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Abstract
Vieira, M. 2020. Moments on a City Bus. Micro-sociology of Non-verbal Interaction
in Urban Bus-riding. 305 pp. Uppsala: Department of Sociology, Uppsala University.
ISBN 978-91-506-2819-7.

This thesis seeks to contribute to research on social interaction in public (and semi-public) places
in general, and research on non-verbal mundane interaction in these places in particular. By
paying empirical attention to the non-verbal interaction that takes place in the context of riding
a city bus – which is a contained and time-limited form of social activity – this thesis explores
the theoretically rich source of information about mundane interaction that this specific social
activity offers. By systematically applying a Goffmanian-informed conceptual framework to
the analysis of data collected through participant observation, this thesis examines what this
framework can offer to micro-sociological understandings of mundane non-verbal interaction.
Moreover, this thesis investigates whether bodily cues for race, gender and age (and the sense
of similarity and difference that they convey), play a role in the non-verbal mundane interaction
that takes place in city busses. The assumption that mundane non-verbal interaction in a time-
and space-constrained setting such as a city bus could be influenced by obvious phenotypical
similarities and differences between the bodies of the people that engage in this interaction, is
also hereby explored.

The empirical material utilized in this thesis has been generated through a carefully designed
study of city bus riding that relies on participant observation (over a period of 10 months),
and is based on the operationalization of an array of parameters to study non-verbal interaction
in a theoretically-informed and systematic manner. The analyses performed allowed for the
methodical study of what time, space and phenotypical variations mean to the non-verbal
mundane interaction that takes place in city busses (a total 200 hours of observations were
recorded in systematized field notes resulting in 136 interaction moments, which were coded
along 307 parameters using ATLAS.ti).

The results suggest that while previous research on urban bus riding alludes to three
dimensions of social interaction that are worthy of our attention – time, space, and (travelling)
bodies – there is also a fourth dimension that scholars of social interaction (both verbal and non-
verbal) ought to take into account (i.e. codes for interaction). The results indicate also that it is
through the systematic attention to interaction moments (by acknowledging their dimensions, by
taking into account features of gestures, and through detailed comparisons with other interaction
moments) that we can achieve a deeper and detailed understanding of mundane non-verbal
interaction in everyday life. Thus, by exposing new aspects of social interaction that future
research can explore, as well as offering an array of new angles that it ought to consider (such
as different aspects of intensity of involvement and types of territorial orientation to name but
a few), this thesis expands the micro-sociological imagination of what mundane non-verbal
interaction entails.

This thesis proposes that there is nothing inconsequential or fleeting about mundane non-
verbal interaction in everyday life. This thesis shows namely that in the mundane non-verbal
interaction that takes place in the public spaces that are city busses, the socially coded bodies of
the riders, and therefore also the phenotypical similarities and differences between them, may
be a part of the interaction space created and reshaped in each interaction moment. Thus, not
only is mundane non-verbal interaction full of events, rhythms, and nuances in intensity, this
interaction seems also to be heavily mediated by the phenotypical cues that are imprinted in our
bodies, which is why labeling this interaction ‘mundane’ is deceiving.

Keywords: public places, mundane, non-verbal interaction, interaction moments, gestures,
homogeneous/heterogeneous interaction, micro-sociology, Goffman, bus-riding, riders, time,
space, bodies, interaction norms, structured participant observation, fieldnotes, territories,
involvement, rituals
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1. Introduction 

While sitting on a bus taking notes, I note that a white younger female bus rider 
sits in the window seat across from the exit, gazing out, and that a non-white 
older female sits in the aisle seat next to her. The white younger female 
passenger reads a book, without looking up. She shifts her gaze from the 
window and looks down at the bag instead, a bag that she has simultaneously 
put on her lap. As she does this, she turns her upper body towards the non-
white older female passenger while leaning a bit forward. As I keep watching 
them, I note that the non-white older female must have noticed the movement 
of the white younger female because she casts a quick gaze at her and that she 
leans forward erecting her back while putting her book in her bag. While the 
bus slows down, the non-white older female leaves the aisle seat that she has 
been sitting on for a while making a graceful turn to the vacant seat in front of 
her. In other words, she slides in and takes the window seat… I marvel on how 
there seems to be a flow to these bus passengers’ bodily interaction. The white 
younger female stands in the aisle close to the exit and gazes forward to the 
front of the bus while the bus slows down; she turns her gaze towards the floor 
where she is going to step in a second, takes the step and gets off the bus. The 
non-white older female gazes at the white younger female when she gets off 
the bus. I sit there watching it all and wondering if anybody has studied this 
kind of non-verbal interaction. (notes from observations while riding a city 
bus) 

The note above resembles the kinds of ethnographic notes that you will be 
becoming acquainted with while reading this thesis. This text is namely about 
mundane non-verbal interaction on city buses. My work is heavily influenced 
by Goffman’s claim that what makes sociologically interesting everyday inter-
action is actually “not […] men and their moments. Rather moments and their 
men” (Goffman, 1967, p. 3). This thesis is about the kind of interaction seldom 
reflected upon but actually providing enormous insight into how people inter-
act with one another in public and semi-public places. That is, this thesis is 
about an activity–riding a city bus–that many people have participated in at 
some point in their life.  

When I am asked what my thesis is about, I am almost always bombarded with 
all kinds of preconceptions about what it is that I have been studying. Most 
people have their own bus stories like the story above. Most stories are about 
how social norms are broken in different ways, how people share or do not 
share space on a bus, how time tables work or do not work, how people stare, 
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how people avoid eye contact, how people are too noisy, too quiet, too self-
absorbed, too social, too different, too similar and, simply put, what seems to 
motivate city bus riders to act in certain ways. The impression I have gotten 
through the years I have worked on this thesis is that most people know, or 
think they know, what happens when they ride a city bus. This thesis will, to 
some extent, question some of the anecdotal (and over simplified) stories 
about what happens on a bus and how social interaction plays out in that 
setting. At the core of what I do–and as the thesis will show–is the revelation 
that there is more to mundane non-verbal social interaction than meets the 
eye1.  

 

When the bus stories come from fellow sociologists, I am often asked what it 
is about mundane non-verbal interaction that makes this a sociologically 
interesting object of study. In addition to the obvious fact that strangers 
interacting on a city bus are governed by several rules pertaining to interaction 
order, sometimes norms also regulate (among other things) where we can, for 
example, sit when trying to find a seat. In Sweden, it is socially expected that 
a person who climbs into a bus in a hurry will scan the interior looking for a 
seat that maintains some physical distance from other riders. If there are seats 
available and if the bus is not crowded, most people in Sweden will not sit 
next to a fellow passenger since riding a city bus is not a social event as it is 
in other parts of the world. Most people in Sweden, for example, will not strike 
up a conversation with a total stranger on a city bus. There are unspoken rules 
that to some extent dictate what is perceived to be appropriate etiquette on a 
city bus. However, as noted by the American anthropologist Edward T. Hall 
(1973), these unspoken rules may vary between cultures. Verbal interaction 
while riding a city bus in Sweden (if it happens at all) is often limited to non-
committal phrases such as “Is this seat taken?”, “Sorry”, “Thank you”, and 
“You are welcome”. In this sense, city-bus riding, I argue, offers a unique 
opportunity for a systematic, Goffmanian-informed study of mundane non-
verbal interaction.  

 
1 In the analysis chapters, pictures are used as associative tools to vivify the non-verbal 
interaction moments in the context of city-bus riding.  
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There are many reasons why I find a study of city bus riding fertile ground for 
a study of mundane non-verbal interaction. For example, one of the aspects of 
riding a bus is the riders’ proximity to strangers as well as the proximity to 
(and the volumes of) props (i.e., things) that people have with them while 
riding a city bus. The fact that there is little control over this type of situation 
is also something that makes riding a city bus a particularly interesting case 
for a study of mundane non-verbal interaction. Riders are, in principle, 
transported (the rider’s body and belongings) along with other people’s bodies 
and belongings. In addition, fellow passengers bring their expectations and 
strategies for social interaction. Importantly, the possibilities for proximity 
and distance are limited in this setting because of time and space constraints. 
While waiting for a bus, while finding a seat, while seated and while getting 
off a bus, riders have very limited time and space to evaluate the interaction 
alternatives that they have at their disposal. After all, riders depend on the 
timetables (i.e., the bus schedule), and some trips are actually quite short. 
Therefore, the particularity of the mundane non-verbal interaction on bus rides 
lies, as this thesis shows, in these three key aspects: bodies, time, and space. 
These limitations are part of the reason why this type of mundane interaction 
is here sometimes referred to as contained. 

As a social activity, riding a city bus belongs to the social realm of the 
everyday and mundane. The mundanity of this type of interaction is multi-
faceted, an aspect that will be discussed in the following chapter. For now, it 
is important to stress that this thesis is particularly concerned with the type of 
mundane non-verbal interaction that takes place because one rider is heading 
to some social occasion in some other place. In other words, this thesis 
concerns interaction that takes place in-between different activities, an inter-
action that has received scant scholarly attention, at least until this thesis. 
Therefore, recalling Hviid Jacobsen’s anthology on encounters in everyday 
life seems appropriate. Jacobsen argues that everyday life is something that is 
“just there” (2009, p. 9). Although common and accessible, everyday life is 
largely neglected. Similarly, Mondada (2009, p. 1977) stresses the fact that 
the seemingly trivial act of stopping somebody on the street for whatever 
reason (e.g., asking for the time, for help, and for directions) has received very 
little detailed and systematic attention. Moreover, contained mundane inter-
action (the kind that happens in public or semi-public spaces and can involve 
unfamiliar co-participants dynamically moving in and out of converging and 
diverging tracks) has received little attention. However, some researchers 
have looked at these daily activities in light of the way strangers interact: 
Kendon (2004; 1981) focuses on non-verbal communication; Wolfinger 
(1995) explores pedestrian interaction; Perry et al. (2010) examine interaction 
around trash-cans; and Mondada (2009) investigates the organization of 
mutual trajectories of pedestrians. To a certain extent, these works address the 
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particularity of the context for non-verbal interaction that encompasses 
interactional space (volumes and distances): the amount of time gestures are 
carried out and the bodies that carry out these gestures. However, these works 
are the exceptions. Overall, mundane non-verbal interaction has received 
surprisingly little attention, an issue this thesis aims to address. Thus, this 
thesis focuses on mundane, unplanned, and emergent instances of interaction 
that take place in contained spaces that are “at the edge of an imminent 
encounter” (Mondada, 2009, p. 1977).  

The fact that this sort of interaction is often limited in time means that people 
may act on the basis of assumptions connected to social categorization and 
rely on cues coming from assumed bodily characteristics2 such as those as-
sociated with differences in race, gender, age, and functionality. In light of all 
of this, and as the chapters that follow will show, non-verbal interaction is a 
powerful communication tool in social situations: 

Man does not live by words alone; all subjects are situated in a space in which 
they must either recognize themselves or lose themselves, a space which they 
may both enjoy and modify. (Lefebvre, 1991, p. 35)  

Thus, non-verbal interaction in everyday life entails using our bodies to 
navigate, negotiate, and communicate. We alter our posture, the dynamics and 
scope with which we move our limbs and handle our weight, according to the 
spaces we find ourselves in and in relation to the people and things we are 
surrounded by. However, as alluded above, although these non-verbal aspects 
of social interaction are partially recognized in the field of communication 
research (e.g., Holland et al., 2007; Kendon, 2004; Kendon et al., 1981; 
Knapp, Hall, & Horgan, 2013), systematic sociological investigations of this 
type of interaction are lacking.  

Surely, some sociologists will say that there are studies that highlight non-
verbal interaction. Goffman’s works (1959, 1961b, 1966, 1967, 1968, 1971, 
1983) are prime examples of such scholarship and this is indisputable. 
Highlighting the importance of mundane non-verbal interaction in a theoreti-
cal manner is not, however, the same as studying it empirically in a systematic 
fashion. Therefore, this thesis investigates what a Goffmanian-informed ana-
lysis of non-verbal interaction can offer to studies of mundane everyday 
interaction.  

 
2 When studying non-verbal interaction, studies must examine cues that may be seen as “given 
off” by the body. Social class (e.g., requiring knowledge of trends in fashion) would not be 
considered as imprinted on the body in the same way as, for example, facial appearance. 
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Why choose Goffman as a theoretical point of departure? Why not investigate 
what another theoretic framework could offer to a systematic study of munda-
ne non-verbal interaction? The choice to focus on a Goffmanian-informed 
theoretic framework is threefold: 1) Goffman deals with public (and/or semi-
public); 2) Goffman has often been a point of departure for scholars who 
theorize about social interaction; and 3) Goffman’s theories encapsulate the 
assumptions in the research field focusing on social interaction that we can 
study non-verbal interaction using the same theoretical and methodological 
tools we use to study verbal interaction.     

Before explicitly spelling out what the aims of this thesis are, it seems 
necessary to mention that I have found it a bit baffling that no scholarship has 
attempted to apply a Goffmanian-informed theoretical framework to mundane 
social interaction studies. Although studies on social interaction (mundane 
and non-mundane) borrow from Goffman’s conceptual framework, sociolo-
gists have not systematically applied Goffman’s approach. Thus, following in 
the interactionist tradition, this thesis aims to systematically apply a 
Goffmanian-informed framework in a micro-sociological study of social in-
teraction in city bus riding to explore what this theoretical approach can offer 
to the understanding of mundane non-verbal interaction.  

The main research question of this thesis is as follows: 

1. What can a Goffmanian-informed micro-analysis of non-verbal 
interaction on a city bus offer to the study of mundane interaction 
in everyday life? 

To address this aim, a series of analytical steps have been taken. The first one 
of these entails taking the time and space constraints of city bus riding 
seriously. Taking this stance means that the micro-analysis performed is cog-
nizant of the key phases of a city bus ride. Thus, the second research question 
is as follows:    

2. What are the non-verbal interaction patterns in the different phases3 
of riding a bus?  

Finally, this thesis explores the assumption mentioned earlier: that social 
categorization plays a role in how mundane non-verbal interaction plays out. 
When interacting with others, people categorize one another using cues 
associated with social positions (race, age, gender, etc.) to decide how to make 

 
3 Worth noting is that this research question will not be addressed in terms of comparison of 
different phases of bus-riding. This will be further explained in Chapter 4. 
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sense of others and how to orient ourselves in relation to others. West and 
Zimmerman (2002) claim, for example, that gender (and presumably other 
social positions connected to bodily characteristics such as skin color) can be 
seen as a product of social doings. Furthermore, the visually evident “gender, 
race and age” (Howard & Hollander, 1997, p. 76) are consequential to social 
interaction, and seem, as the analysis performed in this thesis suggests, 
particularly relevant to mundane non-verbal interaction: 

When we enter a situation, we must attend to some things in the environment 
and, by implication fail to attend to others. We store some information into 
memory, again by implication, neglect to store other information. When neces-
sary, we retrieve some information from long-term memory, bringing it to im-
mediate consciousness, and fail to retrieve other information. (Howard & 
Hollander, 1997, p. 7)   

In their seminal work Gendered Situations, Gendered Selves: A Social Lens 
on Social Psychology, Howard and Hollander argue that the processes of 
attention, memory, and social inference described above are slightly modified 
when social positions are considered and that disregarding these positions is 
not an easy task. They claim that social position and the social experience 
influence how people conduct themselves in social interactions.  

