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Selves and ldentities in the Making
The Study of Microgenetic Processes
in Interactive Practices

Mrioriarr Baninrino

CONSTANCY, CHANGE, AND DEVELGPMENT
Current developmental theotteing faces a number of dilemnus, of not aporias, The
three most relevant ones that provide offspring for different approaches within
developioental psychology are (1) the “identity dilemma” posing the guestion
how it is possible w consider onesell as the same in the face of constant change:
(23 the “wmqueness didemma’™ whether it is possible o consider oneself as unigue
i the face of being the same us everyone else (and vice versal, and (3 the “con
struction” or “who-rs-in-charge dilemma’™ asking whether i 1s the person who
constructs the world the way 1l as, e whether the person is constructed by the
way the world 15 Answers that view these dilenanas in terms of the dialectics
between (1) constancy and change, (2) unigoenessfspecificily and geoncrahityfuni-
versahity, and (3 two directions ol [, the person-lo warld and world-to-person
direction of {it, point oul correctly that one is not thinkable without the other.
Of course, these three dilemmas are highly interwoven It could be argued thart
the construal of samwencss and difference across time lonms a presupposition o
constructing others and sell as same and difterent, which in turn can be said to
be i basic building block for constructing and changing the wold i a productive
way However, when it comes o doing developmental inguiry, that s, exploring
how actual changes and constancies play each other out and arc made sense ol n
the actual lives of human beings, in particular from the perspective of those who
205
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Live these lives, we are confronted with the additional dilenma that we can't take
the perspective of both of the opposing principles simultancously, but rather seem
o be forced (o choose.

in the following, since T will centrally be concerncd with identity and the
analysis of cmergent identity, T will focus marnly on the identity ddemima and
beain by an anidlysis of how it surfuces in developmental inquiry. [ will first work
across curcent theorizing m developmental ingquiry in order Lo lay the sroundwork
fow a microgenctic approach o wWentity analysis. ooe that i5 erounded m the readi-
lions of Wernerian Akiualeenese but also coriched by cuneat work in discourse
analvsis and microethnography. Let me start oul with some radher siple eflec-
Lions on time and what we consider the same across the weathers of time and what
wi consider change.

In principle, it scems that our developmental theorizing, ahout constunies
and change in time are very much in line with the way we nuake sense of them
in our everyday talk as recurrent phenomeni. Time scems 10 be stoppable w the
{orne of “moments.” When we look from an angle that spans actoss these moments
and takes these moments ag boundaries, imagining one af the fefland the other ar
Lhe rioht, we can see what has changed and what has remamed the same. Thus,
seems, constancy and change only and always oceur across a certam e Spi.
The moments tat seem to hold and constrain this Lime span can bind together
for loaper or shorter durations. They can construe periods vt glabal or more local
time (such as the history of the human species, 1., phylogenesis), the cvolution of
commumities (such as small groups like families or focndshap nerworks), or larpes
cultures and secieties as in “lustories of civilization™ (sociogenesis), ar changes in
the history of an indvidnal organism from embryo Lo adulthood/maturity (onta-
genesis). Moments as “substantial” points in tume help to Lie cvents into a particu
lar sequential structure and al the same time serve 1o differentiate the structure
under consideration [rom previous and subsequent event structures. In principle,
the span of interest can also consist of a series ol very brief snapshols ol moment-
to moment. such as what happens between stimuli and reactions, the way Sander
(1930 and Werner (1926/1959, 1948) attempled 1o capture the processes of the
genesis of a percept or a thought (m CTOECNests).

Underlying these apparently natural constructs of the relation between con
tinuity and change scem to be, nevertheless, a number ol metaphors that allow
us 1o think and talk about time as stoppable, that 15, as viewing the llow of time
as conststing of a series of (underlying) moments. Bickhard (this volume) char-
acterizes this view as an outcome of the longstanding tradition of a “substance
melaphysics”™ hy use of which we attribute “substance’” to how time “moves on” 18
the form ol “substantial” continuous moments, as if one moment {ullows another
moment, nlfimately adding up to what is perceived as the How of moments into
“time” According to this view, “stasis...is the explanatory default, and any put-
ported change requires explanation” (Bickhard, this volume). It is interesting o
note Lhat according (o this view the substance or meaningfulness of moments
comes 1o existence only as the result of its history—the previous moments that
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happened belore. Bekhard s alternative, o take continuous change as the under
fying principle for the possibility to abstriel stass from i, is very much o line
with Bergsou's approach o “realily as a process” (Bergson, 11372001 Accord-
ing 1o this process-orentation, “the real”™ exists only as a constant and undwaded
(lux: only by adopting a perspective that is equivalent with the suhsiance view can
we arreat time and take o perspective that moves us “above™ and “out of 7 the fux
af time so that time becomes available and disposable

A way o better understand the difference between these twa very different
approaches to constancy, change. and developrent is by a closer consideration
of how cvents and states, a8 two oppositional time Trumes, are differentiated.
Bvenls are constructs thal emerge by perspectivizing femporal contours by the
aitribution of temporal boundaries {of. Verkuyl, 1972, Wewmnrich, 1964). More spe-
cifically, events of differing duration such as a dropping nevdle, taflic accidents.
weddings, or someone’s adolescence come 0 exislence by wav of establishing a
houndary o the left (the beginning of the event) and a boundary to the right (ils
enching), What is happening i the middle is held together y these Lwo bownd-
aries, giving t focns and current elevance. Simultaneously, it demarcates this
event from previous and subsequent events. Sumilardy, stades arg also consiructs,
however, they emerge by taking a perspective that opens up. or better yet docs
ot tie a happening to a particular temporal contour. Following such CONSIrUCtion
procedures, states such us being asleep, being alive, and the earth rotating aronnd
the sun can be created. Note that Lam presenting both binding and unfolding pro-
cedures as constructions rather than representations of the way the world is. This
i< nat (o say that these events or states do not exist on are only fictional products ol
some  individual or enliral, unwanted or agreed upon —hinding and unfolding
processes; not at all. Rather, the hinding and untolding activilies are constiuive
as perspectives from which events and states. constancies and change, and vit-
mately time and space are constructively made use of. They require wlennifying
a ligure and ground from the perspective of an agent wha actively takes part o
communal and individual meaning making processes.

