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Abstract

This paper presents a practice-based video analysis of student-robot interaction in situ. In so
doing, the paper explicates the double interest of provoking situations, both as a praxeological
topic and pedagogical resource. Designed and developed as a hybrid study of instructional work,
the paper combines video analysis and the practical reenactment of two contrasting episodes of
student-robot interaction. This combined approach pursues two related aims. First, the paper
explicates (some of) the “tutorial problems” (Garfinkel, 2002, chapter 4) resulting from the practical
reenactment, problems that recast and complement the video analysis. In particular, the focal
theme of situated agency in student-robot interaction will be revisited as an intricate phenomenon
and pedagogical issue. Second, the paper offers a reflexive intervention in
ethnomethodology/conversation analysis (EM/CA), insofar as it prospects a (relatively) new
avenue for EM/CA research, both from within and contributing to its productive tensions. That is,
the paper articulates the video reenactment of situated interaction as a heuristic strategy, while
leveraging the (arguably) phenomenological difference between EM and CA on education as a
methodological resource. The paper concludes with how and why the provocative impetus of
science and technology studies (Woolgar, 2004) can, and perhaps should, be leveraged for
prospective EM/CA studies more broadly, be it on their historically alluring home turf, Los Angeles,
or anywhere else.
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1. Introduction: Practical Reenactment, From Neglected Heuristics
to Hybrid Study

Recently, a colleague reminded us of the contrast between the current
abundance of reenactment methodologies in the social and human sciences at
large and their quasi-absence in the contemporary field of
Ethnomethodology/Conversation Analysis (EM/CA), the field diversely
concerned with the “methods persons use in doing social life” (Sacks, 1984: 21).
In current social sciences, hardly any discipline, field or subfield lacks
“reconstruction, replication [and/or] reenactment” (Dupré et al., 2020). Not only
do innumerable studies tackle (re)enactment as a topic that presents itself in the
technical specifics of past experimentation or the cultural particulars of
performance art (Goldberg, 2011), but they also leverage it as a resource of
methodological interest. Far from being confined to one discipline or another,
“reenactment as a research strategy” (Sormani, 2019) now spans archeology,
architecture, and cultural anthropology, as well as the history of science and
technology, art history, (digital) media, film and performance studies—to name
the more prominent fields in the social and human sciences. Is this to say that
practical reenactment has been neglected as a heuristic strategy in EM/CA
research?’

Undoubtedly, Garfinkel’s EM, especially in its later program statements and
programmatic studies, required the analyst to (re)enact social phenomena under
scrutiny to probe their constitutive technicity (e.g., Garfinkel, 2002). Yet CA, as a
specialized development of EM, has refined its own technical transcriptions to
analyze the multifaceted character of embodied interaction (e.g., Goodwin, 2000;
Heath & Hindmarsh, 2002; Mondada, 2018), rather than to deliberately engage
in its situated performance as reflexive heuristics. The remainder of this
introduction briefly revisits this paradoxical situation of EM/CA inquiry and, on that
basis, positions the ensuing hybrid study of instructional work and its thematic
interests in student-robot interaction.?

On the one hand, EM has been concerned with practical methods for “making the
experiment work” (Garfinkel, 2022: 31; emphasis in original) in the natural
sciences, and existing historiographic rationales (e.g., Fors et al., 2016) come

1 On reenactment in archeology, history, and heritage studies, as well as design, contemporary
art, media studies, and video ethnography, see inter alia Daugbjerg et al. (2014), Dupré et al.
(2020), and Sormani (2019). Dupré et al.’s introduction alone counts more than 60 references.
Gluzman (2017) suggests to analyze the analyst in and as an artistic context.

2 As a hybrid study of instructional work, the paper’s thematic interests are both empirical and
pedagogical. Yet their specific character and mutual relation need to be explored, in and as part
of the hybrid study. As M. Lynch explains, “Garfinkel places [EM] in a contingent relationship with
what counts as ‘data,” ‘models,’ and ‘structures’ — the form and salience of such methodological
resources would need to be discovered in and through engagement with the particular methods
used at a given worksite. Indeed, what the work and its site might look like remain to be
discovered’ (Lynch, 2022: 127; emphasis in original).



close to EM’s own research interest for reengaging in experimental practice (e.g.,
Bjeli¢, 1996; Sormani, 2014). Consider Garfinkel’s rationale for attempting to
(re)enact Galileo’s “inclined plane demonstration” in this respect:

The experiment on which we report was set up, not to figure out how
Galileo’s experiment did work but rather to discover what would make it not
work, what contingencies would lose the phenomena. Because these would
then be contingencies that Galileo would have to have taken into account.
And indeed when you find out what they are, you can see that certain
features of the design of his experiment are designed to take those
contingencies into account (Garfinkel, 2002: 264, note 2).

Experimental sciences and their critical contingencies, however, do not exhaust
the situated practices of self-instructive interest to EM researchers. Any practice
lends itself to being tentatively enacted or reenacted, be it jazz improvisation
(Sudnow, 1978), mathematical demonstration (Livingston, 1986) or basketball
(Macbeth, 2022) —to name but a few canonical EM studies in this vein. Drawing
on the deliberate adoption of a (novice) practitioner’s stance, the quoted studies
had each of its authors explicate “what experts [...] ‘assume’ and ‘take for
granted’ as the most ordinary [...] features of their work practices” (Livingston,
2008:132). At the same time, the quoted studies challenge(d) conventional
sociology for missing out on the constitutive particulars of each distinctive
practice. These two moves anticipate (at least part of) the current social science
trend for reenactment methodologies. Taken together, they leverage the practical
engagement of scholars (e.g., tinkering with artifacts) to challenge the material
obliviousness of their discursive disciplines (e.g., history of ideas) and to recover
the “lived details” (Garfinkel, 2002: 67) of the practices studied in situ.3

On the other hand, and despite the recurring allusion to its EM background, CA
rarely requires its analysts to perform the phenomena they analyze—that is, to
explicitly engage in reenactment as a methodological requirement, rather than to
study reenactment as simply another interesting topic (e.g., Tutt & Hindmarsh,
2011). The same holds for the video analysis of situated interaction more
extensively, also known as multimodal CA (Deppermann, 2013) or the video-
based analysis of verbal and embodied, materially embedded, and/or
instrumentally equipped interaction (Streeck et al., 2010), including the various
practical uses of video, lay and professional, as its derivative topic (Broth et al.,
2014). In sum, video analysis proceeds by technical extrapolation from CA
routine methodology, rather than by practical reenactment (from the “standpoint
of the performer,” Sudnow, 1978: xiii). This extrapolative move sometimes finds
an ironic expression when one’s own research practice is topicalized through
video analysis. For example, this journal recently published a special issue on
“Researchers’ participation roles in video-based fieldwork” (Katila et al., 2021).