During interaction, people enact their assumptions and convey messages 
about which identities are important to them and what these identities may 
mean to others. Therefore, the way in which people categorize each other on 
the basis of non-verbal cues, such as those imprinted on our bodies, is connec-
ted to these processes of attention, assumptions, and expectations. This thesis 
assumes that bodily cues (and the sense of similarity and difference that they 
convey) play a role in the non-verbal mundane interaction in the city bus 
riding context. Many have argued that the most obvious categorization work 
people engage in relies on the visual characteristics of people’s bodies (e.g., 
Cornell & Hartmann, 1998; Pickering, 2001). Therefore, this thesis uses bodi-
ly characteristics or phenotypical variations as key categories during data col-
lection.  

Studying race and racialization, sociologist Michael Banton defines 
phenotype (in Cashmore, 2004, pp. 315-316) as “a visible or measurable 
appearance” of a person with respect of attributes. That is, phenotype is what 
one sees, for example, skin color, hair form, and bone structure. Moreover, 
and what is relevant in this thesis, Banton argues that applying the concept of 
phenotypical variations (or phenotypical differences and similarities) is “a 
relatively culture-free way of designating differences [and similarities] as 
opposed to using the word ‘race’ [or age and gender], the meaning of which 
varies from one historical period and one culture to another” (Banton in 
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Cashmore, 2004, p. 316). Based on this observation, because our cognitive 
abilities and time for interaction are limited, the visual characteristics 
(typically assigned to a race, an age, and a gender) may play a more significant 
role in mundane non-verbal interaction in a city bus riding context. 

Thus, the third research question has been analytically designed to explore if 
and how non-verbal cues from social positions (associated with race, age, and 
gender4) influence this interaction. At the very core of this third question is the 
assumption that mundane non-verbal interaction in a constrained setting with 
respect to time and space may be influenced by obvious phenotypical 
similarities between bodies–i.e., homogenous interaction–and obvious pheno-
typical differences between bodies–i.e., heterogeneous interaction. Thus, the 
final research question that this thesis will address is as follows: 

3. Are there differences (or similarities) in the patterns observed in 
homogeneous and heterogeneous non-verbal interaction, and does 
the systematic analysis of these observations expand the 
understanding of mundane interaction in everyday life? 

These questions are meant to explore the thesis’ main objective: the applica-
tion a Goffmanian-informed framework in a micro-sociological study of 
social interaction in city bus riding in order to explore how the systematic 
application of this framework contributes to the understanding of mundane 
non-verbal interaction. 

The thesis begins with a chapter that reviews the literature on social interaction 
in public spaces and the literature on bus riding in particular to show what the 
research gaps are as far as this research topic is concerned. The next chapter, 
a theory chapter5, presents the relevant aspects of social interaction theory with 
a focus on interaction moments and interaction ritual, the two concepts from 
which this thesis departs. This chapter is followed by a description of the 
methodology used, which focuses on participant observation and ethnographic 
characterization since these are the data collection tools that have been used 
to answer the three research questions. This chapter also includes a description 
of the data analysis method that has been chosen. 

 
4 The phenotypical variation (social position) referred here to as gender is in this thesis used as 
a descriptive characteristic only. This is further elaborated on in Chapter 4, where 
methodological choices are discussed regarding the data collection process.  
 
5 In chapter 1-4, I often use italics and capitalization to help the reader connect the concepts to 
the items in the tables used in this thesis. The use of these special effects is in the analysis 
chapters diminished in order to improve readability. 
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Preceding the two analysis chapters–Homogeneous Interaction and 
Heterogeneous Interaction–I present a roadmap to the analysis chapters since 
the data collected are not only very rich but also incredibly detailed (as the 
observation note at the beginning of the introduction reveals). Since the 
systematic application of the Goffmanian-informed framework is not some-
thing that interactionist studies of mundane verbal and non-verbal interaction 
have done, I outline my use of abbreviations in the fieldnotes. In addition, 
because phenotypical similarities and differences in social positions inform 
the analysis (as research question 3 shows), the two analysis chapters provide 
a great deal of information. Thus, the section I have entitled “Roadmap” gives 
valuable insight into how this thesis is structured, the ways in which the data 
have been visualized to make them accessible to the kind of systematic 
analysis needed, and the abbreviations used in fieldnotes in order to analyze 
the similarities and differences associated with the third research question. In 
other words, this ethnographic study uses tables to display the data (see 
Attachments, Tables 1-7) so that a systematic analysis can be performed. This 
is an unorthodox way of writing ethnography and one that I will address in 
Chapter 4. The last chapter of the thesis relates the results of the analysis to 
the broader scholarly debate presented in the literature review. 
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2. Literature Review 

This chapter, a review of previous research, is divided in two sections: 
Literature Review of Social Interaction in Public Spaces and Literature 
Review of Bus Riding. The first section overviews the trends in research on 
social interaction in public spaces, and the second section deals more specifi-
cally with the themes related to the focus of this thesis–bus riding.  

2.1. Literature Review of Social Interaction in Public 
Spaces6  

Previous studies of everyday social interaction mainly deal with specific 
institutional contexts such as school, workplace, and health care (mental and 
public health, and hospitals) as well as issues connected to gender, age, race, 
and ethnicity in these contexts. For example, several studies examine how 
social interactions and social institutions contribute to the everyday construc-
tion of age, race, or gender (see for instance Krekula, 2009; Burns et al., 2007; 
Phoenix et al., 2003), how talking, thinking, acting, and laughing in street 
interaction contribute to street identities (McGovern, 2012), and how every-
day social interaction contributes to learning processes (De Rosney, Fink, 
Begeer, Slaughter, & Peterson, 2014; Ranker, 2015). Sociological studies of 
everyday social interaction are also concerned with different forms of social 
categorization processes and tend to focus on institutional inclusion and 
exclusion (Adams & Kirova, 2007; Fangen, Fossan, & Mohn, 2010; Otten, 
Zee, & Brewer, 2014). In addition, studies about urban events and everyday 
interaction address some of the interactional aspects relevant to studying non-
verbal interaction such as aspects related to space. For example, Citroni and 
Karrholm’s (2019) comparative ethnography focuses on the life of certain 
spaces and what happens when spaces are managed for special events.  

Clearly, previous research on social interaction has often focused on specific 
social institutional contexts–e.g., schools, workplaces, and health care institu-
tions. Moreover, as shown above and alluded to in the introduction, the 

 
6 Appendix 1. 
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analysis of social interaction has favored conversations, institutional talk, and 
professional interactions in meetings, medical consultations, or domestic con-
texts. 

2.1.1. Why is Public Space Important for Mundane Social 
Interaction? 

Before this review continues, it is important to distinguish between public 
space and public place, a difference that most previous studies other than i 
Gieryn (2000) and Holland et al. (2007) ignore. What is place and how does 
it relate to space? In a sociological study on how space and place are ap-
proached in current research, Gieryn (2000) conceives space as abstract 
geometries (e.g., distance, direction, size, shape, and volume) detached from 
material form and place as material form. In line with Gieryn’s (2000) 
argument, Holland et al. (2007), in their empirical health and social science 
research project examining how different people routinely use different public 
places, suggest that space is what place becomes when it is drained of its 
things, meanings, and values. Therefore, space seems to exclude social 
interaction to a certain extent. In other words, a serious investigation of social 
interaction should consider how social interaction influences the context in 
which the interaction takes place–i.e., how social interaction turns a space into 
a place. An analogous construction is seen when people speak of turning a 
house into a home by filling their house with objects and meanings associated 
with different spaces such as a specific person’s room, study, and lounge. 
Therefore, understanding the ways in which place is socially produced is 
essential to understanding how individuals and groups engage with public 
place. Correspondingly, place is space filled with rules, people, actions, 
functions, social objects, representations, and estimations of accessibility. 
Moreover, as concluded by Mondada (2009), when interacting, people 
collaborate to produce interactional space. In this sense, interactional space is 
place in the making.  

Interactional space consists of “actions that reveal anticipation of collision, 
facilitation of navigation, maintaining togetherness, passing and crossing 
others” (Mondada, 2009, p. 1979). Therefore, establishment of a new inter-
actional space is shaped by the way people are arranged such as when trash is 
disposed (Perry et al., (2010). Consequently, interactional space is actively 
and constantly shaped and sustained by the participants’ bodies, glances, and 
gestures during an interaction, such as a pedestrian interaction (Wolfinger, 
1995) or a street interaction (Whyte, 2009). Therefore, a place is defined by 
people interacting with other people, social objects, and representations.  
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Why consider public space in a study of non-verbal mundane interaction in 
city bus riding contexts? One way to answer this question is to relate it to this 
difference between space and place. That is, a city bus (and a bus stop area) is 
a public place filled with people and mundane interactions (rules, actions, 
functions, social objects, representations, and estimations of accessibility). 
However, even if the interactions take place in a public place that influence 
the interaction in several ways, it seems also plausible that the space (e.g., the 
distances between interactants and social objects, the directions of gaze, 
movement, and gesture, the physical features of the people and objects, and 
the number of people and social objects) is significant for the interaction 
patterns that evolve in this public place. The interaction patterns, in this sense, 
create the interactional space. I am proposing that where (the place) mundane 
social interaction takes place is significant because it conditions the how, why, 
and what (the rules of conduct) mundane social interactions take place. This 
confluence will be further explored in the sections that follow, starting with a 
dimension of public places–i.e., its function. 

2.1.2. Function of Public Places 

This section draws attention to a dimension of public places that an analysis 
of previous research found to be of importance for the study of social inter-
action in public places. This dimension is called function and has to do with 
the different ways in which different public places are used by different groups 
of people. Additionally, function encompasses the type of interaction that is 
made possible in the public place. Therefore, this section examines what 
research says about what takes place in public places. Do the interactions and 
activities match the supposed function of the public place? What do people 
expect from these public places? What functions, behaviors, and expectations 
are supported by the social objects such as trash cans, park benches, street 
furniture, and other components of urban landscape? What do people do in 
public places? Public places are used for leisure (Peters, 2010), for meeting 
strangers (Thompson, 2002), and for passing by, i.e. as pathways (Butcher, 
2011; Thompson, 2002, p. 61). That is, public places are places that people 
use to walk in, walk through, sit, stand, travel, skate, prepare food, eat food, 
and dispose of trash (e.g., Arslanli, Unlukara, & Dokmeci, 2011; Britton, 
2008a; Butcher, 2011; Carro, Valera, & Vidal, 2010; Day, 1999, 2006; 
Elsheshtawy, 2013; Flusty, 2000; Holland et al., 2007; Loukaitou-Sideris, 
2003; Low, 2001; Perry et al., 2010; Peters, 2010; Wardhaugh, 2009; 
Wardrop, 2006; Wolfinger, 1995). A sociological study concerning urban 
development and planning of public places in Istanbul (Arslanli et al., 2011) 
examines the function of the places being studied, emphasizing “successful 
public [places]” as places that are heavily used and that follow the changing 
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demands and needs of society such as demands for creating areas for walking, 
bicycling, strolling, sitting, and watching the surroundings. Whyte (2009, p. 
105) argues that “a good new [place] builds its constituency–gets people into 
new habits, like eating outdoors; introduces them to use new paths.”  

Much of the literature seems to assume that public places are intended to be 
used as designed (i.e., in the right way) and this assumption is embedded in 
broader discussions about, for example, social stratification of public places 
or different kinds of violations of rules and regulations. For example, Day 
(1999) sees activities such as sitting, walking, standing, shopping, or exerci-
sing in public places performed by middle class women as reflecting and 
shaping these women’s understanding of race and their feelings of fear and 
safety. The interaction with other people (known and unknown) and with 
social objects (e.g., gates, trash cans, and street furniture) in public places is 
framed by the use of the place during these activities. Similarly, Wardrop 
(2006) found that street food is produced and consumed in heavily gendered 
spaces (the streets in South Africa). Wardrop argues that the space of the street 
has diverse, sometimes dissonant, functions as multiple users occupy the street 
in different ways at different times (2006, p. 678). In her study, the women 
cook in temporarily constructed street kitchens and the men, working at the 
nearby factories, eat the street food while they sit on the ground and socialize. 
This public place can thus be said to reinforce socially coded assumptions 
about gender through food practices, preparation, and consumption. However, 
Wardrop also found that the possibility of food preparation and food consump-
tion provided opportunities for social interaction in this public place. It seems 
that public places provide opportunities for people to connect and interact.    

Street interaction such as walking or occupying a specific part of a street is 
highlighted in Britton’s (2008b) study. Britton describes the function of a 
street corner or an alley claimed by a group of black men as providing a 
connection to the group and legitimizing excluding strategies against others. 
In other words, public places can strengthen the exclusion of some groups of 
people that are seen as different. The dissociative or dividing function of 
public places may be even more complex. For example, Low (2001) found 
that a gated area was used by residents to diminish their fear of crime and 
violence from racialized Others outside the walls, inducing a perception of 
safety within the walls. On the other hand, as stressed by Low (2001), the 
walls also fortify the feeling of exposure when the residents leave their gated 
area or when people enter the gated area to carry out (often low status) work 
within the walls. The function of walls and gates is thus to reduce the fear and 
induce safety simultaneously as the walls exclude racialized Others and define 
them as posing a danger to the residents. This thesis examines the most ob-
vious way to divide people–putting up walls between them–and contrasts this 
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to the least obvious way to divide people–when access to specific public spa-
ces is not denied by the public places themselves but by the fact that certain 
social categories are excluded from them.  

In their study of perception of insecurity among the users of Barcelona’s 
public places, Carro et al. (2010) argue, in a similar fashion as Low, that per-
ception of insecurity in public places is linked to social interaction processes 
and to the social construction of insecurity. Similarly, in a sociological 
ethnographic study, Anderson (1999) addresses insecurity, danger, and 
violence with focus on how “the street” arranges patterns for interaction. 
Moreover, Anderson’s ethnographic description reveals how violence and 
hostility become embedded in the definition of mundane interaction as “ra-
cially integrated” (Anderson, 1999, p. 16) interaction. Therefore, it might be 
suggested that the very expectations of threatening behavior from racialized 
Others in certain public places influence social interaction patterns. 
Consequently, the literature suggests that public places stabilize and form so-
cial relations, solidify social differences and hierarchies, ascribe norms for 
social behavior, and arrange patterns of social interactions–i.e., the intended 
and unintended functions of public places.  

Research has also shown that walls and gates are parts of the urban landscape 
that signal various kinds of boundaries in terms of function. These boundaries 
both confine and shut out things and people by arranging patterns of social 
interaction. Social objects such as trash cans, vending machines, sitting areas, 
or other parts of street furniture are also components of urban landscapes and 
support different functions, social behaviors, and expectations. Perry et al.’s 
findings give insight into how people deal with social objects, how actions are 
made accountable, and how behaviors of others are controlled around social 
objects (2010). Perry et al.’s study offers urban street designers a better 
understanding of how the design of these settings–e.g., objects such as 
trashcans, post boxes, vending machines, cash machines, park benches, and 
other street furniture–influence public behavior. Thus social objects can make 
public behavior visible and, as noted by Whyte (2009), irrespective of their 
shape and size, they can attract people and therefore offer possibilities for 
interaction.  