The way substance and process views of constancy and change (as well as
event and state) can be bronght into a relationship is by way ol using the visualiza-
ton ol liguie and ground 1 the common representabions of a vase or jar versis
the mirror image of the silhouette of a buman face (see Figue 101, Whereas
the lell pictorial representation 1s more likely o be “recognized” (interpreted)
as an image of lwo taces, the pictorial representation 1o the right is immediately
recognizable as a vase. However, wath a certaim amount of effort, 1t is possible 1o
reverse these interpretations and see the mircor image of bwo faces in the right
picture and the contours of @ vase in the left. And while one can say, al same more
ahsteact level, that both pictures lend themselves to both interpretations, il is not
possible o see both images at the same time, The reason is thal what provides
the ground lur the haure is reversed e the two interpretive acts; figuring and
grounding, the way they result in one or the othes interpretation in this particnlar
example, are mutually cxclusive.

AT T TR
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Figure 10,1 Figuring and groonding as marually exclusive acts, (Courtesy ol Kaiser
Porcelain, LT amd the 115 Davision of Chark University)

[n our efforls o make sense of constancy and change. 1 am arguing. we
are in a sunidac situation. While the substance -perspective attempts (o locus and
forepround aspects of change. using moments of substance as the basis, the pro
cess-perspective vields change to do the grounding work in arder to hughhaht the
emergence ol moments. Whereas the act of arounding and figuring orients toward
one such inferpretation, the ather is necessatily maccessible. Only wath a toral
reorientation of what was formerly the ground and now is turned into the hgure
can we move Trom one interpretive oricntation 1o the other. To argue to access or
engage orienting oward buth at the same time 15 inpaossible and resembles the act
of “Mambo #57" Beginning to attend to the identity dilemma along those lines,
and in similar ways Lo the “uniqueness” and “construction dilenuma,” clarihes that
there is no resolution to these dilemmas, especially no stmple resolution. Rather,
both sides of the dilemmas can be viewed as two different kinds of approaches
that sharpen the focus of a lens and concentrate on different aspects ol the overall
constellation. And although a sharper focus is beneficial for what 1s considered
relevant, it loses sight of what becomes viewed to be peripheral.

Taking these insights back (o our engagement with developmental inguiry,
we are now in a hetter position to clarify thal development does not exist i the
form of changes out there, the way they seem o oceur in “real time.” Rather, and
here 1 takiog up on Kaplan's (1983a, 1983b) clartheation, it is nol possible to
read off development from people’s actions and hehaviors. Instead, development
is a (value—and often valuable) perspective used Lo make sense of changes (in the
light of constancics) and constancies (in the light of changes). 1t always prosup-
poses 2 valuc-arientation rom where changes and consl ancies are made sense
of in an overall move toward a meaningful and as such positive telos. In light of
the ubove discussion then, it should be obvious that seemingly newtral changes
and constancies cannet be read ofl from individuals” isolated actions and behav-
iors. cither. What we, as humans, consider stable and what we consider mutahle
requires a position from where we bring higure and a ground into a relationship. IF
constant temporal lux is the gronnd, then we bring out constancies as hgures thal
can stand oft against this ground. However, if we luke consta ncies as the grouad,
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'.'.:".':iif*t: are flwunimg, so W speak, and highlighting whal we consider o be relevam
“ghanges. Consequently. the pecspective from where figure and ground are brought
into a relationship can rarely be clunned to be nentval— bt will nrn our to he,
all Hkelihood, “developmentally colored”™ toward o whic orientation.

MICROGENESIS, MICROANALYSIS, AND POSITIONING

As mentioned in the opening scetion ol thes chapter, microgenesis has been part
of a longstanding achtion of doiag developmental inguary (ol Sander, T30 Wer-
ner, 1908 and for overviews Lavelln, Panctopn, Hsu, Messinger. & Pogel, 2005
Siegler, 20063, althongh the LLS. Buropean tracdition, with its tocus an childeen
arowing up and becoming adults, has nether particularly welcomed norembraced
this way of developmemal theonizing. s rools m Foedoeh Sander’s and Heinz
Werner's original notion of Aktualpenese twhich is probably best translated s
Sactual becoming” or “occasioning” —later wrmed by Werner o lus English
writings microgenesisy, thus noton was designed to open up the exploration ol
changes in percept or thought formation in very briel sequences of moments. Por
instance, Lhe process of visual recognition was broken down expenimentally in
arder to gain insight inlo the processes that then were taken to underhic how per-
ceptual images were slowly being grasped and transtormed 1o Bl comscions
ness {Werner, 1948, p. 3480).

While still anchored firmly in the substance perspective of relating per
manence and cliange, Akrealgenesefmicrogenesis nevertheless has opened up
methods of inquiry that supposcdly could arrest microgenetic processes ol devel-
apment by nunimizing the temporal distance between moments——with the ten
deney of moving closer, i not “mside™ the origing of the moment wselt o other
words, while more macrodevelopmental processes were more clearly driven by
the final owtcome of developmental changes, the study of mcrodevelopmental
processes not only credited the local contexts within which changes lake place,
but also simultancously repositioned the moment isell with a potential genesis of
its own Naturally, this would imply a considerable weakening of the substance
perspective and constitnie a move in the direction of a process-onentation. At the
same nme, the procedures Lo investigate how moments become interpicted as
meaningful by humans i concrete contexts would open up the terrain (o qualita
tive methads such as closer (participant) ohservalions, interviewing or projective
testing, and nucioanalvie analyses of social inleractions.

