOP begins shaking her head and says “de e ingen dar”/there is no one there, while
frowning, in overlap with the end of DIR’s utterance (line 7), in an early onset displaying
agreement (Pomerantz 1984) with the model DIR depicts. Depictions from the other pro-
duction here serve as source material for producing an aesthetic the participants can
emulate. It is both an account for the appropriateness of the proposed version of the
scene, as well as a means to establish intersubjectivity on what the version should look
like. The co-participation in the proposal depiction by SOP is thus bound up with accom-
plishing the artistic labour: proposed versions of scenes are done with reference to inter-
subjectively available concepts (in this case, how speaking to thin air looks crazy) and by
highlighting relevant details.
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Figure 3. Director depicts staring into space (1), and how it can portray madness (2).

Nonserious depictions as a way to establish aesthetic choices

Finally, as important as it is to establish what the aesthetic choices for blocking should be,
it is equally important to establish what they should not be. Participants therefore some-
times depict dramatic action that they do not intend to do in the performance, in order to
establish the aesthetic choices of the current work. In these moments, we see the bipartite
nature of introversive and extroversive semiosis. The former informs what aesthetics the
participants maintain coherency with, while the latter informs on the myriad of options
available. Our final example shows how aesthetics can be negotiated by means of depict-
ing an action that ostensibly does not belong within the aesthetics of the current piece.
Extract 5 below occurs a bit later in time than Extract 2 above. DIR, SOP and BAR are dis-
cussing different ways to die in an opera performance and the director has mentioned a
particular production where blood was pumped out of the dress of a performer while she
was singing her final aria. Everybody agreed that this was a “beautiful” portrayal of a
death, an agreement that establishes a beginning of introversive semiosis for the portrayal
of death in the current production. However, SOP contrasts this realistic portrayal of death
with a humorous depiction of how opera singers sometimes seem to die and then pause
dying in order to sing. She frames this as “the worst thing about opera” (lines 8-9), and
thus as an inverted proposal, a depiction of what she does not wish to do (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Soprano depicts lying down to “die” (2), then popping back up to sing further (3).
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Extract 5: De virsta ja vet med opera

08

09

10

11

12

13

14

15
16

17

18
19
20
21

22

23

24

25

26

SOP: +>nar man sdhar ba< .hh Yja de har e ba de
thing when you just like yeah this is like the
Yturns tow. STU and gest.-->
bar -->+gaze @ SOP-->

3

DIR:

sop

DIR:

sop
sop
bar

SOP:

DIR:

[0}
[¢]
o]

STU:
SOP:

DIR:

sop

DIR:

SOP:

dir

SOP:

DIR:

varsta) ja vet me opera de e ju liksom de harX a::h nu
worst thing about opera it’s like this thing ah now

-->)places arms on floor-----------—————-——- >--3-->
Pushes herself up + gestures
dérY, ja nu dér ja >°& s& man ba’<X NE::J ja ska ba
I dienow |die and then one just like no | just have to
-->)places arms on floor--------- 2push. up + gest.-->

sjungade en [.hhh] >lite saker till< & XSA kom de en
sing a- some more stuff and then there was an
oo [jaha]
Yeah
s e
-->Yplaces hands on floor----------- Ypush. up + g.-->
YARia+ ~[.hh]
aria
Z + ~ [jal ]
Yes
-->Ycontinues gesture-->
~gaze @ DIR-->
-->+gaze away-->
(0.2)
4 liksom XYoo [.hh
and like
Yo [ja de enda sittet & gdra d&Y de e
yeah the only way to doitis t
-->mgesture arms-->
Ysmiles and drops arms—------—---- Z
4 sitta & pumpa
to sit and pump

(0.3)
2 [he 1][he]
Y [blod]
blood
Y o [e ] j- faktiskt oblod=
eh actual blood
—=>0nodg-——=-=—=———————————— opoints to floor-->
>nods-->
=[eller] & ligga,=®
or to lie
=[.ha ] ©
yeah
-=>m

=Yeller & ligga ner=
or to lie down
=53
o=aa=w
yeah

oonoasoo

The depiction (lines 9-13) consists of somebody who is dying and keeps falling towards
the floor, but at the last minute, pushes themself up again. She repeats this movement
cycle three times, and simultaneously her voice alternates between the distal scene por-
traying her character explaining what she is doing (“nu dor ja nu dor ja”/Now I'm dying,
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“nej ja ska bara sjunga en- lite saker till"/No I'll just sing a little bit more) and the proximal
scene providing descriptive language to the distal scene (“de e ju liksom de har"/it’s kind
of like this, “a sa man ba"/so one just, “a sa kom det en aria”"/and now comes an aria). In
performing her depiction, SOP reinforces her agreement on the more realistic aesthetics
of dying as evoked by the director just prior — it provides an account that aligns with the
necessity of a subtle aesthetic of dying. DIR and BAR smile, thereby treating SOP’s depic-
tion as nonserious (lines 12-17). DIR then replies by implying that this is not what they will
do in the current opera, but that they have two options for portraying death in a more
suitable matter: either “sitta 8 pumpa faktiskt blod”/sit and pump actual blood (line 18-
22) or “a ligga"/“to lie down” (line 23), to which SOP affiliates (line 25). This illustrates
how both extroversive and introversive semiosis is at play when making aesthetic
choices. Further, this shows how introversive semiosis is relevant for the interactants.
Although SOP’s depiction on lines 9-13 is referencing someone dying, it does not do
so in a manner that is suitable for this performance. In making relevant the internal coher-
ency of the piece, the participants draw on introversive semiosis. The depiction of death
works under one aesthetic framework (“other” operas), but not this one. The non-serious
depiction (an extreme case formulation, Pomerantz 1986) allows SOP and DIR to dis-
tinguish between these two scenes, and align on which fits with this opera.