3 For a media archeology of hands-on retrocomputing of related interest, see Holtgen (2016).



However, the special issue contributions by and large rely on CA routine
methodology (live recording, episode selection, interaction transcription,
sequential analysis, etc.) to define and describe the analyst’s participation roles
as its target topic, thus begging the question of how a skilled practice, as
observed and/or participated in, lent itself to the administered methodology as a
“wild phenomenon” in the first place (e.g., amateur basketball “on the fly,”
Macbeth, 2022).4

Designed and developed as a hybrid study of instructional work, this paper
combines video analysis and the practical reenactment of two contrasting
episodes of student-robot interaction. In dialogue with the outlined situation of
EM/CA inquiry, this combined approach pursues two related aims. First, the
paper explicates (some of) the “tutorial problems” (Garfinkel, 2002, chapter 4)
resulting from the practical reenactment, problems that recast and complement
the video analysis. In particular, the focal theme of situated agency in “student-
robot” interaction will be revisited as an intricate phenomenon and pedagogical
issue. Second, the paper offers a reflexive intervention in EM/CA, insofar as it
prospects a (relatively) new avenue for EM/CA research, both from within and
contributing to its productive tensions. That is, the paper articulates video
reenactment of situated interaction as a heuristic strategy, while leveraging the
(arguably) phenomenological difference between EM and CA on education as a
methodological resource. The paper concludes with how and why the provocative
impetus of science and technology studies (Woolgar, 2004) can, and perhaps
should, be leveraged for prospective EM/CA studies more broadly, be it on their
historically alluring home turf, Los Angeles (L.A.), or anywhere else.>

4 In Ethnographies of Reason, Eric Livingston emphasizes the heuristic interest of
ethnomethodological research in the first person singular: “if | want to do original work, / have to
see what it is that I'm talking about” (2008: 138; emphasis in original).

5 In a chapter entitled “UCLA: then and now,” D.L. Wieder et al. (2010) offer a “disciplinary history
of EM/CA [‘then’] from the standpoint of contemporary CA [‘now’]” (M. Lynch, personal remark).
In turn, this paper will draw upon its recent presentation in Los Angeles (see Acknowledgments)
to factor in contemporary EM to CA routine in view of a hybrid study of educational robotics (see
Section 3 below).



2. Educational Practices in Situ: EM/CA’s Phenomenological
Difference

“[...] the world is wild with pairs”
(Garfinkel, 2021:33).

Why set out with educational practices, their situated availability, and a
phenomenological difference in this respect, an arguable difference between EM
and CA? Certainly, CA has taken inspiration from EM, as it continues to home in
on the “methods people use to understand each other while talking” (Wieder,
1978:374, n. 2). Yet as both fields have developed, and indeed specialized, they
have also grown apart, regarding not only their respective (ethno-)methodologies
but also their core phenomena (as this section further elaborates). Educational
practices, in this respect, remain of particular interest. For CA, they have become
the empirical focus of innumerable studies that analyze classroom interaction,
among many other kinds of interaction (e.g., ten Have, 2001), while applying CA’s
core principles and routine methodology. For EM, the social world at large is
made up of myriad settings of instructed action, not solely particular sites
conventionally identifiable in educational terms (e.g., “school” or “university”).
Once engaged in, worldly courses of instructed action already variably instruct, if
not educate, their participants in their course— that is, in and on the action’s very
course, regarding another task or topic, in passing or deliberately so (e.g.,
regarding the local implications of a given instruction). In short, “instructed action
[...] is not a provincial concept” (Macbeth, 2014:307, n. 7). Taken together,
Garfinkel’s notions of “instructed action” and its “praxeological validity” allude to
the pervasively instructive character of social practices (e.g., 2002:105-109). So
does his epigraph above.b

The phenomenological difference between EM and CA can be specified with
respect to the “situated availability” of educational practices, setting out with the
manifest contrast between their respective core phenomena: turn organization in
classroom interaction (CA) versus worldly success of instructed action (EM).
Against the background of their joint literature (e.g., Hester & Francis, 2000;
Smith, 2021), this difference marks both a complementary interest and an open
question (Macbeth, 2014:303-304). The complementary interest is in the orderly
features of classroom interaction, setting out with initiation-response-evaluation
(IRE) turns at talk as its routine order of interaction (Mehan 1979; Macbeth, 2003),
on the one hand, and the recognizable production of instructed action(s) as a
ubiquitous yet each time distinctively methodical accomplishment, on the other

6 In the epigraph, Garfinkel is alluding to the paired character of an “instructed action,” comprising
a discursive and practical part (e.g., a partition and its interpretation), while highlighting the pair’s
worldly embedding (e.g., as part of a musical performance, style, or tradition). The “praxeological
validity” of an instructed action, then, is that of a “Lebenswelt pair’ (see, e.g., Garfinkel 2002:187—
190).



(Garfinkel, 2002, chap. 6; Lynch & Lindwall, in press). The open question, if not
“central puzzle,” is “how instructed action then becomes a [turn] sequence’
(Macbeth, 2014:303) and, we should add, how a turn sequence (e.g., an IRE
classroom routine) may become or serve an instructed action (e.g., the correctly
calculated solution to a basic math problem). In examining student-robot
interaction in situ, the remainder of this paper will address this twofold question,
both empirically (i.e., regarding the interaction/instruction nexus) and
programmatically (i.e., regarding the EM/CA relationship).”