Emphasizing mundane social interaction in relation to the safety of public 
places, Wolfinger’s (1995) study also shows that although considerable atten-
tion is often paid to the disorderliness of public places and the contemporary 
news media offer endless stories of street crime,  

all of this overlooks our day-to-day experiences; the great majority of our 
interactions with strangers in public places proceeds comfortably and 
smoothly. […] Certainly our streets are not devoid of hazards, but in sheer 
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numbers they pale in comparison to the countless acts of trust we each 
experience every day. (Wolfinger, 1995, p. 338)  

Wolfinger highlights the exploration of mundane everyday social interaction 
to gain a more nuanced knowledge of social interaction in public places, a way 
that reaches beyond assumptions that are often made about it. Wolfinger’s 
study will be explored in more detail, but here it is important to emphasize the 
significance of studying the mundane and discussing safety as a feature of 
function of public places since walls, park benches, illumination, security 
guards as well as rules of public behavior can contribute to the kind of formal 
and informal regulations that develop in relation to behavior in these places. 
Moreover, in the interaction processes, the involved actors attribute meaning 
to both the social interaction taking place and the built forms (walls, street 
corners, etc.) or natural spots that convey such as dichotomies as 
safe/dangerous, ours/theirs, public/private, and rich/poor. This will be further 
explored in the section on accessibility since it has to do with how public pla-
ces are stratified by city design. The point here is that research on public places 
suggests that function does not always coincide with how people in fact act in 
these places, in other words, the social norms and norm violations. That is, the 
safety of a public place is embedded in the regular use of the public place. As 
such, the feeling of safety that public places convey allows us to proceed 
without comment, preserving the flow of interactions that allows actions to go 
on (as it seems) unnoticed.  

The research alluded to here suggests that social interaction in public places 
depends on or is conditioned by certain elements of the urban landscape 
(walls, streets, plazas, social objects, and street furniture). The function of 
public places is thus to encourage or hinder interaction by enhancing per-
ceptions of safety (stay places) and exposure (passing quickly) and controlling 
the behavior and expectations of the users. Research on public places shows, 
in other words, that places that function optimally tend to form and stabilize 
social relations, providing connection and sociality, maintaining social diffe-
rences, hierarchies, and ascribing norms for social interactions and other be-
haviors.  

2.1.3. Rules of (Public) Conduct  

Since public places arrange patterns of social interaction, it is now time to look 
into why and how the function of public places influences actions and expec-
tations.  

As suggested earlier, all public places have formal and informal rules and re-
gulations ascribed to them by different authorities or created over time by 
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everyday users. Therefore, society does not need to actively reinforce formal 
patterns of interaction in public places as the users are expected to already 
know what constitutes appropriate interactions and behaviors (e.g., Perry et 
al., 2010). In other words, expectations can be as equally compelling as the 
formal rules that exist to regulate interaction.  

Many researchers, such as Whyte (2009), have examined pedestrian behavior, 
but no studies, at least to my knowledge, have considered exactly how pede-
strians develop and sustain the expectation that other pedestrians will behave 
in a way that will meet the requirements of walking on sidewalks or other 
public paths. Instead, researchers attribute pedestrian order to the existence of 
a silent contract between users (see Lofland, 1973). Wolfinger (1995) extends 
this idea by elaborating on the social and collaborative processes by which 
users of public places trust each other to “act like competent pedestrians” 
(1995, p. 323). In other words, the tacit contract about what should take place 
when one is a pedestrian is respected through pedestrians’ collaboration and 
trust in that fellow pedestrians will maintain the contract and act accordingly.      

These tacit contracts of social interaction are exemplified in turn-taking. For 
example, Perry et al. (2010) defines disposing of trash (or trashing) as a largely 
sequential process with no observed instances of people competing to deposit 
their trash simultaneously because bins are too small to be used by several 
people simultaneously. Moreover, because social constraints discourage 
strangers from getting too close to one another and too close to the potentially 
dirty waste when trashing, people maintain specific patterns in how to engage 
in trashing in a public place.7   

Sometimes, when the expectations are not met and/or the informal or formal 
rules of conduct are not followed, negative sanctions may occur. These 
negative sanctions, in the case of formal rules, may require the involvement 
of authorities (Britton, 2008a; and Flusty, 2000), or in the case with informal 
rules, may result in more subtle actions. As for the case of trash disposal, this 
could mean that when a person, often unintentionally, touches trash, he or she 
will feel and perhaps also express discomfort (through, for example, a facial 
expression or body movement). Interaction sequences with others may invol-
ve an exchange of looks because, as emphasized by Mondada (2009, p. 1977), 
“mutual glances are the first form of reciprocity.”  

To approach social interaction as influencing the context in which it takes 
place, which is to transform space into place, the rules of conduct associated 
with different public places are an important element to consider. The rules 

 
7 See Douglas (1969) on the meaning of dirt in different contexts.  
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and regulations ascribed to public places shape the social interaction through 
formal and informal “dos and don’ts,” deploying disciplining codes to ensure 
space is used within particular frameworks. In a study of regulation of public 
places in relation to begging in two South Asian cities, Wardhaugh (2009) 
found that begging takes place in clearly defined locations and follows estab-
lished codes of behavior. These codes vary according to where begging is per-
formed and the time of day. Wardhaugh (2009, p. 336) concludes that begging 
is an accepted behavior, for example, near religious institutions and at certain 
times of the day.  

Different activities are, thus, subject to various forms of formal and informal 
regulations that act as compelling codes for social behavior. When rules are 
broken, interaction is interrupted, resulting in negative sanctions of some sort. 
As noted above, both formal and informal rules of conduct are connected to 
the location where interactions take place. Therefore, location can also be 
approached as an interactional aspect of public places, a perspective that re-
search refers to as territorial behavior (e.g., Britton, 2008a; Costa, 2012; 
Flusty, 2000). Territoriality is defined as interactional processes that are 
characterized by making claims on and/or defending a public area. Different 
actions of territorial claiming are regulated by social norms within the public 
social order of a particular public place.  

Interestingly, most previous studies of this issue have relied on self-reports, 
including data collected from interviews that either confirm or refute 
statements regarding territorial preferences and behaviors. Some of these 
statements have been confirmed more or less extensively through observa-
tional data (e.g., Britton, 2008a; Costa, 2012; Flusty, 2000; Perry et al., 2010; 
Whyte, 2009; Wolfinger, 1995). Such studies are interesting for both the topic 
of this thesis and for the methodology used, ethnography and participant 
observation. By observing the seating patterns of university students, Costa 
(2012) concluded that students consistently choose the same seat:  

This territorial behavior emerges also if people do not have the possibility to 
personalize ‘their’ space and to defend it against the invasion of other users 
when they are absent. (Costa, 2012, p. 718)  

Similarly, Whyte (2009), writing about sitting preferences and daily inter-
action in plazas, found that people’s preferences may be guided by their social 
positions when the place is crowded: 

When a place is jammed, people sit where they can; this may or may not be 
where they most want to. After the main crowd has left, the choices [of where 
to sit] can be significant. (Ibid. 2009, p. 106) 
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Moreover, Whyte noted a difference in types of social interaction depending 
on the public place (streets and plazas). This finding suggests that informal 
regulations may influence interaction preferences of actors, which are 
determined by the type of place where the interaction occurs. Therefore, the 
next section will deal with another dimension of social interaction in public 
places: the accessibility of public places.  

2.1.4. Accessibility – Stratified Urban Places 

Earlier, it was suggested that social interaction is conditioned by the place in 
which it happens. Now, it is time to explore social interaction in terms of what 
it signifies in relation to the accessibility of public places. In the previous 
sections, the use of different public places as well as formal and informal rules 
and regulations were related to what they mean for different expectations re-
garding behaviors for different social groups. This section will investigate the 
question of how social interaction is influenced by the stratification of public 
places (i.e., the classification of people based on shared socio-economic con-
ditions). 

Previous research recognizes that current development of urban public places 
results in a “fragmentation of urban public space into more complex entities” 
(see for instance Kirby, 2008, p. 75). This fragmentation seems to be the 
function of corporations producing more clearly defined places such as 
shopping malls, private places of entertainment, residential developments, and 
office parks (e.g., Flusty, 2000; Low, 2001) that can only be entered and used 
by invitation or by an incorporation of specific external characteristics:  

Those whose appearance is different in some matter – due to poverty, gender, 
age, ethnicity or religious observance – may be singled out for scrutiny and 
may be denied entry. (Kirby, 2008, p. 75) 

In other words, the literature discusses claiming social space and being seen 
in public as a way for social groups to legitimatize their right to belong in the 
society (e.g., Holland et al., 2007). Yet, because public places are available to 
everyone, they are often considered contested spaces (e.g., Flusty, 2000; 
Wardhaugh, 2009) that can be used to play out opposition, confrontation and 
resistance. These contestations may involve people from a range of social 
groups based on gender, age, skin color, and sexuality, to name just a few. 
Therefore, public places can also be imbued with power relations, since 
particular groups can be encouraged (by specific urban design such as play-
grounds for children), tolerated (minorities by majorities), regulated (skaters), 
and sometimes excluded (homeless and beggars) from public space, depen-
ding on the degree to which they might be deemed ‘in’ or ‘out of place.’ For 
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example, acts such as loitering, skateboarding, drinking, or even passing 
through may be constructed as inappropriate because of particular social re-
presentations about what groups and activities are suitable for a particular pub-
lic place. In other words, social norms in public places contribute to categori-
zation of people based on shared social conditions, resulting in the stratifi-
cation of urban places.  

Low (2001), as mentioned earlier, explored how the discourse of fear of vio-
lence and crime legitimatizes and rationalizes race-based exclusion strategies 
and ultimately residential segregation. Residential segregation reproduces and 
emphasizes residents’ expectations of threatening behavior from certain 
categories of people based on race, age, gender, or other social positions. Low 
concludes that these expectations become associated with certain public 
places and residential areas. Moreover, as Low argues, a psychological lure of 
defending a place becomes more appealing with increasing media coverage 
and reports of minor crimes as well as more serious crimes. Remodeling a 
place (through illumination or by removing traces of deterioration or traces of 
uncivil behavior) to ensure the place’s safety may also strengthen the ascribed 
rules of public conduct, excluding those who violate these rules and strengthen 
social attitudes as to who has ownership of the place. The way public places 
are designed inspires and rationalizes exclusion strategies. In a topology of 
public places based on white women’s expectations of threatening encounters 
with racialized Others, Day (1999) defines “neutral zones” as public places 
such as train stations or shopping malls. These neutral zones, argues Day 
(1999, p. 317), are public places that do not target particular racial or ethnic 
groups (i.e., their function is to accommodate various groups). Instead, these 
neutral zones are ambiguous mixing areas where white women solely “note” 
the presence of racialized Others. However, this does not exclude that these 
neutral zones may be stratified regarding other social positions such as gender 
and age. Moreover, they are labeled neutral zones from a white woman’s per-
spective, which implicitly defines and excludes non-white people as Others.   

From the discipline of geography, Bucher’s (2011) study is worth mentioning 
since it departs from a redevelopment of Delhi reinforced by authorities and 
developers aiming at creating a ‘global city’ through new public transport 
infrastructure. In her analysis of urban mobility of diverse groups of young 
people using the Delhi Metro, she elaborates on the interaction between fields 
of power and disciplining codes influencing social interactions in this public 
place. The formal restrictions that are used in specific public places are often 
approached as connected to political and economic issues of urban 
development, urban planning, as well as privatization of public spaces, which 
is also illuminated in other studies from the same disciplinary field (e.g., 
Flusty, 2000; and Kirby, 2008). Although academic discourse has addressed 
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the problems associated with authoritatively defining the city, it remains to be 
determined what redevelopment and privatization of public places mean for 
the social interaction that takes place within cities. Kirby (2008) suggests that 
the social processes in growing urban areas can be characterized more by 
management than control, implying that authorities expecting profit from 
these places are often reluctant to force conformity. Therefore, the rules and 
regulations can be seen as loosely formulated and open to interpretation even 
though users still experience public places as restricted areas. Moreover, the 
design of public places can also emphasize that they are intended for a special 
category of people (i.e., they are exclusive). 

There are different ways to ensure and control who has access to public places. 
Public places that originally were relatively open may become controlled (e.g., 
streets or squares adjoining shopping malls or restaurants). This change can 
be related to the earlier conclusion that the kind of interaction that is possible 
in a public place is sometimes determined by the function of the place. That 
is, if the place is intended for a function directed at a specific group of people 
(e.g., plazas or entries for businessmen or employers only), those who do not 
belong to this group are simply denied access or met with negative sanctions. 
In this context, place professionals (e.g., urban planners, urban designers, and 
place-owners) are described in the literature as the main formal regulating 
authorities that ascribe formal social norms to places. This social logic of place 
(i.e., who belongs and who is seen as an outsider) is created through norms, 
regulations, claims, deviations, and territoriality that constitute the public 
social order displayed during interaction.   

In regard to how social interaction is influenced by the stratification of public 
places, it has been illuminated earlier that some interaction is rendered out of 
place and therefore met with negative sanctions. However, rather than expli-
citly focusing on social interaction, the previous research emphasizes “beha-
viors” connected to specific social categories that are inappropriate and 
therefore require sanctions. Flusty (2000) provides several examples of sanc-
tions aimed at inappropriate behaviors in public places that are designed 
exclusively for a specific social category of people. For example, in a plaza 
designed for office workers, a seemingly unemployed “professional 
bubbleman” (i.e., a street performer who creates bubbles) could legitimately 
be asked to leave or forcibly be removed for making soap bubble sculptures 
that could  burst on the ground, potentially causing a passerby to slip, laun-
ching a personal injury lawsuit against plaza management (Flusty, 2000). 
Similarly, young Latinos skating in a plaza could be deemed to be physically 
threatening to “legitimate plaza users” (Flusty, 2000). In addition, people 
sitting on the floor rather than standing or sitting on the seats available at the 
Delhi Metro can be potential threats to daily users of the metro, because of 
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their behavior (Butcher, 2011). All these scenarios, which identify some users 
as a threat to other users, can be seen as examples of the illegitimate use of 
public place. In addition, the literature highlights that transgressions against 
the disciplining regulations of the public place are often met with reactions of 
disapproval by the general public (Butcher, 2011). As emphasized in previous 
research, authorities play a significant role in reproducing the normative social 
obligations of the use the of a space by “managing diversity situating it into 
the cultural framework of highly stratified city[ies]” (Butcher, 2011, p. 243). 
The accessibility of public places is diminished by removing behaviors (and 
people) that are out of place. Therefore, public places are much more complex 
than simple issues of public order and design. For example, Holland et al. 
(2007) describes that the undesirable use of street furniture such as benches 
(where alcohol and drug use often take place) is “designed out”, for example, 
by removing benches from parks and plazas. This is in line with Whyte’s 
simple conclusion that “people tend to sit most where there are places to sit” 
(2009, p. 110). The undesirable behavior is thus expected to be removed 
together with the benches. However, by making these places unattractive to 
these groups, they become unattractive to many other potential users. More-
over, the actual “problems” (e.g., addiction) are not resolved, but merely 
moved to another location. These examples suggest that public places can 
sometimes control public behavior and therefore social interaction. 