To pu this differently, crediting the moment of an experience as the cor-
nerstone Tor leaming or other developmental Lanstormations meant that it
wonld be possible to integrate such moments into developmental theonizing and
developruental gy, Transformational cxpericnces that seemed 1o be tied up
in moments abound in gccounts of how we have learned to ride a bike, tie our
shoes, or m other sitnations in which the kind of a-ha experience represented
the breakthrough into a now and transformative practice or repertone of perfor-
mances * However, although abundant in everyday accounts of how we experience
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developmoent, such transtormative breakthrough moments have been noorously
absent in developmental theorizing and empreical gy, This may have been
partly due o the fact that e taditivnal developmental theorizing moments by
themselves cannot be serutinized for changes (and therefare hecome tucked AWILY
into the realm ol personal ancedotes) and partly because the echnology w cap-
tuee such moments and prepare them for microscopic analysis has only recently
progressed o a point where this seems o be possible

While most mcrogenctic rescarch has been accomplished in the field of
cognilive development summarized in Siegler, 20005, some moe recent work
has attempted to apply muerogencuc methodology 1o the leld of brain processes
(Brown, 2002) and social development {c.f. Fogel, 1993 Fopel, de Koeyer, Bel
fagamba, & Bell, 2002; Lavelleer al, 20053 With the cxception of Brown's (2002)
theory, which s exphcitly grounded in the process orientation of Bergson, almost
all microgeneric research is anchored 1 the substance approach o change and
constancy. Nevertheless, there have been anumber ol interesting innovations that
provide o good pladorm for further developmental theorizing and applications in
developmental aguiry,

Let me start out with Siegler’s (2006) three main properties that he holds as
central for the application of microgenctic methods, which are:

L. Observations span the period of rapidly changing competence.

. Within cach penod, the density ol observations is high, relative to the rate
ol change,
3. Observations are analyzed itensively, with the goal of inferring the rep-

resentalions and processes that gave rise to them. (Siegler, 2000, p. 464)

White the first two propectes are relevant, 101y the third thac has become the
cenler of innovative research strategies, marrying the method of dowg microgen-
ests with the Wernerian focus on mucrocontext and Vygotskyan focus on socio-
cultural macrocontexts. As an attempl 1o better understand the processes thal
give rise W novel represeotations and compelencies at more “developed™ levels of
differentiation and integration, Saxe’s (1988, 1998, 2002) analysis of the micro-
cultures of math practices (mside and oulside of classroom interactions) presents
Hluminating examples of how developmental inguiry has become invigorated by
nucragenctic approaches. Inoa nutshell, Suse argues:

[ncollective practices, joint fasks arc accomplished. . thoough the interre-
lated activities ol individuals. In such joint accomplishments, individual
and collective activities are reciprocally related. Individual activities are
constitutive ol collective practices. Al the same Lime, the joint activity
of the collective gives shape and purpose to ndividuals” goal-directed
activitics. (pp- 276-277)

Consequently, the study of the emerpence of mathcmatical knowledge starts
with e deseniptions ol conerete interactional practices, within which the
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Ckaowledee originally is “housed ” From here, by engaging these practices (here
a5 “doing” mathematics), particulars of these practices become routinized and
ransformed over ime into competencies and representational capacities that may
reach decply into the representations of beliefs and values * The focus on the
situated and local management of context—managed by individuals 1o inlerac
qon was a central charactenstic of what emerged as a new wave in the analy i
inguiry of mictogenetic development.

Microgenctic processes have beenat the heattol some functionalistapproaches
wr children's langnage development where processes have been examined in
mother—child interaction (Budwig, 1995, 2000, 2003} and early book-readmg
activities (Bamberg, 1987, 19974, 1 press) in order Lo show how developmental
changes occur in concrete action contexts umler highly specilic conditions. Using
video- and audiorecorded data of coconsiructed activities hetween children and
more capable others, we were able (o show how Jocal accomplishments at the
level of oint actions could unction as resources Lo dilferentiations Lthil appeared
fater on the plane of individual {unctioning. Building on Werner and Kaplan's
(1961984 nrthogenctic principle, according Lo which development is defined in
terms of increasing differentiation and hierarchic mtegration i human function-
ing, we developed and presented technigues that document microgenetic changes
as changing qualities in children’s form—function coondiarion (Bambery, Bud-
wig, & [Kaplan, 1991) Lnrecent years [have systematically extended this approach
1o a more hne-grained analysis of how identitics and a sense of sell lirst become
differcutinted at the level of interactions in order o hecome consequently inte-
prated into reperloires that can productively be employved in new mieractions in
new situations. Notably, in these types of apalyses, 1 have continually tned 1o
refine our deseriptions of face (o {uee mteractions in moment-io-moment silui-
lionis 11 arder 1o better understand how participants work out issucs ol sameness
and difference in real time and contribute as acrive agents to differentiations and
higher levels of sophistication of their own individual compelencies and social
eelational work with one another {Bamberg, 20040, 20040, Bamberg & Georpa-
kapoulow, in pressh

In the process of developing and refining microanalysis as the proper iucans
to deal with the process of microgenesis, it became clear thal we were nol deal
ing with the development of relational or dialogic krowledee at the intrapsycho-
logical level * Rather, we were dealing with the construction of actual relations
and diglogues i real-world time and siations. Owr endeavors ol developing
microscopic descriptions of human activitics in interactions became spurred by
recent advances i the work of Garlinkel (1967), Gottman {1981), Kendon (1994,
and Scheflen (1974), resulting in what is probably best churacterized as a turn o
microethnography (see Streeck & Mehus, 2005, lor an excellent overview of the
emergence of this licld). Central to microcthnography are (1) the level of micro-
scopic attention 1o situated local contexis as being under construction and con-
stantly changing through the activities performed by the interactants {as “in the
making), (2) the central role of langnage as constintive of these contexts, thengh
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tn concert with other multimodal actions (such as postural contigurations, paze,
prosodic delivery, and supraseg mentation): and (3) the analvsis of the sequential
performance and ooline negotiation of moment-to-moment wlcractions. Thus,
a mucrocthnographically informed analysis of the sequential areangement of
interaction is the most constructive way, within a process-oriented fumework,
10 guide wguiry into the genesis of how people make® sense of themselves and
athers, ultimarely linking up the nucio with the macro.