In so doing, the paper revisits the focal theme of situated agency in student-robot
interaction, while offering a reflexive intervention in EM/CA more broadly. As a
hybrid study of instructional work, the paper revisits situated agency in student-
robot interaction as an intricate phenomenon (e.g., Pelikan et al., 2022) and
pedagogical issue (e.g., Méakitalo, 2016). That is to say, the paper not only
describes how students engage in practical tasks of educational robotics, the field
studied in this paper (see Section 3), but also spells out what can be learned from
our practical video reenactment of student engagement (i.e., how their situated
agency offers new teaching opportunities). As a reflexive intervention, the paper
probes “formal structures of practical action” (cf. Button et al., 2022) as they
happen to be displayed by two contrasting episodes of student-robot interaction
(and can be partly explicated via CA methodology), before interrogating the
contrasting display in the light of tutorial problems (as encountered when
reenacting said episodes from a performative EM stance). Practice-based video
analysis, then, serves a hybrid study of instructional work, more so than a
conceptual clarification of its epistemological status (see Lynch, 2022).8

3. Reenacting Student-Robot Interaction, Provoking Instructive
Situations

Educational robotics (ER) is usefully defined as a “discipline designed to
introduce students to robotics and programming interactively from a very early
age” (lberdrola, 2023: 1; see also Miserli & Komis, 2014). Depending on
pedagogical priorities, ER invites students to build robots (i.e., prioritizing
mechanical understanding of robotics principles) or to program robots (i.e.,
prioritizing computer programming via an already assembled robot). Drawing on
video recordings of student-robot interaction in situ, this core section of the paper
examines two ER exercises of the latter kind: in both cases, students were asked
to engage with robot programming. In the first case (a discovery scenario), they
were asked to observe, discover, and describe the “autonomous behavior” of a
pre-programmed robot. In the second case (a program scenario), the task was to

7 The outlined EM/CA difference marks a heuristic tension between self-instructive ethnographies
and interaction analysis of educational settings (e.g., Hester & Francis, 2000). That is to say,
there are at least two interestingly related ways of “respecifying education” (Smith, 2021).

8 For a genealogical account that traces video reenactment(s), and practice-based video analysis
in particular, to the joint history of EM/CA in and across STS, see Sormani et al. (2017).



program, test, and, if necessary, reprogram the same robot—an adult palm-sized,
two-wheeled mobile robot, with differential drive, named Thymio (see Fig. 1) and
which, for methodological consistency, we have nicknamed Ed in what follows
(see Note 9 below). How would students interact and go about their respective
tasks (i.e., displaying situated agency)? What more, else, or different can be
learned from reenacting the task’s achievement (i.e., regarding its pedagogical
interest)? A practice-based video analysis will be offered in answer to these
questions—that is, a video analysis which, in addition to its transcript-mediated
character, draws upon the practical reenactment of the analyzed interaction (e.g.,
Sormani, 2016, 2019).°

Figure 1. Lateral view of "Thymio," two-wheeled educational mobot (image
credit: Mobsya Media Kit, https://media.mobsya.org/ )

3.1 Discovery scenario: [task formulation/protocol subversion]

In ER, the discovery scenario designates the first exercise in a series designed
to have students develop basic programming skills. This first exercise is meant
to have students (aged 5-6) discover the robot by describing its moves, its
autonomous behavior, which is made possible via a “feedback control system”
(Ben-Ari & Mondada, 2018:96—97). From observing and describing the robot’s
moves, students are asked to infer how it has been programmed for its control
system to operate and to operate in a particular way. For the purpose, the
instructor would describe the task, provide the students with the means to achieve
it (e.g., the mobile robot Ed, a form to be filled out, a set of wooden cubes), and
eventually evaluate their achievement on that basis. IRE sequences were used
to administer this classroom routine, including the recurring assessment of

9 Pseudonyms have been used to identify participants in student-robot interaction. Hence we
decided to nickname the involved robot, too. On the original “Thymio” robot, see e.g. Riedo
(2015).



whether single groups of students were “on task” or “off task” (Greiffenhagen,
2012).10

In particular, the instructor’s contrast allows us to identify a first “off task” episode,
as students had (in one student’s words) engaged in “protocol subversion” with
respect to the initially formulated task. Part of a series of exercises, the discovery
scenario itself, when put into practice as a pedagogical exercise, exhibited a
serial structure of successive tasks. That is to say, in describing tasks
successively, the instructor took into account student work up to any given point,
the relative success of the students, and other particulars, while projecting
forthcoming tasks and anticipating pending contingencies (e.g., time remaining).
Each task was formulated as the manifest part of an evolving ensemble. In turn,
the pedagogical exercise could be called into question on that very basis. [Task
formulation] and [protocol subversion] can be contrasted accordingly (see
Excerpts 1 and 2).

Excerpt 1. Final request for precise description of robot behavior ([Task
formulation])

617 INS now. (.) you are going to tell me pre:ci:sely,

618 what you |find for each- one of the |colors,

619 INS | ((points towards six color-list on white board))

620 INS | ((turns gaze back to class))

621 INS when ed is in the green mode, what is it doing? (on) what=

622 =>you are going to<=observe. and what you think it- does.=

623 =>what you deduce,<=you will have to |te:1ll me, and write it on the
624 INS | ((walks across classroom to

625 fetch new forms))

626 INS pieces of paper=>that I will distribute to you.<

627 SSs ((one student yawns conspicuously, others reluctantly grasp ed again))

10 Despite or precisely because of the novel character of the mobile robot, the classroom routine
was found to be administered, again and again, across our corpus of video recordings. The
brackets [ ] used in the subtitle above point to the purpose of the ensuing analysis, namely: to
make explicit the mundane course of instructed action (or Lebenswelt pair, marked by square
brackets, [ ]) which the analyzed sequence (IR-) contributes to exhibit, if only by suggesting how
some students were failing in accomplishing the task at hand (-E; a negative evaluation).



Excerpt 2. Playful “off task” exploration of robot behavior ([Protocol subversion])

648 CAR >blo|ck it,<=°blo’ck (it).°

649 >blo|que-le,<=bloc’/que(-le).°

650 AND | ((blocks mobot with

651 lilac wood block))

652 ( (mobot backs off))

653 jiii.

654 CAR ‘((adds wood block))=
655 #3

656 ((mobot makes 90° right turn, can be seen #3 CAR ((adds wood block))
657 to escape from ring wall in formation))
658 CAR =eh=>he,he.<

659 #4

660 ((mobot advances in new direction))=

#4 ((mobot makes 90° turn))
CAR “eh, he, he”

Halfway through the discovery scenario, the instructor (INS) formulates the final
task of the pedagogical exercise as consisting of the precise description of robot
behavior (Excerpt 1). At the same time, she explains to the class of students
(SSs) that the robot Ed will not only display its behavior in different colors, but
also that the display corresponds to various modes of robot behavior (lines 618—
621). However, the class seems somewhat reluctant to engage in the task (line
627). Instead, one pair of students, Carlo (CAR) and André (AND), engages in
playful “off task” exploration of robot behavior (Excerpt 2). First, they attempt to
block the advancing robot by placing wood blocks in its way, rather than using
the form provided to facilitate the color coding of robot behavior (the form remains
untouched on the desktop, as shown in upper right corner of Excerpt 2, #3, #4).
Second, and subsequently to Ed’s escape (Excerpt 2, 656—659, #4), Carlo starts
parading a red wood block (shown in lower right corner, #4) in front of the robot,
which, as a result, starts turning on its own axis, whilst increasing its motor noise
(“jiii. jiii. jiir’) and triggering André’s mocking laughter (“he, he, he.”). Eventually,
Carlo and André manage to trap robot Ed, as Carlo positions the red wood block
as a “last brick” in the ring wall of wood cubes that André has been building
around Ed, before showing and mockingly explaining their playful achievement
to the camera: “Voila, leave it like that” (Excerpt 3, 674—684, #8), “(helit) is
blocked,=he.” (Excerpt 3, 689).