As previously asserted, people attribute meaning not only to social interaction 
but also to the built environment such as fences surrounding living areas (Low, 
2001) and public green spaces (Thompson, 2002). In disciplines such as urban 
planning, social norms of public places are mostly investigated by focusing 
on daily use practices (e.g., Arslanli et al., 2011; Bendt, Barthel, & Colding, 
2013; Thompson, 2002). In these studies, the attribution of meaning to public 
places is deeply connected to joint activities and practices that produce social 
and material resources for those involved. Thompson (2002), for example, ap-
proaches these issues by looking at how new lifestyles in a democratic society 
are connected to public spaces, specifically non-spatial qualities of landscape: 
‘pathways’– streets as public open places, which offer access to everyone, in 
contrast to ‘stay places’–parks and plazas–that become places for special 
categories of people–e.g. children or older people (Thompson, 2002, p. 61). 
Open pathways are thus generally defined as public and inclusive, but it seems 
that as soon as territories become defined as more enclosed (e.g., parks and 
plazas), they become places for special categories of people. In contrast to the 
openness of the streets supposedly supporting democratic values, Low (2001) 
shows that gated communities (along the lines of what has been presented 
earlier on territoriality) encode social relations and increase social segregation.  
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Therefore, informal rules of conduct for public places are created in everyday 
mundane interaction between the users of these places and elements of urban 
landscape. The research alluded to here explores how the privatization of 
public places as a form of territorial behavior contributes to social and spatial 
segregation in racially diverse urban areas (Banerjee, 2001; Britton, 2008a; 
Day, 2006; Flusty, 2000; Low, 2001).  

On the other hand, contemporary anthropological studies of urban public areas 
focus on heterogeneous centers such as markets, housing projects, gardens 
(Thompson, 2002), parks (Peters, 2010) and homogeneous ghettos that articu-
late macro-urban and micro-urban processes. The focus of these studies re-
semble Low’s (2001) examination of the different ways urban places can di-
vide people. Low (2001, p. 45) notes that contradictions and conflicts between 
people are often drawn more explicitly in suburban areas: “[T]he cultural di-
versity and racial tensions of the center are reflected in the segregation and 
social homogeneity of the suburbs.” Low suggests, in line with the function 
of public place, that gates and walls (similar to boundaries of parks, Metro 
trains, and plazas) encode relations between social categories (e.g., race, age, 
gender, and class) and residential segregation more permanently in a built 
environment. The most obvious way to separate people and limit the use of a 
public place is to build walls to keep out illegitimate users and keep in legiti-
mate users. In other words, public places depend on the built environment 
because the built environment (street furniture, walls, gates etc.) sustains the 
social uses and cultural meanings that weave people together and set people 
apart. Clearly, all public places are not accessible to all people.  

The publicness of public places is thus conditional and contingent. As empha-
sized in this section, several studies  have shown that however public a place 
may be, whether it is accessible largely depends on who you “are”–your skin 
color, age, gender, and status (Britton, 2008a; Carro et al., 2010; Day, 1999; 
Flusty, 2000; Holland et al., 2007; Low, 2001).  

2.1.5. Codes of Interaction – Patterns and Actions 

This section deals with how research on public places has addressed the 
question of how interaction patterns are coded in different ways in different 
public places and what this could mean for coding of social positions (race, 
age and gender). In addition, this section addresses how social interaction 
patterns are made visible through social objects (e.g., trashcans and street 
furniture) and other objects present in public places. Because the previous re-
search on social interaction in public places has been preoccupied with race 
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and gender and especially with the function of public places in relation to sa-
fety, this section will begin by examining how ascribed social roles influence 
social interaction in public places.    

In the context of accessibility, neutral zones such as train stations or shopping 
malls (Day, 1999) are here investigated in terms of how roles are ascribed in 
social interaction and what these roles signify for the interaction patterns that 
unfold. In other public places (e.g., restaurants and grocery stores), users often 
experience safe encounters with racialized Others. However, as noted by Day 
(1999), the expected safety stems from ascribed roles (e.g., servers and 
customers) and from controlled and often commodified representations of 
race. In train stations or on a city bus, these kinds of role expectations are 
absent. Although the roles are similar because all actors are there in the capa-
city of being riders, with similar expectations regarding behavior, the inter-
action may also reveal racialized interaction patterns (i.e., patterns that point 
to a social differentiation based on assumed race) or assumptions regarding 
strangers:  

Neutral zones sometimes reveal racialized others as similar – shopping, 
relaxing – yet not completely so. For instance, one white woman felt unsafe 
when strangers sat too close to her in public spaces. (Day, 1999, p. 318) 

That is, expectations regarding safety may be more complex than a simple 
matter of a public place’s function when it comes to actual encounters and 
social interaction with strangers. However, in relation to the stratification of 
public areas, Low (2001) notes that familiarity (or lack of it) regarding, for 
example, residential areas plays an important role in the perception of safety. 
For example, if an older white female expects threatening actions from young 
non-white males in an unfamiliar public place such as a city bus, she may 
avoid interaction or avoid going to this place all together (i.e., choose another 
bus). The latter strategy (based on her expectations) will keep her from 
becoming familiar with an unfamiliar place and with the people who frequent 
that place, reinforcing the stratification of society.  

Urban areas that are stratified (i.e., geographically segregated and hierarchi-
cally arranged in terms of social belonging) promote different interaction pat-
terns that reflect different social processes. For example, interaction in a pub-
lic place that is characterized as racially diverse in the center of the city may 
be characterized as diverse or integrated but could also be regarded as anony-
mous, detached, or segregated. The same may be the case regarding inter-
action in a similar place in the periphery or in the suburbs. The interpretation 
of these social processes as either one or the other is neither set in stone nor 
substantiated in the literature. Therefore, it seems that interactions between 
different groups of people in public places inspire the label of the place as 
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diverse, detached, or other. That is, the character of the interaction–how 
different people interact and how interaction is socially coded–seems to be 
crucial for people’s expectations of the interactions that take place in the 
public place. However, as argued by Goffman (1959), conduct that is 
appropriate backstage is often not permissible on stage; furthermore, when 
displayed in a wrong setting, a specific conduct may evoke feelings of 
discomfort or even fear, resulting in negative sanctions. In line with Goffman,  
Whyte (2009, p. 21), states: “[T]he street is a stage, and the sense that an 
audience is watching pervades the gestures and movements of the players on 
it”. 

As touched upon discussing the function of specific public places, Britton’s 
(2008b) analysis of the function of specific public places focuses on a group 
of black men asserting exclusive territorial claims to streets and alleys in 
explicitly racial terms and on the resulting interaction patterns that their claims 
have on these public places. In line with what I have just asserted about the 
connection between social coding and expectations on interaction in a 
particular place, Britton suggests that social interaction in public settings may 
be characterized by friendliness and intergroup territorial conflicts in the 
examined settings because these settings are internally differentiated (2008a). 
That is, specific social actors display specific interaction patterns in specific 
public places. 

Social categorization works as a cognitive8 device for sorting out individuals 
as members of different groups (a race, an age, a gender, a social class, etc.) 
and as a quick way (and often incorrect way) of identifying potential or 
unlikely interactions. As stated earlier, mundane social interaction in public 
places such as streets is random and temporal. Consequently, the limited time 
people have at their disposal when interacting with others in these public 
places can affect categorization based on social positions and therefore also 
affect the social interaction, a view that aligns with arguments developed by 
urban ethnographers: 

The high volume and wide variety of fleeting contacts in [public places] focus 
attention on visual cues like skin color and manner of dress that individuals 
use to categorize strangers and acquaintances. (Britton, 2008a, p. 452)  

Some researchers believe that fleeting interactions trigger racial and ethnic 
stereotypes, provoking intergroup suspicions and hostilities manifested, for 

 
8 This is in cognitive sociology discussed in terms of “framing” and used to conceptualize 
factors affecting decisions and evaluations [see for instance Tversky and Kahneman (1981) or 
Brekhus and Ignatow (2019)]. 
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example, as verbal mocking, ignoring, or altering one’s route or pace to avoid 
any further interaction (Britton, 2008a; Elsheshtawy, 2013).  

Holland (2007) uses the phrases “town etiquette” and “country etiquette” to 
describe different types of interaction patterns that people use in public places. 
Country etiquette, associated with a periphery or suburbs, is characterized by 
openly acknowledging the presence of others with a smile, a nod, or a ‘hello.’ 
One might ask whether there is a bus etiquette. Wolfinger (1995), Holland 
(2007), and Perry et al. (2010) found that their participants visibly attended to 
the behavior of others and interpreted the potential actions of others. 
Wolfinger concluded that “pedestrians are obliged to make their presence 
known and to keep alert to the approach to others” (1995, p. 333). However, 
when people find themselves in a “contest”9 (i.e., when two or more people 
sense a challenge), a “game of chicken” is often the result (Wolfinger, 1995). 
By entering a contest, a pedestrian tacitly agrees to forsake the trust that 
usually mediates encounters in public places. This trust between the 
interactants in public places seems to be an important condition for successful 
pedestrian interaction. Some examples of the contests or challenges 
mentioned above are provided in studies touching upon how certain groups of 
people assert exclusive claims to specific public places (e.g., Britton, 2008a; 
Costa, 2012; Flusty, 2000; Holland et al., 2007; Wardhaugh, 2009; Wardrop, 
2006). Moreover, Britton’s study suggests that these claims could be seen as 
contests for the interactional space–a continuous “game of chicken” for the 
right to the street. It seems that people display calculated avoidance techniques 
where a specific level of involvement is required. What is relevant to the study 
at hand is that there seems to be different types of interaction patterns 
associated with different public places. Therefore, based on the previous 
literature on the topic of social interaction in public places, it can be 
hypothesized that specific codes of interaction are displayed by specific social 
actors in specific public places. Some studies also recognize a temporal 
dimension of mundane social interaction in public places by asserting that the 
ephemeral character of interactions may trigger racial and ethnic stereotypes 
in public places.  

Summarizing the literature   

Previous research on social interaction in public places shows that personal 
characteristics such as gender (Bendt et al., 2013; Carro et al., 2010; Day, 
2006; Wardrop, 2006) and race (Blokland & van Eijk, 2010; Britton, 2008a; 
Day, 1999, 2006; Elsheshtawy, 2013; Low, 2001; Peters, 2010) can influence 

 
9 A concept derived from Goffman’s “character contests” (1967, pp. 240–241). According to 
Goffman (1967), any interaction, no matter how mundane, offers a forum of contests where 
opponents are balanced and marginal effort is required to win. 
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the way people behave in these places. The literature also asserts that social 
interaction varies in relation to age (Carro et al., 2010; Flusty, 2000; Holland 
et al., 2007; Loukaitou-Sideris, 2003). Social interactions seem to be condi-
tioned by the social positions of the involved actors. However, this literature 
lacks sensitivity for the combination of these categories in relation to both 
mundane interaction and to public places. Therefore, research on social 
interaction in public space would benefit from a broader perspective on social 
positions. For example, although Wolfinger (1995) focuses on trust in pede-
strian interaction with respect to gender, in passing he notices that gender 
together with race sometimes influences pedestrian interaction. I argue that 
Wolfinger’s study might have shown yet another dimension of trust if he had 
analyzed differences and similarities in how trust is negotiated between people 
that come from different social positions. (This thesis limits social position to 
refer to phenotypical variations in relation to age and race).  

Moreover, it is important to point out that previous research on social 
interaction in public space has been preoccupied with race and gender (i.e., 
two types of social position) in relation to the use and function of urban public 
places but does not seem to consider that interaction in urban public places 
can be affected by social positions. For example, previous research often 
emphasizes interaction in public places but in actuality are merely illuminating 
the different ways public places are used by different groups of people. In 
addition, previous research, such as the anthology on everyday encounters by 
Hviid Jacobsen, seems to assume that everyday interaction is “designed and 
then lived” (2009). This approach risks overlooking not only the micro-
processes of cultural meaning-making in the moment but also the negotiations 
and resolutions of demanding or ambiguous everyday situations. The previous 
literature rarely examines the micro-perspective–i.e., looking into different 
elements of interaction sequences themselves as they are displayed between 
different social positions (e.g., age, race, and gender) in a mundane public 
context. In addition, no research systematically addresses the ways in which 
different social positions affect social interactions in these public places with 
a detailed and nuanced analysis of specific interaction by combining 
phenotypical variations typically associated with age, race, and gender. In 
other words, it is unknown whether these social positions matter for mundane 
social interaction in public places. 

Another general conclusion about previous research on social interaction in 
public spaces is that in terms of what has been studied the focus has been on 
street interaction: people walking (the interaction between pedestrians and 
between people and social objects); people sitting or standing (the interaction 
between occupants of the street and street-corners); and people interacting in 
plazas and parks (the interaction between mobile or stationary users of plazas 
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and parks). That is, most previous research of the public places considers only 
large and unrestricted open places (e.g., parks, streets, and plazas). The 
literature search revealed that most research pays less or no attention to public 
transportation systems, which are place’s with unique limitations in terms of 
size. Such an examination could reveal additional elements relevant for 
studies of social interaction in public places. Moreover, an account of the 
consequences of fragmentation of public spaces (such as shopping malls, 
private places of entertainment, residential developments, and office parks) 
may provide valuable information about social interaction processes, 
especially as they relate to age, race and gender.  

The findings from the literature overview of social interaction in public spaces 
can be summarized as follows: The studies discussed above assume that every 
public place is designed for a particular purpose–i.e., a specific function. That 
is, these studies do not seem to question whether these public places are used 
in a ‘right’ way, which is illustrated by Arslanli et al. (2011), Devlieger and 
Strickfaden (2012), Peters (2010), and Flusty (2000). In other words, they 
build their discussions on the premise that the function coincides with how 
people in fact act in these places. Framing social interaction in terms of 
function runs the risk of ignoring important elements of social encounters such 
as exchange of facial expressions, body positions, and verbal language, 
ingredients central to Goffman’s ideas on ritual, social interaction, and social 
encounters (1959, 1966, 1967). In contrast, the few works that explicitly 
address social interaction in public places (i.e., Britton, 2008a; Perry et al., 
2010; Wardhaugh, 2009; Wolfinger, 1995) uncover interaction techniques 
used to open, close, or repair episodes of interaction, an approach that reveals 
how interaction rituals are concretized and displayed, how cultural stereotypes 
are produced and reproduced through (more or less) silent agreements in 
everyday mundane interaction, and how structural and cultural contexts 
generate symbols that engage and guide individuals in their actions. However, 
not even these studies examine how these elements of interaction are played 
out in a public or a semi-public place that is limited in size, and in interaction 
that is non-verbal, such as in a bus.    

2.2. Literature Review on Bus riding10  

Why is a city bus a particularly interesting setting for a study of homogeneous 
and heterogeneous non-verbal interaction? (This thesis uses homogeneous and 
heterogeneous to denote obvious phenotypical similarities and differences 
between bodies in regard to race and age of people interacting.) Although not 

 
10 Appendix 2.  
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much has been written about interaction on buses, some studies on commuting 
by train, which will be presented here, raise issues connected to personal space 
observed among train commuters. Riding a train necessitates being physically 
close to other unfamiliar bodies and props in shared space with little control 
over the situation. Commuting by train does not result in the same level of 
interaction as commuting by bus as train passengers are relatively free to move 
between rail cars. In Sweden, all bus passengers sit in the same area, whereas 
train passengers sit according to the price they paid for their ticket–1st or 2nd 
class ticket. That is, train passengers are divided according to their resources, 
whereas the resources of bus passengers are less visible. In addition, short 
interactions are more visible on a bus as this form of travel forces interaction. 
Moreover, passengers boarding a bus often have a good view of the whole bus 
and can quickly survey the available interactions. Train passengers, however, 
have access to a larger space as they can choose from several rail cars. They 
can move to another section of the train if one section is full or overcrowded 
and/or if they do not wish to remain standing during the ride. In addition, train 
passengers can also move if they do not wish to interact with others who do 
not share their social positions. However, both on a bus and on a train, people 
use culturally accepted norms of interpersonal distance–personal space–to 
help regulate privacy.  