In recent articles, we have tried o promaote and apply tus Lype of micro-
cthoographic analysis 1o psychology under the heading ol positionig analvsis
(Bamberp, 19975, 2003; Bamberg & Georgakopoulou, in press) The term posi-
tioming has been contrastively refined and wedehned with reference o earlicr
forms of positioning analysis (Davies & Harré, 1990: Harrd & van Langenhove,
19949, Hollway, 1989). The purpose of this redefimition has been to focus moie
elfectively on the construction ot who-is-in-charge dilemmas that 1s, the appar
ent contrachction belween the agentive orpanism as positioning him or herself,
and the societal, sociocultoral constrainls scemingly “always and alicady™ at
work positioning “the subject,” Positioning analysis along these newly defined
lines studies how people as agentive actars posttion themselves  and in dotng 50
become positioned.

1o clanily, i 1s important o note that, for mcroanalytic purposes, it is the
subject’s actions that form the starting point of the analysis. From there, the next
step s the sequential arrangement between interactants thal tics actions into con-
figurations within which these individual acts become recognizable as actions and
meaninglul interactive cncounters.” Obviously, this type of functional analysis is
reaumiscent of the analysis of brief moments as moment-lo-moment processes in
which meaningful events emerge —though note that this analysis explicitly makes
the agentive role of the person central for the genesis of meaningful interactions.
This is not to deny the existence of social constraints that “allow” for certain
actions {and interactions), disallowing others. However, rather than taking these
kinds of constraints as preexisting macrostructures o form the starting point for
our analytwe wnguiry, we view them as products or owtcomes of individual actions
w interactions. While a macroanalytic approach would start with a concept of the
subject as primarily socially constructed by outside, socictal {orees resulting in
actions and activities that somehow reflect these constraints, we propose a dif-
terent route. Taking ofl (rom micro and sociogenesis as the local and situated
lortuation sites of identity and otherness, the parlicalar focus here is on practices
in which subjects cvoke (or pusition themselves vis-i-vis) dominant discourses or
master narratives (Bamberg, 2004b), thercby elfectively linking up 1o the macro
of our social world. Positioning a sense of self in interactive practices opens the
door Lo analyzing empirically how interactants make locally relevant whether and
how they want to be understood in alignment with such dominant discourses or in
oppasition W and subverting them.

This model of positioning proposed in previous works (Bamberg, 1997b,
A04a; Bamberg & Georgakopoulou, in press) affords us the possibility of view-
g wdentity constructions as twotold: We are able to analyze the way the reforen
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tial world 1s constructed, with characters (such as sell and athers) in e {then)
::_{_:';illfi space {there). Simultaneously, we are uble Lo show how the weterential world
e eonstructed as a funaction of the interactive engagement, where the way the
referential world 15 constructed points o how the teller “weants fo be mderstood
or more appropriately, o how tellers index u sense ol selll 1oy precisely this
gronndedness of sell and wlentity 1o seuential, moment-to-moment inferactive
engapgements that is at best undertheorized and at worst dismssed i traditional
developimental mguiry

In the tollowing, I will illustrate sdentily work throngh positioning i hried
moments of mteractions by turning the tables on o typlcal interview chicitation
scenarto (in which the rescarcher chets monologic answers o explore aspects of
the rescacched participant) (o see what h:i;]punr; when the rescarched participants
(in this case, a group ol 10-year-old boys in a wirking-class Last Coast Ameri
can elementary school talking to one another in the presence of the moderator)
engace in identity work that atteads o peer group roles, dynamics, and shared
interactional history on the one hand, and (o the interview siuation (inchiding
the moderatory v the other hand, | am consciously choosing Lo work with a briet
segment that occurred in an inlerview situation to make tangible the point about
the necessity of mncluding moment-to-moment interactions i the mam agenda of
ientity analysis as a lorm of developmental maguicy that is apt 1o be linked to the
construction of more macroaspects of the social workd we hve i

The sequence of discourse activities that T will analyze next routinely gets
dismissed by developmental rescarchers since i does not seem 10 represent any
developmental points worthy of study. However, T hope to be able 1o show that
the microanalysis ol a particular mteraction sepment is more than just the excin-
plification or illustration of a theoretical entry and methodological inclination.
The functionalist orentation vis-a-vis talk in interaction as lools 1o constitute
worlds, and in these worlds a sense of sell, captuies aspects of how this sense of
selt is manulactwred o this parcticular site of engagement. As such, this reveals
the processes within which selves are under constrction. ntering the microgen
ests of wentity from this perspective, | propose o look 1nto ore concrete site of
engagement in which senses ol sell are tried out and negotiated. What lollows s
an cinpirical analysis of the procedures (repertoires) used by speakers n order
to establish a particular sense ol sell 1 and through their talk. The analysts will
pay particular attention o the formation of a sense ol sclf m the face of seem-
imgly different discursive pulls’: one toward a sense of {unrelational) masculinty
according 1o which it 1s nncool 10 invest in relationships with gicls and the other
pulling toward a seemingly more relational stance, according w which 10 1s okay,
if not cool, o be twvolved™ or “have a girl Friend.”

“No One Ever Liked That Girl": fdentity Formation

as Process  Selves in the Making

The excerpt T will analyze at the microlevel stems from a group discussion session
in which four 10-yvear-old boys and an adull (male) moderator are sitting around a
table and tall about  broadly speaking—what ot means to be a 10 year old. This
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was the topic under whuch the participants had been reeraited, and this phrase
had been used as the opener {or the discussion session. The excerpt comes lrom a
time well into the discussion and reflects o a large extent the way the interaction
was structured by the inleractants. The interactions were video- and audiotaped
and transcribed by using a simplified transcoption thar presents each turn as i
unit—the length of pauses marked by dots () or giving the tull length (1 sec),
and ovedaps marked by square brackets by |, and latching-on by /. Contextual
remarks such as pestures and eaze directions are in triangular brackets <= 1wl
abstain from giving more information such as the socioeconomic background of
the participants, thew standing in school, their relativnal ustocies, and what we
learned about the boys' familics and the boys' private lives in the course ol our
study, since this type of information may call lor wterpretive categories that may
ar may not be relevand for a better understanding of the parlicipants” interactions
in this particular situation. In essence, we are attempting, to bring as little pre-
formed knowledge as possible to the work with this excerpt in order to see whal
categories they actually make relevant (in the sense of inferactively attending to)
in their Lalk.