Excerpt 3. Playful “off task” incapacitation of robot behavior ([Protocol
subversion])

673 CAR ((grasps André’s hand,

674 grasps red wood block))

675 #7

676 CAR ((positions red wood block))

677 AND °he, he.°=

678 CAR =°voila. leave it like that®

679 °voila. laisse comme ¢a.°

680 CAR |leave it like that.

681 | laisse comme ¢a.

682 | ((approaches wood block to #7 CAR ((grasps red wood
683 close ring wall)) block))
684 #8

685 AND >>|he, he, he<<=he. ' U”'

686 ((stuck mobot turns left and right \135/'
687 inside wood block ring wall)) ,f”' )

688 ji, jii. ji, jii. ji, jii.

689 CAR (see), (he/it) is blocked,=he. .
690 (hein), il est bloqué,=he.

691 AND °>he, he, he.<°

692 ()
#8 CAR “leave it like that”

How can Carlo and André’s playful exploration of robot behavior be seen as
subverting the pedagogical exercise they were expected to participate in? Their
[protocol subversion] and its negative connotation (as intimated by this very term,
used by the instructor) become visible as they are playing “off task,” since their
play challenges the very game, or exercise, they were expected to participate in.
The exercise requires them to observe, discover, and describe the observable
moves of a pre-programmed robot. Yet Carlo and André’s play challenges the
exercise’s assumption of “autonomous [robot] behavior” (i.e., as manifested by
discrete color modes, see Excerpt 1, 617—621).

In this respect, also consider Carlo’s answer to the reproaching question of the
instructor: “But what does it do there!?” (asked subsequently to Excerpt 2). While
continuing his parading of the red wood block in front of Ed, Carlo cheekily
answers “l don’t know, me.” In turn, André’s punchline—“[Ed] plays the idiot, he’s
at school!”—accentuates the disjunction by casting Ed’s circular motion in terms
of the instructor’s agency assumption, despite Carlo’s continued intervention and
wood block parading (“>tac, tac, tac<”). The ironic disjunction sets up their final
staging of robot incapacity, insofar as Ed’s entrapment suspends the constrastive
visual display of its variably “autonomous behavior” in color-coded terms (Excerpt
3), the exercise’s pedagogical point. In flouting this purpose, Carlo and André
position themselves as “bad students,” temporarily at least.

11 The finite set of color modes (potentially displayed by the robot and/or to be noted down) finds
its rudimentary expression in Turing’s “table of behaviors” (1936) which, as Heintz already pointed
out, is “nothing else than a specific form of presenting an algorithm” (1993:82). In entrapping the
robot, the two students work against such a presentation, temporarily at least—that is, until
reminded by the teacher or instructor to get back “on task.”

10



3.2 Program scenario: [task formulation/computational thinking]

In ER, a program scenario presents students with a problem for the robot to solve,
for which their robot program in turn should provide the solution. In the second
exercise examined in this paper, the problem was presented to the students
(aged 10-12) in terms of a gardening task: “[Ed] needs to mow the lawn
autonomously. The mission counts as successfully accomplished when in each
of the eight [garden] parcels there is a trace of felt pen” ([task formulation] in
teaching kit). Instead of observing robot Ed and inventorying its possible moves
on a desktop, the students were asked to program it effectively, for a particular
task (to “mow the lawn autonomously”), which was to be accomplished in a
restricted square, divided into squares and printed in green (representing the
lawn, see Excerpt 4 below). Again, the task was given to a class of students. In
contrast to the previous example, this example shows a group of students being
“on task,” as they engage in robot programming by formulating its task-specific
solution, thus appearing as “good students” in the process.'?

In so doing, the students manifest their reasoned engagement in the pedagogical
exercise, rather than the subversion of its protocol, an engagement that takes the
form of a retrospective-prospective formulation. In the instructor’s terms, their
joint formulation manifests their [computational thinking] (CT) in situ, the
reasoning that goes into finding a programmable solution to a practical task (e.g.,
Wing, 2006). In instructional material, CT is often characterized as consisting of
“our steps with the help of which programming can be taught and done, namely:
“decomposition, pattern recognition, abstraction, and algorithm [creation]” (BBC,
2022). In the present case, the gardening task (for “[Ed] [...] to mow the lawn
autonomously”) might be decomposed into “smaller, more manageable parts”
(BBC, 2022: 1) (e.g., by progressing by one garden parcel at the time). Second,
patterns may be recognized as robot Ed attempts to manage those parts as sub-
tasks (i.e., as manifest similarities in their tentative solutions). Third, abstraction
helps single out key information for problem solution, discarding irrelevant and
focusing on relevant details for (sub-)task achievement (e.g., the wood plank that
encloses the green lawn). Finally, algorithm creation integrates the three
preceding steps—all of which translate a practical task into a computable one—
to devise a step-by-step, procedural, and programmable solution to the so-
translated task or problem (e.g., the gardening task). How is CT deployed in situ?
A closer look at Excerpt 4 is in order.

12 While the IRE sequence allowed the involved instructor to distinguish between “on task” and
“off task” engagement, the category pair “good students” versus “bad students” could be
predicated and elaborated in the vein of that situated distinction—be it by the instructors, students
themselves, or participant observers. For a prior experimental study, see Chevalier et al. (2020).
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Excerpt 4. Continuous formulation of robot programming ([Computational
thinking])

001 Kim (..) so, it shouldn’t touch the enclosure, so

002 it should turn BEFORE, so that it turns before,
003 so that it prepares itself to turn

004 directly like that.