In a study of urban train commuters during rush hour in New York City, Evans 
and Wener (2007), highlighting the relevance of space, concluded that the 
more people there are in a smaller space, the more opportunities for inter-
action, and the higher likelihood of physical and social contact with desired 
and undesired, predictable and unpredictable interactions. Ohmori and Harata 
(2008) made similar conclusions about commuting by train. Typically, train 
passengers have more opportunities to avoid interaction because they have 
more personal space, more privacy, and often longer travel times, which gives 
them an opportunity to engage in work-related or other tasks that keep them 
from interacting with others. Additionally, Evans and Wener (2007) found that 
as a train car density increases, rather than occupying available seats, many 
people opt instead to stand in places that maximize physical distance from 
other passengers, one of isolation techniques that will be discussed in the next 
section. However, the scenario may also include more explicit interaction than 
isolation techniques. A corollary question related to Evans and Wener’s obser-
vations (2007) arises: What homogenous or heterogeneous non-verbal interac-
tion patterns do bus passengers use as a bus becomes more crowded? In addi-
tion, it may also be helpful to understand how interaction patterns evolve 
during the day as these interactions often change according to the daily tasks 
and activities of the riders (commuting to and from work or school, taking 
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children to a day care center, going shopping, etc.). These issues will be par-
tially addressed in the analysis in terms of how space is managed on the bus 
in homogeneous and heterogeneous interactions. 

As shown in this section, buses are more interesting than trains for the study 
of mundane non-verbal interaction because of the limited space on a bus and 
the limited time of the ride. In addition, bus travel provides more opportunities 
for social interaction. The limited time and space available on buses could 
influence how bus riders categorize the social position of others based on 
phenotypical variations.  

2.2.1. (Traveling) Bodies 

In her study of “cosmopolitan bodies” engaged in travel, Molz (2006) argues 
that bodies can be regarded as embodied subjects with a corporeal disposition 
toward the world as a whole. Using interviews and websites where travelers 
write about their journeys, she studied how people who engage in different 
types of traveling (such as adventure trips or around the world trips) transform 
their bodies to fit the type of traveling in which they engage. Molz (2006) 
discusses how different bodies have to downplay striking features to fit in. For 
example, Molz’s data include a non-white man who calls himself the Choco-
late Nomad. In his case, Molz concludes that Chocolate Nomad’s skin color 
becomes an integral part of his traveling body: “[H]e travels as a racially 
marked body and for him relating to and belonging to the world as a whole 
can take on different meanings than to white travelers” (2006, p. 16). Molz’s 
study points toward the importance of bodies and bodily features for mundane 
everyday interaction. As such, her work is relevant to this study. 

Mundane everyday interaction involves different non-verbal strategies in 
order to communicate with others. A study of isolation techniques by 
Henderson (1975) provides some ideas regarding this subject. Henderson is 
especially interested in isolation techniques used in bus depots, such as turning 
away from others, folding one’s arms, using props to increase personal space, 
and engaging in some activity. Henderson (1975) defines two interaction pat-
terns to achieve isolation: “involvement with some activity and body position” 
(1975, p. 449).  However, some body positions can be used as inviting 
strategies. Nash (1975), for example, describes how slightly turning towards 
others encourages casual talk across seats and aisles. Henderson’s findings 
can contribute to a sociological investigation of mundane non-verbal interac-
tion as she focuses on interactive strategies and actions that bus riders use. Her 
study provides some ideas regarding a type of study where the main data are 
gathered through participant observations instead of focusing on interview 
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data (i.e., she conducted observations rather than interviews). This raises 
questions concerning what kinds of body positions are used in the interaction–
i.e., the characteristics of the bodies using these techniques (large, small, old, 
young, male, female, white, non-white, etc.). Do these body positions and 
techniques differ depending on the phenotypical variations (i.e., social 
positions) of the actors? What are the silent social norms for the travelling 
white and non-white bodies in non-verbal interaction in a city bus riding 
context? What isolation and invitation techniques are used in a city bus riding 
context? Are these techniques related to phenotype, physical objects such as a 
bag, a stroller, and a wheelchair or noises and odors? If Nash and Henderson 
had answered these questions, some insights could have been developed about 
how social positions affect non-verbal interaction in a city bus riding context, 
as well as how the interaction techniques differ depending on the social 
positions of the actors. Alas, this thesis must pick up where Nash and Hender-
son left off. 

Henderson (1975) states that the use of body positioning or body language in 
the depot is of considerable significance. It is used as a strategy for self-
management involving turning away from others, folding one’s arms and the 
angle of crossed legs. The body becomes then of prime importance in 
defending people’s claim of a territory. In Nash’s (1975) understanding, body 
positioning during casual talk would be considered an opening, inviting others 
to share the territory. Henderson (1975) concludes that unwillingness to 
engage in interaction is made explicit by turning away and is strengthened by 
the use of the body as well as objects such as bags, food, and newspapers. On 
the other hand, one can also ask how sharing of such objects such as a 
newspaper defines the situation: “[A] task frees one from dangerous leisure–
which is threatening in that it leaves one vulnerable to the overtures of ano-
ther” (Henderson, 1975, p. 452). Walking onto a bus, a bus rider may feel that 
he is critically observed and that his way of carrying himself reveals his social 
anxiety. Non-verbal acts such as direction of one’s gaze, body position, and 
movement of arms and legs reveals a rider’s assessment of the situation–i.e., 
how the bus rider evaluates the other riders and himself. These cues influence 
the way others will respond. Therefore, it is essential to understand these self-
management strategies in the context of city bus riding and how bus riders use 
these strategies to communicate that they are non-threatening to fellow 
travelers who understand the rules of the game.  

2.2.2. Time  

Lefebvre states that we are “in time” as we live time (Lefebvre, 1991, p. 94); 
that is, we cannot see time because we live in it. The space is in a way “living 
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through its associated images and symbols” and furthermore “it overlays phy-
sical space, making symbolic use of its objects” (Lefebvre, 1991, p. 38). This 
present “time-space compression” (Harvey, 2000) has led to several new 
perspectives in, for example, studies of racial and ethnic relations and 
therefore it is germane to investigate what happens when a person boards a 
city bus. In other words, how does a person boarding a bus react to other riders 
and how do these riders react to the person boarding the bus? As riders have 
limited space to interact, they have very specific guidelines regarding their 
interaction and the precision of their communication. A city bus ride is often 
short (less than an hour), which means that a rider often has little time to 
develop more nuanced categorization strategies than those based on visible 
bodily markers–i.e., visible markers of phenotype. As such, the interaction 
that follows can as well be seen as influenced by these markers and by the 
limitation of space and time.  

On a city bus, the time an individual has to board and find a seat is limited, so 
the rider has limited time to evaluate the inside of the bus in terms of where to 
sit, how to move, and how to handle obstacles. Therefore, riders boarding a 
bus need to quickly categorize the riders, an act that will guide their inter-
actions. Because people have limited cognitive capacity to attend to all avai-
lable information in a given situation, people act on the basis of the assump-
tions they make of social positions, using visible phenotypical characteristics 
of other people’s bodies to draw conclusions about them.  

Sharing the space while riding a city bus signifies different opportunities for 
interaction as people come to share similar concerns, such as wanting to be 
on-time for some activities (Ohmori & Harata, 2008). Therefore, interaction 
within the context of daily mobility is influenced not only by the daily tasks 
and desires of the riders but also by different schedules and timetables. 
Hjorhol (2001) argues that modern urban society is based on a network of 
coordinated timetables–e.g., children have to get to school on time and adults 
have to get to work or to meetings on time. The coordination of these activities 
depends on an accurate timetables of bus schedules. Hjorhol’s study gives us 
some ideas regarding how the social position of gender has implications for 
daily mobility. For example, Hjorhol found that women have a more positive 
attitude toward the temporal aspects  related to public transportation (i.e., more 
time-consuming travel) than men and that people with higher social status are 
more concerned with shorter travel times (2001, p. 44f).  

Moreover, as noted by Nash (1975), riders have to time the bus, learn how to 
read the schedule, and find the bus stop; in other words,  riders must know 
locations along temporal and spatial dimensions. Time is also an issue in re-
lation to the differing interests of a bus driver and the rider (Slosar, 1973), 
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which in turn influences the interaction strategies used by these actors towards 
one another. Focusing on conflicts of interest between passengers, bus drivers, 
and bus companies, Slosar (1973) emphasizes the role of time and its impli-
cations for interaction strategies used by drivers and riders towards each other, 
issues explored in this thesis. The conflicting goals–the rider seeking indivi-
dualized service and the bus driver needing to follow the schedule–lead the 
two parties to a variety of subtle and less subtle mechanisms of control (Slosar, 
1973, p. 356). The riders’ use of their bodies as an obstacle or a signal (e.g., 
stepping into the doorway of the bus to ask a question or waving a bus card to 
stop a bus) is generally very effective in controlling the actions of the driver. 
Nevertheless, this type of communication also signifies that the parties will be 
engaged in a very short and concentrated interaction, as the driver strives to 
shorten the interaction to stay on schedule while the rider’s goal is to get on 
the bus and find a seat or get an answer to a specific question no matter how 
long it takes. Although Slosar (1973) provides many examples of these kinds 
of conflicts of interest depending on the dimension of time, it remains unclear 
how the riders’ and bus drivers’ non-verbal interactions reflect their different 
social positions with respect to age and race.  

In the small space of the bus, every glance and every movement are in a sense 
an interaction moment. The interaction is short and precise. Tomic and Trum-
per highlight this from a more general perspective:  

The middle and upper classes abandon buses as soon as they can […]. The bus 
seems to them as threatening as the streets are but threatening at a different 
level. What makes being inside the bus so threatening is that it is a space where 
class and power relations are reversed, both by the relation between driver and 
passenger and by the relations between passengers. (2005, p. 58)  

This section reveals that time in the context of bus riding means that riders 
share similar concerns since they all want to be on-time for activities 
elsewhere. During a city bus ride, they are also engaged in interaction that is 
limited in time and space, which suggests that the interaction could be influen-
ced by visible bodily markers and by the limitations of the (acting) space. In 
addition, bus riders and bus drivers may have conflicting interests in terms of 
how much time they are willing to devote to an interaction. Finally, this sec-
tion demonstrates that riders must know how to orient themselves not only 
along temporal scales but also along spatial locations. All these issues are 
addressed later in this thesis. 
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2.2.4. Codes of Interaction – Riders and Drivers 

“Being a rider” as an urban form of belongingness is explored by Nash in a 
study that observed riders on several city bus lines (1975). Nash discusses 
some of the interactive strategies that passengers employ during bus rides and 
argues that the selection of a seat can represent a serious commitment to a 
social encounter. During rush hours, when the bus is crowded, a rider’s choice 
of seat is limited so the rider does not have the luxury of extending personal 
space (e.g., Evans & Wener, 2007; Henderson, 1975). If the bus has few riders, 
a rider can mark more than one seat as personal space (Goffman, 1971) by 
placing a handbag or other object on an empty seat or by sitting in an aisle seat 
next to an unoccupied window seat, both strategies that extend one’s body and 
therefore one’s personal space. Seat selection in the rear of the bus is typical 
of what Goffman calls “withs” (1971, p. 19f), people who are together, usually 
more than two, and who claim group membership (such as school-aged 
children, young non-white males, and or co-workers)11. This highlights the 
importance of the intersections of social positions on the way bus riders inter-
act such as seat selection, body position, body movements, and use of objects. 
Moreover, seat selection that entails choosing a specific section of the bus also 
implies that the rider commits to the codes of behavior used in this section. In 
addition, outside the bus and before boarding the bus interaction techniques 
are conditioned by the riders’ familiarity with the codes of behavior connected 
to this context. Nash (1975) states that for the driver it is the interaction be-
tween the location (bus stop) and hailing gestures of the rider that actualize 

 
11 Here it is important to note that several studies mentioned here originate from USA why it is 
appropriate to recognize the significance of Rosa Parks actions in the mid 50’s on a bus in 
Montgomery, Alabama. Rosa Parks’ act of civil disobedience (not moving to the back of a city 
bus because she was African American) occurred in 1955. In parts of the USA, laws based on 
phenotype–in this case the color of one’s skin–dictated where people could sit on a bus. Even 
after these laws were determined unconstitutional in the USA, social pressures (codes of 
behavior) continued to regulate people of color to the back seats of a bus (“the back of the bus”) 
and obligated non-whites to give their seats to whites if the bus was full, irrespective of age or 
gender. In fact, in the USA a common way of communicating one’s resistance to any injustice 
of any kind is to say, “I will not seat in the back of the bus”. Sadly, into the 1960s, a non-white 
who refused to abide by these codes of behavior during this time (which included avoiding eye 
contact with non-whites, especially non-white men establishing eye contact with white women) 
could result and did result in “culturally” sanctioned punishment, including lynching. 
Goffman’s book The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life was published in 1959 without 
particularly discussing the role of blackness in the bus riding context at the time of his study. 
Rosa Parks’ story draws also attention to the division of space during bus riding and what 
interaction patterns can develop in this context. Her story, besides being seen as an international 
symbol for the Civil Rights Movement bearing political significance, is also an example of 
everyday mundane interaction in a public space. It evokes questions regarding social norms for 
the context of bus riding, how the bodies of riders can be marked by general understandings of 
(racial and social) difference and what all of this can mean for social interaction. Rosa Park’s 
defiance is also a story about the significance of social positions for people’s behavior and the 
expectations we place on others. 
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the interpretive procedure on his part: “This is a rider; stop the bus.” More-
over, riders already familiar with the buses have negotiated a routine for 
riding. It is not uncommon to note that newcomers often make mistakes in 
terms of hailing buses and violate bus etiquette; that is, they have not develo-
ped a routine for the bus context.  

Regarding the interaction between drivers and riders, Nash (1975) argues that 
some drivers do not stop unless hailed, but some passengers have the courtesy 
to wave the driver by without stopping if they can wait for another bus. This 
move requires that the rider has evaluated the body positions and facial 
expressions of the other waiting riders and implies a large room for errors. To 
assume the appearance of a rider, one must look like one wants to ride, which 
involves a movement towards the street (movement of the hand, bag, or other 
object); however, elderly middle-aged women (white or non-white) and 
school-aged children are often not required to make this kind of move since 
bus drivers tend to stop for them regardless (Nash, 1975). 

The literature exploring urban bus riding brings forth questions concerning 
various alliances and conflicts between riders and drivers. An example of ur-
ban life and culture embodied by the bus context is found in Slosar’s study 
(1973).  Slosar, from the working life perspective, identifies three ideal types 
of bus drivers in an American city. His study focuses on problems related to 
conflicts of interest between the passengers, individual workers, and a bus 
company. Slosar (1973) describes the bus driver ideal types as Ogre, Bandit, 
and Operating Employee. In short, these types are differentiated from one 
another by the way in which they conform to the rules and operating pro-
cedures of the company, their performance in relation to the other drivers, the 
conflicts of interests of the mass public, the individual passengers, and the 
rules and regulations of the bus company (Slosar, 1973, p. 356). Slosar’s study 
in relation to the interests of this thesis presents some empirical examples of 
interaction between bus riders and drivers, such as bodily strategies of passen-
gers to stop a bus (also described by Nash) and the unwritten cultural contract 
of eye contact between the driver and potential passenger.   