The aesthetics of the performance are made co-present in the rehearsal, as an available
“object” that can be co-participated with, negotiated, and evaluated. The depictions refer
not only to an eventual performance, but also to other iterations of the art piece so far,
drawing on introversive semiosis to make sense of the depictions within the rehearsals
process and aesthetics of the piece. Through these depictions, these opportunities for
experiment and iteration, the artists accomplish the artistic labour of opera rehearsing.

Discussion

In this paper, we investigated how depictions are interactionally situated in a collaborative,
creative setting. We showed how participants propose how the dramatic action at that point
should unfold, using tentative framing such as “I think” or “try this” to establish the proposal
nature of the depiction. The depiction itself makes the interpersonal, spatial, musical, and
textual resources immediately available for collaboration and aesthetic negotiation.

The tension between solving local concerns (how to solve positioning on the stage,
how the performer’s voices can manage certain postures) and orienting to the eventual
performance of the libretto (performing character, how it ought to look, the aesthetics)
constitutes a lived, developing semiosis. The depictions in these opera rehearsals demon-
strate a degree of both introversive and extroversive semiosis. The extroversive elements
involve drawing on prototypical and conceptual references to mundane behaviour (how a
father holds their daughter, how a body displays strain, etc.) (see also Lefebvre 2018).
Introversive semiosis is accomplished by situating the depiction in a particular scene, at
a particular point of rehearsal (see Extract 1), and also distinguishing it from other poten-
tial (see Extract 5) or actual proposed ways of performing. As such, the aesthetics of the
performance as a whole are made relevant, and participants orient to keeping that aes-
thetics coherent (see Extract 4). Conceived this way, introversive semiosis is analogous
to the inextricably situated nature of interaction (Suchman 1987): meaning is made of
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actions as they emerge, sequentially orienting both retrospectively and prospective in a
web of relevancies and contingencies.

As we have argued, this is a specific interpretation and situation of introversive and
extroversive semiosis. We have used semiotic terminology as way of describing how
the participants’ organization of their artistic labour systematically orients to the temporal
nature of rehearsing (how a depiction fits with prior iterations), to the coherency of the
eventual artwork (how choices fit in with prior choices and the developing aesthetics
of the performance), and to the way their performance may evoke broader ideas of
how the characters should look (being a father, being mad). While the participants
would obviously not use this terminology themselves (but neither would they use
other interactional terminology, e.g. adjacency pair), their orientations to these issues
show how semiotic ideas may be relevant for local action. We hope that this overlap -
the point where concepts of semiosis can be seen in situated interaction — can be
another zone where interactional studies and semiotics can have mutual discourse.
Specific to the findings of this paper, we expect such overlap would focus on longer
term activities where temporal relations may become relevant.

We have thus shown how theories of semiosis is not only a matter for art or media, but for
participants doing action in an activity with both local and distal considerations. This
suggests that particularly the concept of introversive semiosis may be useful for considering
how participants organize long term activities. Multimodal interaction analytic research has
focused more on immediate sequences than temporally extended activities (see Robinson
2013; Pekarek Doehler, Wagner, and Gonzalez-Martinez 2018 for excellent exceptions), as
participant orientation to longer term elements can be difficult to demonstrate in recordings.
Introversive semiosis provides a framework for examining how orientations to the overall
activity are situated in local action, and vice versa, making meaning (and sense) out of itera-
tive changes, temporal displacement, and potentially cultural reference (Linell 2009). Such
semiotic practices may be less salient in activities that do not have long(er) term implications
or contingencies — as compared to an opera rehearsal, where the reason for meeting and
working is ultimately to create an art piece that must be presented (Hazel 2018) - but
where participants make such longitudinal reference relevant, the concept may be useful.

The in situ negotiations between the extroversive semiosis and introversive semiosis,
through depictions, are what constitute the artistic labour of creating an opera perform-
ance. In that way, human creativity is collaboration mitigated through interaction. As Atkin-
son (2006) suggests, the magic of opera is created in the mundane nature of rehearsal.
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Appendix. Abbreviated transcription conventions

() Micropause
(0.5) Pause (length in tenths of a second)
underlining Emphasis

0 Overlapping speech [start end]
= Latching of turns

: Lengthening of a sound

hhh Audible outbreath

** Each participant’s actions are delimited by the use of the same symbol
*_> Action described continues across subsequent lines.

——>* Action described continues until the same symbol is reached.
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