005 ((shows the trajectory with her hand))

006

007 Kim so (.) that means (.) if (4s)

008 ((glances at groups next to her))

009 Tom ((starts inscribing his name on the form
010 before him))

011 Kim if (3s)

012 ((presses on command button of Ed))

013 Kim one pre- °if°

014 ((looks at computer))

015 Tom ((hands form over to Kim))

016 Kim a:::h (.) it is that what’s is complicated.
017 (2s)

018 if (.) one

019 (.) ((presses on Ed))presses here? it moves forward.
020 Kim if? (.) it detects something with the sensors of

021 ((points to first parcel, then towards enclosure))
022 in front?

12



023
024
025
026
027
028
029
030
031
032
033
034
035
036

037
038
039
040
041
042
043
044
045
046
047

Tom

Kim

Kim

Tom

Kim

Tom

Tom

Tom

Kim
Kim
Kim
Tom
Kim

Tom

then it will move to the left
((looks at Kim))
it leaves (.) to the left.
((shows the place where Ed should arrive

with her hand))

and there if it [detects something] afterwards-?
[oh yeah. (.) good idea]

and if it detects something with the sensor (2s) oh
(.) there if it-
but so afterwards it will do this
if it detects something with the lefthand sensor?
but after that it’ll do this, Kim. (.) it will
advance?

((makes Ed advance, towards enclosure))

it will detect? (.) and after that it will turn 1like
this. ((indicates it turning in circles))

but exactly that’s what we want.

((takes Ed))

o::h yeah. (.) so how does one do so that it’ll
detects. (.) so when it detects?-

no no then (.) it will turn with-

if it detects something here (.) and it detects
nothing there, well then-

well no because because during when it is

() it will immediately restart because it will

13



048 already have detected that((takes up Ed and

049 indicates how it might bump into enclosure))

050 which is there with that one.

051 Kim yes? (.) well exactly. it will not- it will not turn
052 in ((takes up Ed again)) circles?

053 Kim because here there is nothing

054 ((shows the sensors in front))

055 Tom but otherwise it will only turn like this

056 ((takes up Ed, again suggesting enclosure crash))
057 Kim yeah. so then? (.) if it detects something, it

058 ((takes up Ed and has it move forward on the basis
059 of what she has said))

060 turns? (.) if it detects something with the sensors.
061 ((has Ed doing the trajectory in the air))

062 from the left (.) it turns? (4s) you see it works
063 ((all look at Ed which finds itself in the right

064 square))

A pervasive feature of the “on task” episode above is that its main participants,
Kim and Tom, spell out their [computational thinking] (CT) in and as its course
(incidentally, they appear as the main participants of the scene via their
continuous formulation). First, Kim’s retrospective formulation of the initial task
(“[Ed] need[ing] to mow the lawn autonomously”) decomposes the task into
candidate subtasks (e.g., “[Ed] shouldn’t touch the enclosure”, Excerpt 4, line
001; “it should turn BEFORE?”, line 002). Second, Kim prospectively formulates in
terms of a possible algorithm how these subtasks could be achieved, setting out
by expressing them in terms of two if-then sequences (007-022) and qualifying
them as part of a “complicated” series (016). In the process, Tom supports Kim’s
formulation, completing the first if-then sequence (023), before challenging Kim’s
abstraction by flagging (potentially) problematic implications of the image
sequence(s) (032-038, 055-056). He does so by taking the robot Ed into his
hands to demonstrate those implications, suggesting, for example, how the robot
would start turning on its own axis (037-038) or start bumping into the enclosure
(055-056). Kim takes Ed into her hands, too. Yet she does it for a different

14



purpose, namely, to demonstrate the overall pattern in terms of which her
algorithm, composed of the two if-then sequences, should allow them to achieve
the gardening task: “[...] you see it works” (062—064).13

3.3 Scenario Reenactments: [tutorial problems/instructive situations]

Why reenact student-robot interaction? In Ethnomethodology’s Program,
Garfinkel (2002) pleaded for ethnomethodology’s “studies [to be] alternately
descriptions and pedagogies” (p. 146). The results, in turn, were identified by
Garfinkel as tutorial problems that disclose “members’ discipline-specific
procedures” (p. 145), on the one hand (e.g., CT techniques), and lend themselves
to being discussed with practitioners (i.e., members), “tell[ing] me [the analyst]
what I’'m talking about” (Garfinkel, 2002: 145), on the other (if not vice versa, e.g.,
regarding the purpose(s) of those techniques). For the “on task” and “off task”
episodes presently considered, the reenactment of robot-student interaction
proves instructive on both counts, giving rise to tutorial problems of disciplinarily
empirical and pedagogical interest. The discovery and program scenarios at
play—leading to [protocol subversion] and [computational thinking],
respectively—may be reenacted and reexamined, if not restaged accordingly —
that is, as two contrasting pairs of [tutorial problems/instructive situations]. The
ironic qualification “in L.A. or anywhere” marks the ubiquitously comparative twist
of practice-based video analysis or video reenactment—to wit: there’s no excuse
anywhere in the world to abstain from this EM move!'4

3.3.1 Reenactment of “discovery scenario”

Empirically, the reenactment of the discovery scenario allowed us to identify
(some of) the “myriad of contingencies” (Maynard, 1997:98) that the students
would create and deal with when they interacted with robot Ed and as they
[subverted the protocol] of the pedagogical exercise (i.e., by entrapping and
mocking Ed, rather than describing and discovering its moves). One of the first
problems we encountered in reenacting Carlo and André’s cooperation proved to
be tutorial with respect to their methods at play, including those methods’ locally
manifest purposes (e.g., blocking Ed) and their temporary outcome (i.e., disabling
Ed’s machine intelligence in its variably colorful display). Each of those problems
led us to notice additional aspects of their collaborative interaction. The

13 As readers may have noticed, the main focus of the video analysis was situated agency as
displayed by students in interaction. For it to appear or disappear, “robotic agency” (Pelikan et
al., 2022:2) hinged upon “on task” or “off task” priorities set by the students involved.

14 At least not in and for a hybrid study of instructional work, and this one in particular, we should
probably add. The expression “ubiquitously comparative twist” alludes to the possibility of having
any filmed episode of interaction reenacted anywhere, where this ubiquitous possibility provides
the analyst/performer with a reflexive, practice-based opportunity to reexamine her initial,
transcript-assisted analysis of the episode. For further discussion of reenactment rationale(s), see
Sormani (2016, 2019).

15



screenshot arrangement (in Fig. 2) gives an idea of the kitchen setting where we
tentatively reenacted robot encirclement but not its specifically pedagogical
interest (hence the as yet empty Fig. 2c square).