In several of the studies presented here (e.g., Galliger, Tisak, & Tisak, 2009; 
Howard & Hollander, 1997) and some not presented here, there is little 
acknowledgement of the influence of the context of the bus for a study of 
social interaction. Moreover, as shown in this literature, the contexts (space, 
time, and bodies) for the non-verbal gestural patterns inside a bus (semi-public 
space), in a bus stop (open urban public spaces), and in a bus depot waiting 
area (urban public space) differ with respect to gestural patterns. Two areas 
are thus in need of more elaborated investigation: 1) the particularity of the 
city bus context in relation to the non-verbal interaction between people with 
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similar (i.e., homogeneous) and different (i.e., heterogeneous) phenotypical 
variations and 2) the intersections between these variations in non-verbal 
interaction in the bus riding context.  
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3. Theoretical and Conceptual Framework  

This section focuses on the relevance of the interactionist perspective for the 
study of non-verbal interaction during bus rides. However, before I move on 
with the presentation of the theoretical and conceptual framework for this 
thesis, I want to acknowledge that this chapter is quite dense in terms of 
theoretical concepts. There are two reasons for this. The first reason is embed-
ded in the main objective of this thesis–i.e., the application of a Goffmanian-
informed framework in a micro-sociological study of social interaction in the 
context of riding a city bus to explore how the systematic application of this 
framework contributes to the understanding of mundane non-verbal interac-
tion. The second reason is a pragmatic one and guided by the main objective 
to introduce the building blocks the theory is based on and distinguish the 
more specific theoretical conceptual framework that informs the empirical 
approach used. To assist the reader, the operationalized conceptual framework 
is written in italics throughout this theoretical chapter and most, but not all, 
concepts are listed in Figure 1: Theoretical framework, presented at the end of 
this chapter.  

As asserted by Brown (2000) in his work on group processes, external markers 
associated with age and race often act as diffuse status characteristics from 
which performance-related attributes are inferred:  

Because there are culturally based stereotypes associated with these kinds of 
social categories, a black person or a woman joining a task group may be 
perceived very differently from a white person or a man, resulting in different 
patterns of social interaction. (2000, p. 76)  

Moreover, Crossley argues  that “aspects of the body become signs within the 
symbolic domain of culture and thereby have consequences in the organiza-
tion of conduct” and that “one’s basic anatomical constitution signifies and, 
as such, shapes the way in which one is acted towards” (2001, p. 152). He 
asserts (2001, p. 107) that much sociological work has suggested that people 
modify their bodies because they desire an outcome and because some bodily 
characteristics contribute to certain interaction patterns. Several works deal 
with the adjacent issues addressing the inequality of value of different bodily 
characteristics (Crossley, 2001, p. 151; Haraway, 1988). Bodily differences 
acquire a specific value within any given social formation or social field that 
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may then be spent or used in a particular social field in interaction. Bodily 
attributes (i.e., phenotypical variations associated with race and age) can thus 
function as symbolic capital.  

Regarding the processes of stratification (which is deeply connected to the 
ascription of different value to different bodies) of social positions (e.g., phe-
notypical variations associated with age and race) because of bodily charac-
teristics, Crossley notes the following:  

The human eye and perceptual system undoubtedly play an active role in 
discriminating between black and white, but they can only do so because of 
real differences or resistances that they ‘hook on’ to; that is, because of 
differences in skin pigment. What it means to be black or white [or have a 
white or non-white body], however, the value attached to each state and the 
consequences likely to steam from them, is quite different in different societies. 
(2001, p. 152) 

Because aspects of bodies have, as highlighted above, consequences for how 
the interaction is organized, an interactionist perspective can shed more light 
on the details of that interaction, especially when studying non-verbal aspects, 
bringing bodies of the actors into focus.  

The theoretical perspective that this presentation departs from could be sum-
marized in the following three premises: 1) people are socially responsive 
(Asplund, 1987)–i.e., people have an internal tendency to respond to each 
other’s actions (verbally and non-verbally); 2) because people are socially re-
sponsive and need others to respond to, social encounters and therefore inter-
action moments12 influence how people think, feel, and act; and 3) because the 
way to respond to an action non-verbally in a social encounter is through 
bodily movement, it is central here that without bodies13 (together with their 
characteristics) non-verbal behavior, performance, action, non-action, and 
conduct will not be possible.14 In other words, viewing the social self as 
connected to one’s bodily performance means that “the social self needs to be 
continually achieved in and through interaction” (Rawls, 1987, p. 136). Here, 
the individual is seen as an active participant in the society during interaction, 
as the individual creates and interprets symbolic meaning embedded in any 
interaction. I will begin with moments and social interaction with the empha-
sis on their non-verbal communicative aspects. 

 
12 Although these two concepts seem to encapsulate the same social processes, this chapter will 
show how they differ.  
13 This thesis is not concerned with disembodied or virtual interaction. The focus here is non-
verbal interaction where the body plays a crucial part.  
14 Similar line of reasoning is presented by Crossley (2001). 
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Although this chapter’s point of departure is the consequences of bodily 
characteristics (i.e., phenotypical variations) for the organization and con-
sequences of conduct, here the focus lies on conduct. Drawing on Goffman’s 
notion that “not men and their moments, but moments and their men” (1983, 
p. 3), this thesis focuses on  interaction moments or situations. The concept of 
moments has a temporal connotation, so it is interesting to see in what way 
time can relate to social interaction. Approaching the concept of moments as 
a sociological concept in relation to social encounters, I turn to Lefebvre’s 
(1991, p. 94) argument that because people are “in” time (i.e., we live time), 
they cannot see time. These fleeting moments in turn contain units of inter-
action built from glances, gestures, and body positionings (Goffman, 1967). 
Crossley extends this concept:  

Social action is necessarily both embodied and mindful. It is intelligent, 
meaningful and often rational; but it also entails ‘physical doings.’ It entails 
movement through space and (physical) engagement with other (physical) 
beings, whether in the form of communicative gesture [. . .], a manual 
engagement with physical objects, or a combination of the two. (2001, p. 20)  

Moving on from moments to social interaction, as asserted by Mead (1964), 
at its most basic level, social interaction involves the mutual sending, recei-
ving, reading, and interpreting of verbal and nonverbal symbols. These sym-
bols can involve an exchange of facial expressions, words, and body positions, 
elements of social interaction central to Goffman’s ideas on social interaction, 
ritual, and social encounters (1959, 1966, 1967), where he develops the theory 
of face-to-face interaction. For this thesis, I use Goffman’s definition of social 
interaction as “all the interaction which occurs throughout any one occasion 
when a given sets of individuals are in one another’s continuous presence” 
(Goffman, 1959, p. 26). Thus, according to Goffman, people who engage in 
interaction have to acknowledge each other’s presence before defining their 
presence in a specific space. How do people acknowledge each other’s pre-
sence non-verbally?  

Although the process of acknowledging is often discussed in the theoretical 
discussions addressing verbal interaction, the process of acknowledging can 
be investigated by examining how people react to one another. For instance, 
categorically, by linking the sight of each other with a framework of informa-
tion concerning each other, recognizing each other as members of different 
groups one may decide on interaction alternatives and react on an action. 
These group processes are dealt with in social psychology where the activity 
of the individual is seen as embedded in the social group processes. That is, 
people acknowledge one another’s presence through actions (but also lack of 
actions) and these actions are embedded in social group processes. This view 
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has been elaborated on by Mead in an explanation of the conduct of the indi-
vidual in terms of the organized conduct of the social group:  

[T]he behavior of an individual can be understood only in terms of the behavior 
of the whole social group of which he is a member, since his individual acts 
are involved in larger, social acts which go beyond himself and which 
implicate the other members of that group. (1964, p. 120) 

Although Mead’s work contributed to a rapid development of social psycho-
logical influence in American sociological tradition in particular, Goffman’s 
ideas seem to be more fitting for the focus of this thesis because of his focus 
on “moments” (Goffman, 1967, p. 3) and different elements of everyday social 
interaction in public and semi-public places. Thus, this thesis’ theoretical 
point of departure is Goffman’s interactionist works.  

3.1. Social Interaction and Interaction Encounters 

In his work on behavior in public places, Goffman (1966) identifies two types 
of encounters that form the basis of social structure: focused and unfocused 
social encounters. Social encounters involve people in face-to-face or media-
ted contacts with other participants (Goffman, 1967, p. 59). Moreover, a focu-
sed encounter involves  

clusters of individuals who extend one another a special communication 
license and sustain a special type of mutual activity that can exclude others 
who are present in the situation. (Goffman, 1966, p. 83) 

A focused encounter is therefore more likely to occur between people who 
know each other or people who have a clear purpose with their interaction as 
when people agree to sustain a single focus of cognitive and visual attention 
(Turner, 2002). The other type of encounter that is more central for this thesis 
is the unfocused encounter described by Goffman:  

[A]n unfocused encounter is concerned with what can be communicated 
between persons merely by virtue of their presence together in the same social 
situation. (1966, p. 83) 

Therefore, the main focus is on what happens between people (who mainly do 
not know each other) who are, for a short time and in a particular space, pre-
sent together in the same social situation (in a moment). Moreover, and what 
is important for this thesis, is that the “naked senses” (sight, hearing, smell, 
taste, and touch) on the one side and the embodied transmission of messages 
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on the other provide one of the crucial communication conditions of encoun-
ters:  

Under this condition any message that an individual sends is likely to be 
qualified and modified by much additional information that others glean from 
him simultaneously, often unbeknownst to him [. . .] (Goffman, 1966, p. 15).  

In other words, merely by being present together for a short time and moving 
their bodies, people take in information (e.g., information about phenotypical 
variations) and react to this information. They themselves are in turn sending 
information through their bodily movements. As also exemplified by Goffman 
(1961b, p. 7), unfocused interaction occurs when two strangers, by being 
present together in, for example, a room, check out each other’s clothing, 
posture, and other external features. Simultaneously, they modify their appea-
rance because they are also under observation. This concept is extended in 
Eriksson’s work on social interaction and interaction flows: 

We always respond to something; without responses no interaction would be 
possible. But, simultaneously, we ought to have something to respond to, 
someone must do something that we in turn can respond to (2007, p. 54). 

That is, people always do something, beginning with merely being present. 
During everyday interaction, we always use a variety of facial expressions or 
body movements to–intentionally or unintentionally–communicate something 
that will be responded to, or, as Goffman’s puts it, to modify one’s appearance 
(body posture, facial expression, etc.) in relation to others. The unfocused en-
counters described above are to some extent like focused encounters since 
they call for performance, include embodied messages, employ rituals, and 
follow norms and rules. However, they differ from focused encounters in “the 
relative amounts of inattention communicated by parties as they position their 
bodies in space, move about, fix their visual attention, and present themselves” 
(Turner, 2002, p. 27). In the unfocused encounter, there is no official center 
of attention and the body of the individual, with its normative connotations, 
becomes the main vehicle of communication. In this kind of encounter, exter-
nal markers of the body associated with age and race become performance-
related attributes that influence interaction patterns (Brown, 2000, p. 75).  

Before continuing with the elaboration of interaction moments (the main 
conceptual framework of this study), I want to linger for a moment in what 
has been said so far about attention and inattention in an encounter. In the 
literature overview of social interaction in public spaces, I mentioned, among 
others, Wolfinger’s  (1995) work about how people interact non-verbally 
when they pass each other on the streets. Goffman (1966, pp. 83–88, 1971, 
pp. 5–18) shows that people walking along a city street comprise a collection 
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of individuals who, although co-present, are each pursuing a separate line of 
action, which would perfectly correspond with the definition of unfocused 
interaction. However, in his discussion of this situation, Goffman shows that 
there is a minimal interactive ritual, which he labels “civil inattention,” in 
which each pedestrian passing by acts in relation to the other in such a way 
that they convey, at once, recognition of the passing by, performed by the 
other, and simultaneously, recognition of the other’s right to his own and se-
parate line of action. This means this “minimal” interaction ritual reveals a 
series of momentary agreements (e.g., glancing and agreeing not to let the eyes 
meet and adjusting one’s pace and position on the street in relation to the 
other). These agreements also convey information that a joint focus of atten-
tion will not be sustained. Thus, although this kind of situation would be 
classified as unfocused interaction, because there is no joined focus of atten-
tion, it has several properties of a focused interaction. That is, two pedestrians 
co-ordinate their actions about a common objective in an agreement not to join 
in a common focus of attention. Moreover, the common focus of attention 
could be to let the passing by proceed as smoothly as possible.  

As this thesis will show, mundane everyday interaction in public and semi-
public places (such as a city bus) reveal many of these momentary agreements, 
negotiations, conflicts, and reparations that have been simplified and genera-
lized under the concept civil inattention. Using a micro-level analysis, this 
thesis concludes that these momentary agreements are part of the of non-ver-
bal interaction termed interaction moments (IMs).  

Thus, as I understand it, the difference between a social encounter and an 
interaction moment (IM) lies in what one focuses on in the interaction under 
study. In a social encounter, the general focus is on a meeting between parti-
cipants that has to be specified (i.e., the focused and the unfocused encounter). 
On the other hand, interaction moments by definition are time and space 
limited random interactions between mainly strangers guided by sociocultural 
norms. Although both concepts have informed the design of this thesis, this 
thesis emphasizes the concept of interaction moments: volatile short encoun-
ters in the contained space of a bus and in the space of a bus stop.  

As highlighted by Goffman, interaction (i.e., interaction moments) is always 
regulated by norms. As a Durkheimian,15 Goffman emphasized this normative 

 
15 Durkheim was interested in the relationship between collective representations (culture) and 
nature, with the aim to discover structural social facts. The Durkheimian idea captured by 
Goffman was that interaction occurs in a structural and cultural context and generates symbols 
that engage and guide individuals in their actions. The key mechanism in these actions is ritual 
(Turner, 2002, p. 20) or stereotyped sequences of action. Although Durkheim did not purpose-
fully compile a theory of social interaction, his thoughts provide a number of useful leads for 
Goffman’s ideas about the ceremonial or ritual character of interaction in social encounters. 
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dimension of interaction. Norms influence social interaction by determining 
how individuals define a situation–i.e., what a situation should include or 
exclude. These norms direct the forms of communication, they define the 
expectations for roles, and they establish the appropriate rituals with which to 
open, structure, close, and repair an interaction (Turner, 2002). So, what hap-
pens between (for the most part) unacquainted people who are for a moment 
present together in the same social situation as is the case when people ride a 
bus? They enter a face-to-face unfocused encounter, an interaction moment.  

The non-verbal interaction moment outlined here is a brief random encounter 
between two or more people in the bus riding context who are reacting to one 
another through non-verbal actions, sending information and acknowledging 
information. So, when a potential rider walks towards and finally stops near a 
bus stop sign or bench with at least one other person present, the interaction 
that is displayed from that moment is influenced by the other people’s physical 
presence (i.e., the other potential riders waiting at the bus stop). Similarly, 
when a rider moves towards a vacant seat, the actions of the seated riders are 
influenced by the new rider’s presence. That is, the non-verbal interaction of 
this newly arrived bodily co-presence has not only normative but also reflexive 
connotations as it becomes the main vehicle of communication (Brown, 2000; 
Crossley, 2005). Moreover, the external markers of the body such as race and 
age can be understood as performance-related attributes that influence inter-
action patterns.  