Analyring the excerpl microcthnographically means that we altempt to fol-
fow the five interactants in their mutual constructions of each other and them-
selves in their moment-by-moment interaction. This way, we assume, we will be
able o “lay open” the fow of the genesis of entities and selves in this picce of
interaction: that is, we will scrarinize how the inleractants posiion themselves
using macrocategories and recreating them in their business ol making scnse ol
sach other. Through these activities they [orin a sense of who they ave. “Analyz
ing” here will consist ol determining the acts in their sequence that led o some
understanding of the overall structure ol the interaction al the microlevel; the
analysis thus is meuant W be quite different from simply paraphrasing what the
interactants are saying. It also allempts to avowd bringing ontside categories pre-
maturely to the interpretive business at hand.

Tapical flow

The topic that was in the process of being negotiated at the onset of the excerpt,
mainly between Martin and the moderator, was on Kimberly, a female character
in the TV series The Power Rangers. This 1s a topic that the moderator (in Lur
2 “what about that?”) scemingly attempis to make relevant for the other partici
pauts by cliciting others” responses. Victor, mn turn 3, responds by initiating his
own question, picking up and repeating the moderator’s cxact lexical phrase to
introduce his question (“what about™), and keeps one aspect of the topic the same
(“Kimberty™). However, in what follosws, it becomes clear that he changes the topic
to another character, Kimberly Spears, and continues by reformulating his “what
about Kimberty Spears” question, seemingly making it more precise, by asking
whether anyone ever liked that girl. 'Uhe phrasing suggests a dispreferred answer.
Martin's 1equest (turn 4) for clarification ol the initial question is followed by the
repetition of the name (turn 5), suggesting that Martin's gquestion was heard by
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“Pable 10,1 Transu ipt af

ﬁ;rliclpauﬂ_w:

1 wdarmin

7 bod

1 Victor

4 Marlin

5 Wotor

f bod

¢ Victor

& Mod

i Wally
i Maod
11 Yl
[2 0 Wally
13 Wicla
14  Sianton
13 Wally
16 Nictow
{7 Hlanton
15 Vickw
19 Sendon
20 Mo
2 Wally
1 Wickn
27 Stanton
21 Marhin
25 Stanton
26 wartin
27 Miotor
M Wally
29 Micha
M Stanton
31 Marmin
32 Wally
33 Stanton
34 Fally

the whole interaction (Lines | A0)

Mod—Muoderator: Mariing, Victor, Wall yo SN
1 say like () Kambedy TC) the Power Rungerd
what abwout thatl
dknow Kimberly Spears] (1sec) dad anyone ever Like that parl]
whao
Kimberly Spears!
who [is Lhal

[T think Stanton did
wlio is Kimberly Spears
1o {reet knorwr L
[is shez ()15 she a (]
itwas 4 pirl who uscd te b go oo sechool () she she moved wm
whi liked Britney that was in Mis. [Petrie's class
(e Britney Longlanderthat was Loais )
thal was Louis Mainez/f
Hiine 1 kind of liked heet ] sech
hacal <high pitch> <paze toward Stanton: poinding wili et hand at
Stanton; briefly shuftng gave 1o Viclor, then back o Stanton:s
(1 knew 111 knew [it ] knew it () that i) usend to always fuve like a
(ruit punch thing around her mouth=
{= lantde bt
=1 know () no chappel Tips
yeah, chappued Lips () like she had like this big thing that used to go
conwil cencireles Ins mouth with both hamds - with high pitch nose]
fno i was like ovier here <motions just a little under and aromnd
his left edge of his mouths
and you you think it was from [fruit pranch?
[there was tis one girl () theoe was this
one gl
cpazing at and nodiding 0 responsc to Moderaln s guestions she must
have gone] <lilling up a pretend cup and pretending to diink with a slrpmg
nO1se
fthere's two ether peophe 1 ke that aren’tin the schonl
AT IMOLG 1
whi
[T CHIE
you can’L tell them
Drittany [hong
[Britney =Long
=1 know thatl you used 1o abways hang around Dritney
Lo () Britney Long () Britney Longlandes T/
HBritney Britney
{ think James Mason likes Chrisfine Janson
Chrsting liked James uh [Tames Hetsen hefore
| Stephanic(.) not Stephanie [that’s in school
noww ) Stephamed
{at the bepinning
of 1he vear veah she 1ol s {cemiined)
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Table LD ol

15 Mictor HGonsalves T4

3 Stanton fund she's ot in achool anymore 1) and L sec)
Shannon =smuling and conuang up from resting-on-table position:

NI coh and vou liked Shaonon shieowas so ugly 1 lhacte bar <maves Toth hands

-

upr o s head — covers hus eves  pulls his hat downes

2 Stanton | weall she’s aumoying but
W Miud (1 sechalopght [see. .
b Vicor pabie’s o adetals

Victor only as an acoustc issuc. The moderator (urn O} follows ap on Martin's
previous request, by now o overtly asking for Turther specificanion about 1hs
pirl (Cwher s thae?™) Victor, whose tuen (7) overlaps with the moderator’s reguest,
follows up on his own carther question (whether anyone liked this giel) by giving
the answer (CF thok Stanton did”), To sunminarize thus fan Victon imbades a new
topic, a sl that supposedly is not likable: he asks whether anyone ever liked thar
eirl, implying that nobody would, and then prves the answer 1o his own guestion,
sugpesting that one of the participating boys, namely Stanton, actually hikes {or
likid) her