Figure 2. Encircling Ed (2a) and Encircling Ed again (2b)

| J
#5 CAR ((encircles robot Ed))
INS “but what does it do there?”

2a Encircling Ed

2b Encircling Ed again

2c

The following field notes illustrate two sets of empirically interesting tutorial
problems encountered in the process:

e First, my reenactment attempts at blocking Ed failed, as | didn’t anticipate

Ed’s successively changing directions on time. By contrast, | noticed how
students would do so, namely by repeatedly grasping the nearest two
wood cubes to position them in Ed’s anticipated trajectory which, once
the next two-cube wall was detected, would change its direction
accordingly, both swiftly and systemically (i.e., depending on Ed’s
detection angle, triggering recognizable 45° or 90° turns, as now
transcribed, e.g., Excerpt 2, 656).

Second, | didn’t succeed in encircling Ed at first either (i.e., by parading
the wood block in front of it). In turn, Carlo manifestly did, and that on the
visual basis of André’s blocking patterns, as those patterns emerged
through their repeatedly induced 45° and 90° turns of Ed in the filmed
desktop area. In retrying to have Ed turn around its own axis on our
kitchen table, | noticed two things: first, | needed to speed up my obstacle
positioning and repositioning in front of Ed for it to turn around its own
axis continuously; second, lacking my rapidly repeated and progressively
displaced impulses (now transcribed as Carlo’s speedy “>tac, tac, tac<”
noise marking his encirclement attempts), Ed would continue to advance
in the direction that it was facing at any given moment.
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Pedagogically, the reenactment of the discovery scenario allowed us to identify
the instructional (in addition to the empirical) interest of Ed’s encirclement. Not
only did the desktop cooperation by students (re)appear to close down machine
intelligence as an empirical interpretation of Ed’s troubled trajectories (e.g., Fig.
2a, #5), but our local reenactment with proxy materials at hand (Fig. 2b) also
found in their contingent cooperation an alternative pedagogy of a Newtonian
kind: the geometrical demonstration of the conservation of angular momentum
(see Fig. 2¢’ below).'®

In Newton’s Principia, “Theorem I”—the demonstrated theorem—reads as
follows: “The areas, which revolving bodies describe by radii drawn to an
immovable centre of force, do lie in the same immovable planes, and are
proportional to the times in which they are described” (Newton, 1846:103). In and
through our reenactment, the demonstration could be found through material
specifics, finding in robot Ed an unsuspected simulator of Newtonian physics.
The annotated figure below (Figs. 2a’, b’, ¢’) gives a suggestive idea of that
alternative teaching opportunity (with the “situated agency” of students as its
starting point).

Figure 2°. Encircling Ed (2a’) and Encircling Ed again (2b’) to reenact Newton’s
demo (2¢’)

J n =
#5 CAR ((encircles robot Ed))
INS “but what does it do there?”

2a’ Encircling Ed 2b’ Encircling Ed again 2¢’ Newton's demo

As the above figure suggests, Newton'’s initial demonstration of the conservation
of angular momentum (i.e., as Theorem ) took a geometrical form, articulating
how the curve line of a revolving body (around an immovable center S) could be
described by the successive multiplication of equal areas (starting from the
triangles SAB, SBC, SCD, etc.) with their respective “breadth diminished in
infinitum” (1846:111). As we reenacted Carlo’s robot encircling, we were
reminded of this geometrical form (Fig. 2¢’), as that form took shape incipiently,
both through Carlo’s intervention (Fig. 2a’) and our reenactment (Fig. 2b’).

15 |t should be added that the potential pedagogical interest is in and for introductory physics at
university level, although the school curriculum might (and typically does) offer openings to
anticipate some of its basic concepts, Aristotelian or Newtonian (Revaz & Sormani, 2008).
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Indeed, Ed would have continued advancing in a straight line by virtue of its own
“‘inertia” (as marked by the dotted line in light blue), were it not for my swiftly
repeated impulses (as marked by the red dot) and the thereby simulated
centripetal force (as indicated by the red arrow). As a result, Ed changed its
course, started revolving around its own axis (Newton’s “immovable center”), and
with it any little piece of dirt on its outer rim (our “revolving body”, as indicated by
the black arrow). Let us now turn to our second example, the reenactment of the
“on task” episode.'®

3.3.2 Reenactment of “program scenario”

Empirically, the reenactment of the program scenario allowed us to identify critical
contingencies that the students would create and deal with as they engaged in
and spelled out their [computational thinking] while using robot Ed for
demonstrational purposes (i.e., to question or support its envisaged program).
Similar to the previously examined episode, the problems we first encountered in
reenacting Kim and Tom’s cooperation proved to be tutorial with respect to their
methods at play, including those methods’ locally manifest purposes (e.g.,
advancing Ed) and their overall outcome (i.e., having Ed ‘mow the lawn
autonomously”). Each of these problems led us to notice different aspects of their
collaborative interaction and to specify that interaction’s practical grounds (again,
as of now, exemplified below), if not to improve our initial transcription. The
screenshot arrangement (in Fig. 3) gives an idea of the hotel suite where we
tentatively reenacted robot advancement—again, not of why or what for though,
except for our empirical interest to begin with (hence the POV-shot of Ed in the
drawer in Fig. 3c)'".

16 By the second set of “tutorial problems listed above, readers may already have anticipated the
presently elaborated Newtonian lessons (including not only the “law of inertia”, but also the
“accelerated character of circular movement,” Cohen, 1960:180). Nota bene: this pedagogical
interest was found, and explicated, through our practical reenactment of the initial [protocol
subversion] by our “bad students.” In the process, we also noticed a series of longstanding
conceptual contrasts (i.e., between action and behavior, syntax and semantics), as well as the
formal similarility with recent Al-critical artworks, such as James Bridle's Autonomous Trap 001
(Bridle, 2017).