3.2. Interaction Ritual 

As stated before, rituals can open and close the interaction (the most common 
form is a verbal greeting or farewell), but they also include specific facial 
expressions and specific body positions. Even a layperson would probably 
agree that a ritual can be seen as a set of actions performed mainly for their 
symbolic value. For a social scientist who is creating a theoretical toolbox for 
a research project, a more elaborated definition is needed of what a ritual is 
and what it consists of. Therefore, as the thesis is based on Goffman’s ideas 
about social interaction, I will take a closer look at Goffman’s definition of 
interaction ritual. Goffman, in his essays on interaction ritual, asserts that a 
ritual is “a ceremonial activity that represents a way in which the individual 
must guard and design the symbolic implications of his act” (1967, p. 57) 
while in the immediate presence of another. Guarding and designing the 
symbolic implications of the individual act is in turn connected to the actions 
displayed while an individual presents his or her face during the interaction.  
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As mentioned earlier, Goffman considers the concept of face to be central to 
social interaction theory. His works on face-to-face interaction and ritual 
(1959, 1967) see an individual’s face as a flexible mask that changes depen-
ding on the type of interaction and on the participants in the interaction. The 
interaction in face-to-face encounters occurs within social structures and the 
cultural systems associated with these structures (Turner, 2002, p. 23). On the 
basis of their location in a sociocultural system, individuals make assessments, 
deliberate on situational expectations, and decide on an action. The action, or 
the act16 of presentation of one’s face as Goffman (1959) would express it, 
occurs along several dimensions, which are central to the empirical design of 
this thesis.  

First, individuals always employ rituals to open and close an interaction 
(Goffman, 1966, 1974) as well as to regulate the flow of mutual actions and 
reactions to those actions as the interaction proceeds. Individuals are thus ac-
tive participants in the encounter. Second, these rituals consist of stereotyped 
sequences of gestures (i.e., flows of information back and forth between inter-
actants) that carry embodied messages that others respond to. Third, social 
norms guide or frame (Goffman, 1974) what is to be included or excluded 
from the interaction moment. The norms of the ritual should not be confused 
with social norms; rather, one might say that the interpretation of norms of the 
ritual takes place in relation to the larger sociocultural context of the partici-
pants. Fourth, as individuals define the situations, they also categorize them 
with respect to the amount of ritual content and the involvement within the 
interaction requested by the stereotyped gestures used. Fifth, they impose 
rituals as interaction techniques17 and relational categorization connected to 
the social categorization processes involved in discerning phenotypical 
variations. Consequently, the individuals stage the rituals by enacting the 
interaction techniques, types of involvement, and the use of props provided by 
the structure of the setting and by moving their bodies in accordance with the 
ritual and in relation to the messages embodied in these rituals. 

An interaction moment consists of interaction rituals. In these rituals, the 
participants use different interaction techniques. Simultaneously, interaction 
rituals present alternatives for how to deal with sociocultural norms and 
provide norms and standards for the interaction. During the interaction, parti-
cipants create agreements regarding the norms and rules for the interaction. 
Everyday interaction is built according to these more or less silent agreements 

 
16 An act is defined as “the smallest meaningful and discriminable piece of behavior that an 
observer can detect” (Brown, 2000, p. 42). In this thesis, it could be a hand gesture, body move-
ment, or a body position.    
17 During the process of analysis, a new non-verbal interaction technique was found–i.e., an 
adjustment technique.  
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that are based on interpretations of each other’s actions. In addition to the 
person’s ceremonial activity of guarding and designing the implications of the 
person’s actions in the presence of another, an interaction moment also invol-
ves elements connected to experience, because one acts based on the evalua-
tion of the situation in relation to one’s former experiences.  Although doing 
justice to this concept is beyond the scope of this thesis, experience seems 
embedded in the interaction ritual, and the sequences of actions displayed may 
be seen as a result of that experience. Supporting this suggestion, Mead points 
out the following:  

[W]e are continually interpreting what we see by the something that is repre-
sented by possible future conduct. So, to understand what is appearing in 
experience, we must take into account not only the immediate stimulus as such 
but also the response. The response is there partly in the actual tendency to-
wards the object and also in our memory images, the experiences that we have 
had in the past. (1964, p. 68) 

In other words, the interaction ritual (the ceremonial activities guided by inter-
pretation of possible symbolic implications of activities in others’ presence, 
as described by Goffman) involves the complex processes of interpretation 
and evaluation of actions based on previous experiences of similar social 
situations with similar18 participants. Although Goffman’s definition of 
interaction ritual focuses on the function of an interaction ritual more than the 
ritual per se, he suggests that rituals can be interpreted for the symbolically 
expressed meaning embodied in them. This prompts us to ask the following 
question: How is this symbolic meaning expressed? Goffman gives a partial 
answer to this question: 

[T]he acts or events, that is the sign-vehicles or tokens which carry ceremonial 
messages, are remarkably various in character. They may be linguistic, […] in 
particular language and intonation; gestural, […] physical bearing of an 
individual; spatial, as an individual precedes another through the door, or sits 
on his right instead of his left […]. (1967, p. 55) 

Combining Mead’s emphasis on the response to an act as inspired by past 
experience with Goffman’s description of what carries symbolic meaning of 
the act, we could conclude that the response to an action embodies the mea-
ning of the ritual. For example, consider a greeting ritual: if one reaches out 
one’s hand in front of another person and that person takes it, the response to 
this gesture of offering a hand defines the greeting as a ritual. But if one 
reaches out one’s hand in front of another person opening a door or looks at 
his or her nails, then the response would be considered as something entirely 
different. One example that resonates with Goffman’s description above is 

 
18 See relational categorization in Chapter 4. 
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provided by Knapp et al. (2013): exiting-a-situation rituals, when the person 
places oneself near the exit, body position tensed and prepared, gaze directed 
at the exit or moving between floor and exit. If a bus rider stiffens his back, 
leans forward a bit, and gathers possessions in an orderly fashion, the other 
riders may then react with a tensed body position or with a bodily movement 
making room for that person to pass. Therefore, it can be asked how this bodily 
or “physical bearing” relates to the interaction moment:  

A body is subject to falls, hits, poisons, cuts, shots, crushing, drowning, 
burning, disease, suffocation, and electrocution. A body is a piece of 
consequential equipment, and its owner is always putting it on the line. Of 
course, he can bring other capital goods into many of his moments too, but his 
body is the only one he can never leave behind. (Goffman, 1967, p. 167) 

All of this suggests that the body can be considered as the main vehicle of 
messages expressed in interpersonal rituals. The external markers of the body 
ascribed to the diffuse status characteristics–stratification based on different 
values placed on bodily characteristics. Therefore, age and race are part of this 
consequential equipment (Crossley, 2001). The body itself, with its external 
markers, is subject to outcomes of interaction (falls, hits, and acts of affection). 
In addition, as highlighted by Brown (2000, p. 75), Crossley (2001, p. 152), 
and Banton (in Cashmore, 2004, pp. 315–316), the phenotypical variations of 
the body associated with age and race (based on the outward appearance of 
individuals in respect of skin color, hair texture, and bone structure) contribute 
to some interaction patterns and not others. In addition, bodily movement as 
means of communication is informed by the knowledge of and experience 
with one’s own movements.  

The significance of the physical body in interaction is even more clearly em-
phasized by Goffman: “Whether or not the individual is in the presence of 
others, any task he performs involves the practiced easy use of human facul-
ties–mind, limbs, and especially, small muscles” (1967, p. 228). The charac-
teristics of these “human faculties” (big/small feet, long/short arms, dark/light 
hair, stooped/straight back) are part of these performed tasks. However, in the 
city bus riding context (i.e., cognitive limitations and limited time for inter-
action), a person acts based on the most obvious visual characteristics such as 
skin and hair color.    

There is a parallel between Goffman’s definition of ritual and his definition 
of rules of conduct. They both focus on the way in which individuals guard 
and design symbolic implications of their patterns of actions. Although ritual 
is the concept he uses to write about the symbolic meaning of action, Goffman 
defines rules of conduct related to an action differently:  
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[A rule of conduct is] a guide for action, recommended not because it is 
pleasant, cheap, or effective, but because it is suitable or just. Infractions 
characteristically lead to feelings of uneasiness and to negative social 
sanctions. (Goffman, 1967, p. 48)  

What is even more important for this thesis is the essential property of these 
rules of conduct to transform both action and the lack of action into 
expression:  

Rules of conduct transform both action and inaction into expression, and whe-
ther the individual abides by the rules or breaks them, something significant is 
likely to be communicated. (Goffman, 1967, p. 51)  

Goffman’s definition of rules of conduct can therefore be used to understand 
his thoughts on interaction ritual. The rules of conduct can here be seen as 
expressions of the symbolic meaning of the interaction ritual, which can assist 
in understanding the macro-micro interplays of social order (Goffman, 1983), 
which, simply put, is how social structure is built and maintained. 

Another approach to rituals can be found in Collins’ work on interaction ritual 
chains (2004). For Collins, interaction rituals are social processes, including 
a set of stereotyped actions, when successful, strengthen participants’ feelings 
of solidarity and encourage seeking out new interactions. This view recalls the 
connection between experience and ceremonial activities guided by interpre-
tation of possible symbolic implications of activities in the presence of others. 
It was concluded that this connection involves the complex processes of 
interpretation and evaluation of actions based on previous experiences of 
similar social situations with similar19 participants. So, if actors experience 
successful rituals in the presence of particular participants, they are encoura-
ged to seek new interactions with similar participants. Moreover, in Collins’ 
(2004) explanation, when interaction rituals are unsuccessful, they can lead to 
alienation. Similarly, if actors experience unsuccessful rituals in the presence 
of particular participants, they will be discouraged to seek new interactions 
with similar participants.  

Bodily co-presence is defined as two or more people who are physically pre-
sent in the same place so that they affect each other through their bodily pre-
sence (Collins, 2004). This has a resonance with Goffman’s ideas about social 
encounters as well as gatherings, which are described as any set of two or 
more individuals whose members include all and only those who are at the 
moment in one another’s immediate presence (1966). The second element of 

 
19 See relational categorization in Chapter 4 on sampling.  
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interaction ritual is a barrier to outsiders. As previously asserted, the partici-
pants of an interaction ritual regulate the flow of mutual actions and reactions 
to those actions as the interaction proceeds thereby using different interaction 
techniques, which are always aimed at someone and necessarily exclude 
others. These barriers to outsiders may also be seen as variations in the inten-
sity of involvement within what is called bodily encounters (because of the 
emphasis on the bodily co-presence), which has to do with what levels of 
attention are displayed during an interaction moment. 

A third element of an interaction ritual is a mutual focus of attention where 
people focus their attention on a common object or activity, and by communi-
cating this focus to each other become mutually aware of each other’s focus 
of attention (Collins, 2004). This element resonates with Goffman’s focused 
encounter, but another way to approach this element is to investigate it through 
Goffman’s concept of involvement. For example, to be engaged in an 
interaction ritual is to be involved in it as both reaction and lack of reaction 
are responses to this interaction moment. In line with the previous suggestion 
of conceptualizing bodily co-presence as a bodily encounter, Collins’ third 
element of interaction ritual may be approached as intensity of involvement 
within the interaction moment. I will develop this further in later sections by 
focusing on involvement in bodily encounters, but first I will present the 
elements of face-to-face interaction moments that are relevant for a study of 
non-verbal interaction in public spaces, such as a city bus. 

3.3. Face-to-face Interaction (moments) and Bodily 
Encounters 

Entering a face-to-face interaction (moment), an individual enters a bodily 
encounter where the ritual elements regulate the flow of mutual actions and 
reactions as the interaction proceeds. This is executed through different bodily 
techniques. As suggested in the previous section, how people evaluate and 
react in co-presence of other bodies influences the performance and design of 
interaction rituals. To investigate the ritual interaction in more detail, I exa-
mine Goffman’s concepts of line and face. 

Goffman (1967) uses the concept of line to describe the elements of face-to-
face interaction. A line is a pattern of verbal and non-verbal acts that express 
the participant’s view of the situation. In a sense, this pattern of acts defines it 
as something, and this definition guides the participant’s action in this situa-
tion. On the other hand, the public setting is said to provide people with a 



 Moments on a City Bus  
      

 61 

cloak of anonymity that allows them to diffuse responsibility for the conse-
quences of their actions (Brown, 2000). Therefore, people may act, that is, 
carry out a line, in this public setting as if their actions have little impact on 
others or as if the responses to an action have no implications. However, as 
argued in the literature review, there are other components of public space that 
may have significance for the non-verbal interaction and the interaction rituals 
performed in the context of riding a bus (e.g., time, distances between people 
and objects, and number of people present), which will be elaborated in the 
analysis chapters of this thesis.  

During an interaction ritual, people express things about themselves even if 
they do not intend to do so:  “[R]egardless of whether a person intends to take 
a line, he will find that he has done so in effect” (1967, p. 5 my italics). For 
example, people sitting in a lecture hall reveal things about themselves in non-
verbal acts such as yawning, leaning on desks, sitting with arms crossed, re-
clining in relaxed poses, writing in notebooks or on laptops, and fiddling with 
their hair or jewelry.    

As in this thesis, Goffman studies short face-to-face interactions in natural 
settings where the time and space of interaction is limited, with the restriction 
that the interaction must be completed once initiated. Relating this to the 
earlier example of sitting in a lecture hall and seemingly doing something that 
is not related to the lecture, Goffman  defines the term “face” as a self-ascribed 
positive social value that is “self-delineated in terms of approved social 
attributes” that may be shared by others (1967, p. 5). In this sense, the example 
of sitting in a lecture hall and writing in a notebook as well as sitting and 
yawning are equally approved actions in this setting. On the other hand, wri-
ting, in contrast to yawning, may in this context be interpreted as more in 
accordance to the positive self-image of someone who is engaged (if this is 
considered desirable) in what is going on in the social setting. Consequently, 
to follow a social code of any interaction moment means that once a person 
takes on a self-image, expressed through face, he is expected to act according 
to it. A particular interaction ritual must be sustained. In this sense, the inter-
action ritual regulates the flow of events, so that anything that appears to be 
expressed by them will be consistent with his face. Goffman states: “The 
ultimate behavioral materials are the glances, gestures, positioning and verbal 
statements that people continuously feed into the situation, whether intended 
or not” (1967, p. 1).  

This pattern of verbal and non-verbal acts by which individuals express their 
view of a situation and evaluate the participants and themselves is crucial for 
the responses they will get from others. Here, a new question arises: What can 
be said about the frame of this thesis–i.e., the interaction moments–in relation 
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to what motivates an individual’s expressions in interaction? Much of the sub-
stance of what people are trying to accomplish is embedded in the situation 
itself: looking for an available table at a restaurant, standing in a line to pay 
for groceries, looking around to find a vacant seat on a bus, etc. In these cases, 
people will most likely conform to the norms prescribed by these public 
settings. However, as argued by Brown (2000, p. 131), there is a distinction 
between conformity that involves a private perceptual or cognitive change–
seeing the world differently–and conformity that is merely behavioral or pub-
lic compliance–going along with the others. This latter type may be at play in 
public settings and when focusing on non-verbal interaction moments as is the 
focus in this thesis.  

Based on Goffman (1967), Collins (2004), and Mead (1964), there seems to 
be a connection between experiences, ceremonial activities guided by 
interpretation of possible symbolic implications of activities in others’ 
presence (expectations), and the patterns of verbal and non-verbal acts displa-
yed during an interaction. According to Goffman, social encounters involve a 
person’s sense of moral duty as well as the expectations of others:  

[Social encounters are influenced] directly, as obligations, establishing how he 
is morally constrained to conduct himself; indirectly, as expectations, establi-
shing how others are morally bound to act in regard to him. (Goffman, 1967, 
p. 49)  

In the next section, these rules will be examined by looking into interaction 
norms for non-verbal interaction in public settings.    