In terms of analyzing how Victor crafled the noplication that onc of the par-
ticipants liked an “uolikable pirl” we may want to ask which other way he could
have phrased his question. One suggestion s that he could have addressed Stanton
maore directly by, ler’s say, “You liked Kimberly Spears, who 1s an unlikuble per
son, However, lor reasons uncleac at this point, he chose a highly indirect way
1o formulate what clearly can be construed as a challenge, since hking somethung
or somebuody “unlikable™ requires some form of explication on the part of the
person who has been implicated, However, there is no nmmediate tesponse fron
Stamton. Instead, the subseguent turns (8—13, lasting for exactly 15 seconds) cen
ter first on some more information about Kimberly Spears, and trom there move
the conversation to other gicd=hoy relations. A more fine grained analysis ol these
turns would reveal, although 1 do not have the space o lay this out o detail, that
Lhe cimerging activity frame in these few turns is one of gossiping aboul who in
their peers is “going”™ with whom, I this s correct, then Victor's implication of
Stanton retrospectively has turned into a de facto statement that Stanton “was
going out with™ Kimberly Spears, This 15 something that up o tuen 13 had not
been rejected but neither was it supported by anyone. It seemed to have become
currently irrelevant. The flow of the conversation had moved on to another, seem-
mgly more tcresting, topie.

[t iz at this moment (lurn 1D that Stanton formulates wha becomes the
answer to Victor's original question {tura 3), but he simultaneously counlers Vic-
tor's challenge with turn 7: Stanton’s “fiee” in turo-initial position clearly marks
his answer in contrast fo what was laid out as expected. In other words, Stantod
clearly contextualizes the dispreferced orientation that Victor had suggested and




Microgenetic rocesyes M7

decidedly counters it At the same time, he hedues his answer carefully: he only
spind of” liked the ginl under discussion This modification is Turther specified
by “a lirtle bir’—a turn by Stanton thal [ully overlaps with Victors response 1o
Sranton’s previous turn, The reaction to what in the sequential arrangement ol the
momenl-by-moment actions of the participants i§ becoming an “admission’ 1510
line with the dispreferred orentation of the initial question: Victor's (lurn 10} rep-
etition (three times) of s “knowing”™ (past tense: “I baew i) functions (o align
his audience W the sequence of his previous actions: my (Victor's) challenge of
gou, Stantomn, was and is legitimate. Wally's reaction 10 Stanton’s “admission™ 1
caually telling: He points at Stanton and outright laughs, though he lirst icassures
his reaction by a quick paze check towards Victor, the initiator of this sequence
of moments, stgnaling that the target of his langhter s Stanton. Al this point it
iv unclear as o why Stanton’s admission is “layghable” unless we are about o
bring in a categorical interpretation that men who “arc poing " wilh partners who
aren't likable are the faughing stock of other men. Howewer, this could surmount
a premature closing of what is in the s of emerzing in the conversation of the
participants, Additionally 1t is from an adult vantage point: that is, not pecessarily
front the orientation that these [0-year-olds are in the business vl working up.

A quick look into a difteren modality will strengthen and confivmn the analy
sis of what is emerging here in the participants’ moment by-tnoment interactions
At the time of the delivery of his guestion (furn 3), Victor s hody aud gaze are tully
ariented toward the moderator, suggesting that his question is clearly in response

Table 10,2 Transuript of lines 7-14 (including paze and duration)

Gare direction/ object Timw
handling dlaration

helween turn

7 anel tarn 14

T Wiator |1 lhink_biumtun i_|i1_£ briel paze to Stanlon -
# Mad who s Kimbes by Spears Il
U wally 1 do [nol know full gaze Lo Stanton 11l
1 Mod L1 shed ) 3s she L) 11
11 Victor it was a givl who used o ub stufting paze to Mod |5 sec

20 1o our school {0 she
moved v

12 Wally who liked Brttany thal was Sranton handling ohject L]
in s, Petiie’s class

13 Vicio [ne Brimey LonglanderT <displaving disinterest:: Il
that was Louis () that was
Louis Marunez!

14 Stanton Mne ki ol 1]
likiset her
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to the moderator’s question. Although il s nol an answer, o aevertheless picks
up on the moderator’s suggestion to open the floor for tures from others; that's
what he s following up ons At the pomt i e where be explicily refers (o and
tplicates Stanton {wen 7 [ think Stanton did), he shifts gaze for a split-second
to Stanton (tueniag his head but immediately tuenmg o back) wlode matntaining
his overall body oncotation vis-d-vis the moderator, Then, when the moderaton
explicitly asks for more information. Victor tuens more Tully to Stanton, as f ap
answer s expected o come foom Stanton, Theo Stanton, who way cesting his head
on the table, upon hearing his name raises his head. However, he keeps his gase
fixed on an obgect that he sunaltancous!y haondles. He returns shortly alterwards
o b former position, lowering his head and resting his chin on his hands on the
table. He maintains this posiion another 10 scconds and docs not wove up hig
chig during the performance ol s turn (UG fine f kind of {iked her). However,
when challenged by Wally (turn 15) and Victor (urn 16), Staonton moves his head
up. He delivers his modihication " fivde Bil]7 expressed with a bright smile, then
moves his head back into a resting position again. In sum. this briel descoiption of
the sequential arcangement of bady posture and gaze onentation adds (o a better
understanding o what actions are sequentially at play in the construction of some
infegrated sense of what 15 gomg on.