17 The abbreviated expression (“POV-shot”) stands for point of view-shot (i.e., camera subjectiva),
the shot filmed from within an unfolding activity (e.g., robot programming).
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Figure 3. Spelling out CT (3a) and Reenacting Spell Out (3b) from within POV-
shot (3c¢)

3a Spelling out CT 3b  Reenacting Spell Out 3c POV-shot of Reenactment

Again, our field notes illustrate empirically interesting tutorial problems
encountered in the process:

e First, | did not manage to reenact how students Kim and Tom spelled out
their [computational thinking] in and as its articulate course. Instead, |
searched my hotel suite. Having only carried robot Ed in my travel bag, |
still needed a toy garden to reenact the lawnmower exercise. A rough
carpet covered the entire floor—no flat green square, as used in the
exercise, was in sight. Neither the bathroom nor the king size bed would
do. The slippery floor of the former might, the fluffy cover of the latter
surely wouldn’t. So, | opened the drawer below the big mirror in the main
room and—see there!—an empty square of the right size, appropriately
bounded, and with a flat surface presented itself to my ethnographer’s
gaze (I simply affixed my wooden pocket ruler to the left of Ed in its
starting position). By contrast, | started reconsidering the practical
selection of relevant details of and for [computational thinking] by
students: how would they use the outer rim of the garden square (e.g., to
demonstrate the robot’s anticipated moves)? What was the point of the
gridlines that divided their toy lawn into parcels (my undersurface drawer
had none)? And why did students so eagerly sit on the floor, which is
unusual for classroom interaction, when it came to their pedagogical
exercise (after all, the toy garden didn’t look like a real lawn)? In answer
to the first two questions, | started amending our transcript (see italicized
passages in Excerpt 4, lines 021, 036, 048-049, 056, the screenshot
selection still needs to be revisited). The third question in turn was to
become part of pedagogical reflection.

e Second, note that | had not planned to analyze, let alone to reenact, the
“on task” episode that afternoon, a Sunday afternoon in early August at
the Westin Bonaventure [Hotel and Suites] in downtown L.A., the day
before my talk at the 2022 Annual Meeting of the American Sociological
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Association (after all, that paper had already been drafted, albeit only on
the first [protocol subversion] clip, and with no reenactment included). So
why then reenact, on the spot, [computational thinking] at its best, as
manifested by students in the second clip? Why? This became my
second tutorial problem that afternoon. The problem presented itself
three seconds into the reenactment. As | had pressed Ed’s start button,
the robot started to advance, then—upon approaching the rim enclosure
in front of it—set out with a turn to the left, yet continued its turn and
started turning in circles, around its own axis, with no prospect of
succeeding with the lawn mowing task (a risk pointed out by Tom in the
transcript, Excerpt 4, 037—038). But wasn’t there a massive absurdity to
this on-the-spot reenactment? Why should | reenact a lawn mowing
exercise, then and there, while pondering a mini-robot turning in circles?
Didn’t age (40+) and setting (a 26t floor suite of the Westin Bonaventure,
in front of the Hollywood sign, if only dimly visible on the horizon through
the darkened window) suggest that | wasn’t in need of such anticipatory
socialization (neither in terms of a programming catch up, nor as a matter
of career change)? Was this regressive machine behaviorism at its best,
but on my part? And what about the gender dimension (traveling with a
robot companion, but without kids and partner)? | decided to call it a day,
taking the elevator to the ground floor.18

Pedagogically, however, the day wasn’t quite over yet (hence also the presently
continued field notes): If the “inner horizon” of task reenactment looked absurd to
me, then and there, the encountered absurdity invited me to turn to the task’s
outer horizon—that is, its then and there in situ (that Sunday afternoon, at the
Westin Bonaventure, downtown L.A., etc.). What else was happening at the
hotel? Earlier in the week, the question had already been answered by an ASA
colleague, as she had noticed that the local teachers’ union, “United Teachers
Los Angeles” (UTLA), was holding its “[2022] Leadership Conference” at the
Westin (see Fig. 4 below). Sunday, August 7™, was the last day of the three-day
conference. As it was getting late, the afternoon leaning towards 5pm, the
question became more pressing, as indeed the local presence of unionized
teachers promised a circumstantial answer to it. What might be their view on
educational technology, and “educational robotics” (ER) in particular? Was it
even on their UTLA agenda? And where would they see ER’s pedagogical
interest?1°

18 The fact that the reported reenactments were both solo performances was largely coincidental.
Incidentally, it offers an opportunity to reflect upon, if not expand, teacher agency in addition to
its student version (cf. Méakitalo, 2016).

19 In Garfinkel’s terms, the concern was to (have them) “tell me what I’'m talking about” (2002:145).
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Figure 4. 2022 UTLA Leadership Conference, August 5-7, 2022, Registration

Page
U I I A Home Conference Information v

UNITED TEACHERS LOS ANGELES

Leadership Conference

BEYOND

RECOVERY

Beyond Recovery - The Fight for LA Schools

The Westin Bonaventure
404 S.Figueroa St
Los Angeles, CA 90071

With these questions in mind, | took the elevator to the ground floor. Perhaps,
some teachers might still linger on at the hotel bar. | walked up and down the
bar’s circular arrangement twice, only then did | notice two middle-aged women
in conversation, each of whom wore a badge. | stopped and presented myself:
“Hi,  am X, a sociologist, just wondered whether you were at the union meeting?”
— Both of them: “Yes!” After | briefly had explained my project, they agreed to a
mini-interview (5—-10mins) regarding their UTLA conference, a mini-interview
articulated around three main questions: “what did you do at UTLA? What is your
main ‘take away’ lesson? And what’s next?”. Eventually, ER technology came up
in the interview. Before that, however, my interlocutors did not only co-opt me
into a familiar conversational pattern, but they also had me see the outer horizon
of my robot reenactment under a new aspect. How?

On the one hand, they engaged in the familiar conversational pattern of using
“extreme case formulations [as] a way of legitimizing claims” (Pomerantz, 1986:
219). Accordingly, my interlocutors first formulated their union’s claims, both long
term (a “20% salary increase,” “sustainable solutions to student debt and social
inequality,” against “school privatization,” etc.) and short term (e.g., against a
“unilateral, unpaid 4-day extension of the school year” by a “new superintendent,”
the administrative responsible for the L.A. school district). If the claims as such
were already accentuated (e.g., via the use of adjectives), their legitimatization
then also took the form of distinctively identifiable extreme case formulations,
such as the mocking depiction of the new superintendent as a James Bond on
holiday, at least in terms of his (alleged) media appearance: “he’s been
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horseback riding, and parachute jumping, and going to dodger games and-”. This
formulation by one of my interlocutors, by virtue of her self-identification as a
unionized teacher, could then also be heard as an “indirect complaint” (Pino,
2016) more broadly.2°