In the following, Uwill limdt my analysis o two small pacts of the subsequent
actions between the participants. Victor's characterization of Kimberly ot 18
as haviap “fike a frod punch thing avownd her rponth” onents wward the catesory
ol “slob™ or “baby™ (or bothy, L0 s countered by Stanton by a turn initial agree-
ment {f know), but then he negates (no), and subsequently corrects Victor's claim,
making clear that her lips looked the way they looked due (o being chapped.
Stanton’s implication can be heard along the fines that chapped lps can happen
to anyone; they are not Kauaberly's faudl, while deinkiog Truie punch resulting in
fruit punch lips is. In other words, Stanton’s remarks can be understood 10 terns
of his action-orientation as fending for Kimberly, Subsequently, Viclor responds
(lurn 18) with a turn-initial consent (veah, clapped Lips) but then continues with
a slurpg noise, which may be anderstood as msisting on his carbier Couil punch
version. e further characterives Kimberly's lips in terms of a rather largely
affected area. Lo parallel to lus previous move, Stanton (Lurne 19) opposes Yictor's
version (no) and describes the affected area to be much smaller (i was ke ouly
here). Again, while Victor's descnptions of Kaomberly can be taken to downgrade
her appearance and her character, something that is in line with his original and
apentag charactenization of Kunberly as “volikable,” Stanton’s descriplions are
fending ofl and can be understood as upgrading Kimberly as a potentially likable
character

The second segment | brielly want to analyze 15 consequent (o Stanton’s fur-
ther adnussion in turn 23, namely that he liked twao othee people, none of them at
their school anymore, While it is noteworthy that these two girls are referred to as -
“people” and that neither of them is said to be at their school anymaore, T want iﬂ ;
focus on how this statcment assists Stanton o wmvolving the olher participants i
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Table 19.3

Transcripl of lines 16-21

6

7

IH

14

il
7

Yiclen
Sranton
Viclor
Stanton

el i
Wally

(L knew it Tknew [ic | knew it { ) that sl gsed 1o alwiays have Tike a
truat ponch thing arowml her mouth—
[ Tatele T

=1 ke {1 no chapped lips

veah. chapped hps () like she lad like this big thing that wsed to e
cenrwdcencircles his mouth with both lands - with high pitched nose|

A it was like over here <motions just a little snder and arcan| his
el cdge of his mouth =
e you you think a0 was from [Troit punch !

Ttheres weas this one eab () there was this

one girl

A guessing game as 1o who these girls might be, Note that le was not pressed for
more information on girls, in particalar girls he iked: so the siibscquent rounds
of indvidual turn Taking actions are cleatly fre ) initiated by him. Then, when
he discloses the name of the second eirl, Shannon {turn 36), sinee nobody seems
Ly remembier the fivst girl, Victor starts oot with an evaluative sound (erw) and

a question that is rhetorically formarted 1o display a nonpreferred response (you
tiked Shannend, tollowed by two ullimate negative assessments (sfre was so uply

Table 10.4

PN

a4
13
20
27
28
24

0
3
32
33

37

B
3G
Ay

Stantom

Martin
atanlon
hartin
Viclor
Wally
Victor

Stamon
blartin
Wally
Sbanton

Woally

Victo
Stanlon

Vietor

Stanton
Mol
WVicton

Transcript of lines 23 40

[there’s two other peaple | ITKE That aren’Din the school
anvmore |
whis
[H one
yomn can’t tell them
Brattany [1onge
[Hritney =Laong
=1 kv that vou used 10 always hang around Britney
Long ) Britney Long ) Britney Longlander 1/
fiBriiney Britney
I thunk James Mason Likes Chiistine JTanson
Christine hled Jaines uh [James Hesen before
[Steplinied.) not Stephanie [that's mschool
news () Srephanied!
[at the bepinning
ol the year yoah she told us
AGansalves T4
Mol she's not in school anveore () and
{1 sec} Shannow <smiling and conning up from resung-cn-table positions
col and you liked Shannon she wis so ply I {hacte her <moves both hands
up o his head—covers his eyves — pulls his hat dowas
| veah she's annoying bug
(I sec) alrighl |see. ..
Pshie™s o cattleta ke
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and [ haste fer). o paradle! o Stanton’s earlier activiiies of fendimg tor Kauberly,
he starts his tuen (38 by an initial agrecenat (yeak) but then considerably down

srades Victor's evaluation by describing her “only™ as “annoying ", followed by
“har,” sugeesting a list of further attributes disagreeing with Victor and working
toward an uparading of Kimberly,

Nurrnad

Attempling o auswer the question of what the participants e talking about. or
what the overall topic of the conversaton s that holds it together thematically,
Victor and Stanton both refer to three female charactess (actually, there are more,
but [ only analyzed these thiee). The characters are drawn up i some evoked past
cvents that are not Further specified: Kouberly Speacs, Shannon, and Stanton. It
is the relationship between Stanton and these two girls, respectively, that 15 voder
discussion—whether he actually “liked” these guds, Now, we could have started
out with the question: What does it mean for a 10-year-old boy to like a gul, and
we could have speculated about that. Instead, we decided to make this guestion
more specilic by asking: What does it mean o get caught liking a girl by one’s
male peers? The investigation [ocused on 1his question by analyzing the discur
sive means that are employed when becoming unplicated in exactly this.

One imporiant aspect of the discursive means employed weee particular
characterizations in the sense ol desyzng or fashioning characters in the realm
of the lalked about, As we could see, Stanton carctully posttions Kimberly and
Shannon in the referred-to world of the there-and then in order to posihon hin-
sell i the here-and-now of the group discussion. And equally, Victor positions
Kimherly, Shannon, and Stanton in the there and-then in order to position him-
selt i the here-and-now (o display « scose of how he understands gender and
gender relationships. In that sense, the interaction between the two hoys, Yictor
and Stanton, into which the other participants ave palled, is not really about those
girls, bul about themselves, individually as well us in thus group. Both of them
cngage in some very carelful positioning of the characiers in the there-and-then
of the relerred-to world and themselves in the here-and-now of this interaction,
signaling that they are maneuvering in between two pulls.

Allirst glance, these two pulls can be characterized i terms of coming across
as finding givls attractive versus not bemg interested in girls, Ay such, both boys
can be heard as juggling two “dominant discourses™ Ounc according to which they
can be seen as being invested in gils where “going with” constitutes 4 poteatial
gain in social capital, and the other in which they come across as not aftracted o
pirls, where hanging oul with girls and “doing girl-stuf™ is uncool. This 15 whal
one might cxpect in preadolescent and adolescent {(American) boys, where girls
“have cooties” and are characterized as “yuck” Towever, behind this superficial
characterization that traditionally tends w inscribe these contradictions e pat-
ticular developmental phases of growing up heterosexual (Maccoby, 1998), two
more powerful conceptual orientations scem to be lurking: These pulls can be
characterized as lwo master nacrratives (or dominant discourses) that position nar-
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o pators 100 fquite different ways, The two conflicting master i ratives o this case
L e o dependent, soft and caring, mone feninine sense of sell on the one haod,
and anindependent, strong, poncommittal, and more masculine sense of self on
ihe other Whereas the first s used by Stanton 1o position hinsell regarding mivls,
Victor employs the second to position hunselt as different and in contrast 1o girls,
victor and Stanton, m their discursive maneuvers between these two positions.
can be shown as constructing two distingnishable orientations us ways ol making
sense of themselves (and each other).

CONCLUSIONS

The above analysis, performed on the sequential arrangements of nleractions
among the five participants, has revealed aspects of the genesis of how people
make sense of themselves and others—here with emphasis on the inleractive
practices of 10-year-old young males. As has been demonstrated, the analysis
was not atlempling o access sense-making as intrapsychological activities v the
mind, bul i the activities among participants—positicmngs of self and others in
the social domain of wlk-in-interaction. And it shonld be poted that the anabysis
was nol solely telving on language as lingustic activites and stradegies. 10s the
bedy that is analyzed in concert with ather bodies, with language talking a some-
what centeal mole but always deeply embedded within other multimodal actions
{such as postural conligurations. paze. prosodic delivery, and so prasegmentation).
Local contexts and situated meanings are constituted and continuousty prodoced
and reproduced o concert with these actions, What hecame notable in the analy-
sis of the sequence under consideration was how sensc-making as a moment-to
moment process is grounded in the developmental dynamics ol integrativn and
dilferentiation; While the mdividual acts in their secquental arvangements were
seen as becoming progressively dillerentiated. they also were viewed as simulta-
ncousty becoming integrated into larger meaningful wnats, thereby contribuling
to some overarching understanding of what is being accomplished m terims of the
penesis of identities and selves in local, situwated activives (Aktualgenese).

OFf conrse it could be argued that the participants must bave had aceess o
the kinds of pulls in the form of master narratives prior 1o the specific encoun-
ter analyzed In one way or apother, they must have heard o been cxposed 1o
them before, so they can call them into being by drawing up positions vis-a-vis
these master nareatives. However, previous exposure does not result necessarily
i complicity or in counterpositions. At best, the argnment of previous caposure
may lead participants to try oul positions, without prematurely fisang them as
positions and this 15 precisely what we are able 1o show by way of microanalyti-
cally delineating the maneuvers that lead to the identiicativn of positions. Further
analysis into the ways these maneuvers are negotated could lay open how, i spie
of the competitiveness ol the individual moves of the interactants, they still result
i something that can be characterized in terms of (male) solidarily and prohably
even harmony.® Speaking soctogenetically, the participants use the interaction Lo
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fest oul masculinay discourses, manipalate them for diffecent purposes i order
Lo check for potential gains and losses, while overall sill steiving ton sonue form
ol relativnal stance among cuch other

Starting from the assumption that moment-by-moment changes are the
ground against which events begin 1o stand ot and then can he ilegrated into
larger, overarching configurations that are soctally and individually meaninglul,
we can hegin W appreciate how a process oriemtaton can be productively used
for cinpirical work in developmental tuiy. Along similar hines, work within
this type of approach to developmeut and change (and constancy) equally con-
tributes to a better understanding not only of the wentity dileana, bur also 1w
how identity becomes constituted a5 same and differeat Tronn others {the same-
ness dilenunad and how the mdividual agentively construes him- on herself and i
constaully being construcd by social, outside forces (the construction dilermmay,
The assumpuon that process s a nalural ingredient of meaning constouction Hhat
rcaches deep into the tormation of selves and identities, opens up new challenges
lor developmental psychologists and [urms a particularly exciting frontier for
empieical contributions that attempt to link the micro and the maceo of Our socal
world,

MNotes

L Mambo #3. 3 1999 hit by Lou Bega, has becoine an MTV expression for “wanting
to have too many things at the same tme” See lor the wording of the song. hip:#
v-'ww,i}fm:m'uulumsirtd.f:.m:‘tmrmtulm:ruJc'.m'tnambnﬁlj:.-'rms..lﬂrnI

2. Thus is not o deny that there are ather possible accounts of learnng mothie Torm of
a listory of teials and ervors, possibly mixed with a rood amownt of rewards amd
punishments; or, altermatively, accounts that build on our genclic endowment anml
sociocullural constraints in the form of socialization practices

A Interestingly, micro- and sociopencsis hoth complement one another in these prac
tices: What can be viewed on the one hand as the cincrEence of individual accom-
plishinents of means-end relations (e.g., m the form of counting practices), on the
other hand appears as communal practice that has the potential of resulting in i
jotnt expencnce of intimacy and belonging as emergent relations among the partici-
pants, thereby reaflirming the process of “practicing "

4. Positing relationality o dialogicality as intraonganismic “substances” is asking for
a very traditional type of developmental inguiry, namely one that centers on their
unfoldug al moments in ontogenesis—rather than along micro and sociopenctic
lines (1o, investigating how relationality and dialogicality are actually cstablished
i the time and space of momeat by -moment inleractions).

- Making sense is meant very literally: While sense making lraditionally is a figure
of speech for the mental activity of “understanding.” here we are appealing to the
activiry of sense construal—in action and mteraction between people-—and ooy in
submcquent steps in the head or in the mind of individuals,

0. Note how this resémbles the developmental principle of integration and simultane-

ous differentiction nle some overarching, holistic organization. :

7. " Discursive pulls™ are discursively organized types of making sense: although they
can he analyzed as having an existence outside of concrete interactions and cxercis:

[
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ing acertin shetornical power over idviduals and therr actions, owr analysis below
only attends 1o these “pulls” nsodan as participants of the ideraction aclhoally evoke
thies categores and display these Zpalls" o their imeractions

. Mote howe Both Mictor and Stanton seart cach of their torns marking an overall agree-
mend belore deibing their dissgreement. And note further how therr exchanges
displioy an overall sense of tentativeness and play talness.
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