On the other hand, my two interlocutors, the two unionized teachers from L.A.,
did not only involve me in their familiar ways of speaking. They also taught me, if
incidentally, how to see the hotel scene of my robot reenactment under a new
aspect. By coincidence, as they explained, the 2022 UTLA Leadership
Conference at the Westin (on South Figueroa Street) was taking place opposite
its main addressee—the Unified School District administration and its new
superintendent for L.A.—located in the building visible from my hotel suite (on
South Beaudry Avenue). Earlier in the afternoon, | had not only been staging Ed
(as shown in the picture taken in Fig. 5 below) in front of the distant Hollywood
sign (1), but also—if unknowingly—in front of that Administration building (2). If
the map (integrated to Fig. 5) indicates geographical proximity, the change in
aspect seeing thus also proves instructive with respect to the “epistemic politics
of [visual representation and] video [analysis] in robotics” (Lipp, 2022:5), if not a
“politics of experience” (Pollner, 1975:421) more broadly. Taken together, visual
representation (Ed staged in front of the Hollywood sign upstairs) and video
analysis (Ed analyzed in action and interaction downstairs, so to speak) may
contribute to nurture a clichéd version of educational robotics all too easily (if only
by taking for granted the everyday world in its scenic features and accepted
routines). Instead, our second scenario reenactment reminded us of the
contingent character of the mundane background of that very project—its
Lebenswelt and, as part of it, its outer horizon.

20 Indeed, she completed her turn at talk by highlighting that “teachers and students and parents
have no idea of how the school year is going to start.” To our knowledge, the 2022 school year
did start, although strike action (in the L.A. area) did not stop in 2023 (Campa et al., 2023).
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Figure 5. Ed in front of the Administration building (2), not only the Hollywood
sign (1)
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4. Conclusion: Provoking EM/CA, From “Reflexive Conundrum” to
Heuristic Difference(s)

Some concluding remarks are in order as to how and why the provocative
impetus of STS (Woolgar, 2004) can, and perhaps should, be leveraged for
prospective EM/CA studies, be it on their historically alluring home turf, L.A., or
anywhere else. In probing student-robot interaction in situ, the purpose of this
paper was twofold: empirical (i.e., regarding the interaction/instruction nexus) and
programmatic (i.e., regarding the EM/CA relationship). To begin with, we
identified educational practices in situ not only as a theme of common interest to
EM/CA, but also as a phenomenon on whose situated availability a programmatic
difference was marked in the literature (Section 2). In turn, the practice-based
video analysis of two contrasting scenarios in student-robot interaction probed in
each case how the interaction unfolded, before explicating how its troubled
reenactment had us notice (some of) the critical contingencies that participants
took into account in the interaction’s course (Section 3). Empirically, students
appeared to be “off task” in one case (“subverting the protocol,” as the instructor
put it), and “on task” in the other (engaging in “computational thinking”, as
requested). Pedagogically, however, our reenactment also suggested how “off
task” conduct could be leveraged for a classic Newtonian demonstration (perhaps
to be taken up by our instructor), while “on task” conduct raised the question of
machine behaviorism and its problematic politics, potentially reducing situated
agency to code conformity (via a perhaps unusual reenactment in downtown
L.A.). How might these EM/CA results bear on the programmatic discussion, at
least from the perspective of the presently developed hybrid study of instructional
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work? To conclude on that question, we may usefully consider two senses of
“provoking EM/CA” (both with and against Woolgar’s perspective from STS).

Overall, the paper aimed at offering a provoking EM/CA study, insofar as it
attempted to leverage video reenactments for the reflexive explication of student-
robot interaction in situ. Was the attempt successful? One possible objection is
to challenge the paper for the reflexive conundrum it seems to nurture—that is,
the auto-ethnographer’s mistake of considering that “reflection on the
researcher’s own experience must be a central and critical concern when
understanding the social life of some [other] setting” (Anderson & Sharrock,
2013:20). As an EM/CA study, however, our methodological aim (as argued for
by Anderson & Sharrock) was to “do justice to the patent and overwhelmingly
unquestioned objectivity that social structures have in our daily lives” (Anderson
& Sharrock, 2013:20; emphasis in original). In particular, the video reenactments,
and perhaps only if reflexively indulged in, allowed us to tease out the interactive
production of objective properties by and for participants, in and as their student-
robot interaction in situ—be it mathematico-physical properties (as via Phil’s
kitchen) or social-political facts (as via the Westin Bonaventure hotel), properties
and facts which are to be found again in other settings (e.g., those studied to
begin with), if not as formal structures (i.e., regardless of their production staff).?!

In what sense, then, might the paper be provoking EM/CA (i.e., as a grammatical
object, rather than gerundive qualification)? For Woolgar, STS set out as an
academic provocation, insofar as it challenged received histories and
philosophies of natural sciences of various persuasions, notably “rationalist” and
“realist” (see Woolgar, 2004). However, as STS has become institutionalized, this
provocative impetus has faded, typically in favor of expertise and consultancy
(ibid.). Pollner (1991) has suggested a similar fate for EM/CA, a suggestion that
inspired Woolgar’s STS genealogy. However, longstanding practitioners in those
fields have argued that this applies more to formal CA than to reflexive EM (most
recently, see Button et al., 2022). In turn, the present paper might be read as
provoking EM/CA as a target object in two ways. First, the paper puts a series of
follow-up questions to Garfinkel’s Lebenswelt pair concern. The questions are: if
the “world is wild with pairs” (Garfinkel, 2021:33), what “world” is being talked
about? How has it been produced to be “wild with pairs”? And how indeed has
this or that “world” (or Lebenswelt) been produced so that these or those “pairs”
become constitutive of its “wild” part(s)? The video reenactments offer some
empirical/pedagogical answers to those questions in material specifics. For
example, for [robot programming/robot behavior] to become a distinctive
Lebenswelt pair, it needs to have been taught, tinkered with, if not trusted, as part
of an instructive situation (made up of instructed actions and IRE sequences, yet

21 Indeed, at the time of writing, strike actions by local unions in Switzerland seemed to be in the
works along lines similar to those elaborated on by our two unionized teachers from L.A.
(anticipating newly appointed administrators, challenging seemingly unilateral decisions,
demanding salary increases, etc.). The question of what to make of them—these or those strike
actions—is beyond the scope of this paper, however.
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arguably not reducible to either). Second, the paper may provoke some EM/CA
lines of research by showcasing their “heuristic difference(s)”— that is, instead of
arguing for their common ground, methodological or historical, the paper pleads
for acknowledging their multifaceted differences, neither as an internal
controversy nor as a “creative chaos”, but as a surprisingly rich resource for
further inquiry, at least when it comes to the reflexive explication of social
practices in situ and provoking situations for just that purpose.
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