3.4. Interaction Norms for Bodily Encounters 

As suggested earlier, interaction rituals deal with sociocultural norms, which 
provide norms for the interaction. Therefore, social rules, obligations, and 
expectations in relation to others and to oneself provide powerful guidelines 
for mundane non-verbal interaction in public settings. Everyday mundane life 
as understood by ethnomethodological tradition (Garfinkel, 1984), which 
resonates in some respects with the focus of the thesis, appears as routinized 
and ritualized. Rawls (1987, 2011) notes that the everyday can be seen as 
routinized because it does not have to be thought of in order to be lived and it 
does not have to be improvised. The everyday is ritualized in the sense that 
there always is a correct way and therefore an incorrect way to act. During 
interactions, participants create agreements regarding these interaction norms 
to ensure the interaction runs smoothly, without conflict. If these agreements 
are violated or not established, participants will feel uneasy and negative 
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social sanctions might be established. This section looks at these agreements 
using Goffman’s line of reasoning regarding interaction ritual and stereotyped 
sequences of action in face-to-face interactions, which are specifically 
relevant for the study of non-verbal interaction.  

As previously noted, some forms of expression collide with the function of a 
place, but these expressions could also collide with the desires of a group of 
people gathered in shared pursuits such as enjoying an outdoor concert. In 
such public places, people uphold and create behavioral expectations that do 
not collide with the function of the public place. However, norms and 
standards are quite complex when dealing with interactions of groups of 
people in public places. To deal with this complexity, I use Goffman’s (1966) 
distinction of proper or improper acts conducted in “specific social gathe-
rings”20. One of the norms that guides non-verbal interaction in public places 
is the degree of approval or disapproval that people display. In a public place, 
there are, however, limitations (provided by the place itself) to the expressions 
of approval that can be displayed, so Goffman (1966) argues that they often 
pass unnoticed. A negative act, on the other hand, gives rise to specific 
negative sanctions if noticed. 

Often, negative sanctions are used in a social gathering when norms con-
cerning shared space or claims to space are violated. Personal space orien-
tation is sometimes studied in the context of conversation (here it is interesting 
to apply this concept to non-verbal interaction) and spatial distance and how 
these vary according to age, race, status, and other social positions (Knapp et 
al., 2013, p. 11). Territoriality, asserts Knapp et al., denotes the human 
tendency to stake out personal territory or “untouchable space.” Most beha-
vioral scientists agree that territoriality exists in human behavior (Knapp et 
al., 2013, p. 124). Territoriality not only helps regulate social interaction but 
also intensifies social conflicts or contestations. Additionally, Goffman (1971) 
identifies objects as territories, referring to personal effects such as bags, 
jackets, and dependent children as possessional territories. Possessional 
territories also include objects that can be claimed temporarily by people such 
as magazines. However, the last category is also called secondary or public 
territories (Knapp et al., 2013, p. 124). These territories are not central to the 
daily life of the owner nor perceived as clearly exclusive to one owner. 
Because these public territories blur the public-private boundary, their tem-
porary ownership is more predisposed to be contested, claimed, and que-
stioned. For example, public territories such as park benches belong to the 
urban landscape and bus seats can be temporarily owned by almost anyone.  

 
20 The expression ‘specific social gatherings’ is here applied to the social gathering that is con-
nected to a specific place, such as a bus, a line in the grocery store, and a teaching hall.   
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Knapp et al. (2013, p. 125) identifies two types of territoriality: invasion and 
defense. In turn, there are three types of territorial encroachments (of which 
the first and the third are most relevant for this thesis): violation, invasion, and 
contamination.  Violation involves the unwarranted use of another’s territory 
(e.g., with the eyes–staring, talking loudly, and with the body–taking up two 
bus seats instead of one) and refers to someone violating the rules of conduct. 
Invasion, which most often refers to invasion of a country but can also be used 
in relation to a room or in our case a city bus, involves the encroachment of 
personal space. Contamination involves what one leaves behind in a tempo-
rary location (e.g., dirt, garbage, or even odors left in a bus). Although both 
violation and contamination involve the unwarranted use of a territory, this 
thesis analyzes these concepts in a more nuanced way. Contamination is 
connected to how people respond to unwarranted use of a bus and how long 
the response lasts. The actions involving making unwanted noises or talking 
loudly in another’s limited territory have to do with norms for sound levels in 
this territory, the confines of a bus or the waiting area of the bus-stop. These 
actions are labeled sonic contamination because the interactional space invol-
ves spatial qualities such as volume, direction, and sound, which are influen-
tial by the interaction moments. Moreover, Knapp et al. state that “body or 
breath odors associated with the person are normally considered part of his or 
her physical appearance” (2013, p. 11). Therefore, unpleasant odors left 
behind on a bus seat is a contamination of a public territory and a violation of 
territorial norms. In addition, a noise that interrupts silence or the murmured 
sounds of conversation on a bus are sonic contaminations, also violations of 
the territorial norms.      

Another territorial norm is linked to the intensity of involvement in the 
situation. As asserted by Goffman (1966), whatever the prescribed involve-
ments and their approved intensities, people are most often required to provide 
visible evidence of maintaining a minimum involvement in the performed 
activity. In public spaces, such evidence includes gazes, nods, or occasional 
scanning of the place. Additionally, there are moments where the opposite, 
disinvolvement, is required. For example, when a man runs to catch a bus and 
slips on an icy pavement, he may hold his body erect and wear a painful little 
smile on his face to disguise his pain and to mark his disinvolvement in the 
slipping or falling down (Goffman, 1966, p. 60). Another kind of involvement 
is overinvolvement: excessive and loud overinvestment in activities (Goffman, 
1966). In Western societies, overinvolvement includes staring at someone. 
When people are caught being overinvolved, they usually are embarrassed, 
“hastily reallocating [their]  involvement in a more acceptable and more 
accepting way” (Goffman, 1966, p. 61). Moreover, this kind of overinvolve-
ment may be reacted to as a violation of one’s personal space. 
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As this thesis examines the interaction moments and rituals of strangers, it is 
important to look into how norms influence these interactions. As a general 
rule, strangers require a “reason to enter a face engagement” (Goffman, 1966, 
p. 124) in the interaction moment. As stated earlier, much of what people are 
trying to accomplish is embedded in the situation. For example, standing in 
line to pay for groceries or waiting in line to buy a ticket when boarding a bus 
require the cashier or the driver to engage. Similarly, bumping or tripping over 
someone gives a person the right to engage the other to request assistance, 
explanation, apology, etc. (Goffman, 1966, p. 128). Also, if someone un-
knowingly drops something in a public space, by-standers have the implicit 
understanding that they can approach this person “since anyone has a right to 
tell him [the person who dropped the object] what has happened” (Goffman, 
1966, p. 127). In this situation, unacquainted people are given a reason to be 
involved in an interaction based on the situation itself.     

Another norm is the demand to answer to actions. Eriksson–whose point of 
departure is Goffman–calls this the “reciprocity demand” (2007). Accor-
dingly, it is one’s duty to answer if one is addressed. In such cases, every 
action will be an answer, whether one answers or abstains. That is, the lack of 
an answer is an answer. Eriksson calls this the “interaction flow” (2007). The 
acting flows between actors, alternating between participants in such a way 
that in one minute it gathers with one actor and the next it passes to the other. 
Although a person may choose not to act, he or she is still part of the interac-
tion flow (Eriksson, 2007, p. 17) in the interaction moment because the body 
of the actor is a piece of consequential equipment:  

Man does not live by words alone; all subjects are situated in a space in which 
they must either recognize themselves or lose themselves, a space which they 
may both enjoy and modify. (Lefebvre, 1991, p. 35)  

Finally, recurrent expectations of the same kind might be seen as social norms. 
In his 1959 study of the presentation of self, Goffman argues that individuals 
want to maintain the impression that they fulfill the expectations mediated by 
a social context. These expectations, or norms, contain values that are media-
ted and reproduced in a society. Similarly, in his later studies on face-to-face 
interaction, Goffman concludes that “a person is not built up from inner psy-
chic propensities, but from moral rules that are impressed upon him from 
without” (1967, p. 44).  

From this, it follows that norms guiding non-verbal interaction in public places 
are deeply connected not only to the place itself but also to the moral judg-
ments of those interacting in the place. These norms prescribe enacting terri-
toriality (through claiming, possessive actions, or staking out personal space) 
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and retaining an appropriate intensity of involvement (including disinvolve-
ment or lack of action). Moreover, norms of territoriality and intensity of in-
volvement are also elements of non-verbal interaction moments that are 
morally judged and subjected to negative sanctions when violated.      

3.5. Involvements in Bodily Encounters 

The intensity of involvement is, as outlined above, one of the ritual elements 
of the interaction moment. Between the beginning and the end of an inter-
action moment, an “an involvement contour” or “a line tracing the rise and fall 
of an encounter” can be mapped onto the interaction ( Goffman, 1966, p. 18). 
Typically, an interaction moment obliges the participants to convey and 
conceal information (Goffman, 1966). Everyone possesses at least some 
knowledge of the meaning of body symbols. That is, people use their body to 
convey information to others, requiring the participants in the interaction to 
interpret the meaning encoded in the body language. Information can be trans-
mitted as either embodied or disembodied (Goffman, 1966). Embodied 
messages such as verbal and non-verbal expressions, gestures, gazes, and 
body movements, and shifts in body positions are expressions that a sender 
conveys “by means of his own current bodily activity, the transmission 
occurring only during the time that his body is present to sustain this activity” 
(Goffman, 1966, p. 14). Disembodied messages do not require the bodily 
presence of the sender such as when messages are transmitted via letters or 
mailed gifts (Goffman, 1966, p. 14). This thesis focuses on embodied 
messages–i.e., gestures, gazes, bodily movements and shifts in body positions 
as elements of non-verbal interaction.    

Goffman states that bodily activities not only spread information throughout 
the whole encounter but also provide information about the individual’s 
involvement:  

Just as the individual finds that he must convey something through body idiom, 
and is required to convey the right thing, so also he finds that while present to 
others he will inevitably convey information about the allocation of his in-
volvement, and that expression of a particular allocation is obligatory. 
(Goffman, 1966, p. 37)  

As illustrated here and in the former section, there are specific rules during an 
interaction moment regarding the allocation of involvement (Goffman, 1966), 
as well as a variety of ways to use the body as an involvement shield:  

Because one perceives the individual’s involvement in reference to the whole 
context of his activity, involvement can be shielded by blocking perception of 
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bodily signs of involvement or objects of involvement or both. (Goffman, 
1966, p. 39) 

An involvement shield may be, for example, a hand shielding the picking of a 
nose in a public space or a newspaper that covers the mouth while yawning. 
Reading newspapers, sleeping, or gazing out the window while riding a train 
or airplane may be permissible as these involvements in our society represent 
legitimate momentary diversions from the legitimate object of going about 
one’s business. In this case, certain actions, such as sleeping or looking away 
from something, can be seen as involvement shields. However, these behaviors 
tend to be employed as covers when one’s objective is not legitimate 
(Goffman, 1966, p. 59), behaviors that that may also be classified as isolation 
techniques (Henderson 1975). The use of a shield says much about the norms 
and obligations regarding a particular ritual. A shield used to conceal or not 
used when available says something significant about the norms of the inter-
action moment. This observation is relevant to this thesis because the props 
that may be used in an interaction, which were mentioned in the previous 
chapters, may be used as shields from involvement in an interaction (e.g., 
mobile phone, book, and newspaper). 

According to Goffman (1966), involvement in an activity expresses the pur-
pose or aim of the participant. A participant in a social gathering may be 
obliged to sustain at least a certain minimal amount of involvement to avoid 
the appearance of being disengaged. There are also rules against being disen-
gaged or “having no purpose” (Goffman, 1966, p. 58), another reason for 
using involvement shields. The level of involvement may also be crucial for 
evaluating an action in an interaction. One such action is looking or staring at 
someone. In small and confined spaces such as on a bus, staring is hard to 
manage tactfully: “[T]o not stare requires looking very pointedly in other 
directions” (Goffman, 1966, p. 137). This is the case even when using objects 
as involvement shields. However, these involvement shields can be used at any 
time to give oneself or others an excuse for not initiating contact. On the other 
hand, staring may be used as an interaction technique that initiates a begin-
ning of a ritual: “[A] person may legitimately begin to look fully at another a 
moment before he initiates an encounter” (Goffman, 1966, p. 136). 

This kind of action can be inspired by the reciprocity demand established 
between a bus driver and a passenger in the understanding permeated in 
looking right at each other (see Chapter 2). Eye contact between a driver and 
a passenger conveys a request for a positive response such as when a passenger 
arrives late to a bus stop and wants the driver to wait. If a bus driver drives 
away, he or she communicates that the passenger matters less in this particular 
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moment than the schedule. Thus, simply avoiding eye contact is a strategy to 
avoid establishing or violating reciprocity. 

3.6. Gestures and Sequences in Non-verbal Interaction       

This section begins with a presentation of what gesture is, as gestures are here 
treated as one of the basic means of non-verbal mundane communication. At 
the core of this lies the connection between gestures and codes for non-verbal 
interaction, as emphasized, for example, by the American anthropologist-
linguists Sapir and Mandelbaum: 

We respond to gestures with an extreme alertness and, one might say, in 
accordance with an elaborate code that is written nowhere, known by none, 
and understood by all. (1949, p. 566) 

Janney, another linguist, continues with this line of thought:  

In fact, we rely so heavily on gestures to interpret each other’s thoughts and 
intentions that if what someone literally 'says' is contradicted by what they 
gesturally 'show', we almost always interpret the former through the filter (or 
within the frame of reference) of the latter to get the 'true' reading, and not the 
other way around. Because gestures speak louder, and tell more, than words, 
we believe them. (1999, p. 3f) 

Gestures (i.e., the use of the body in interaction) are significant in social 
interaction and therefore the question posed here is as follows: What can the 
concepts gesture and sequences contribute to our understanding of non-verbal 
interaction?  

As asserted earlier, unfocused interaction has to do with how people adjust 
their behaviors to one another whenever they share the same space. Therefore, 
to analyze non-verbal aspects of these interactions requires developing addi-
tional notions about how interactions are organized. Otherwise, one risks 
studying recordings of movements isolated from the interactional context in 
which gestures are performed. The studies of gestures (a topic of study since 
the end of the sixteenth century) have in recent years gone from being an area 
of relatively little research activity during the 1960s and 1970s to an area that 
is of primary interest to numerous contemporary scholars (e.g., Kendon et al., 
1981; Kendon, 2004). Today, the study of non-verbal interaction and com-
munication is considered an interdisciplinary enterprise. 

During day-to-day interactions with others, one makes use of three aspects of 
non-verbal communication: the sending of non-verbal messages, the receiving 
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of non-verbal messages, and the interplay between these two (Knapp et al., 
2013, p. 4). The term “non-verbal communication” (communication being a 
part of social interaction process) is most frequently used to refer to  

all of the ways in which communication is affected between persons when in 
each other’s presence by means other than words. It refers to the 
communicational functioning of bodily activity, gesture, facial expression and 
orientation, posture and spacing, touch and smell […]. (Kendon et al., 1981, 
p. 3)  

Non-verbal interaction, as conceptualized and operationalized in this thesis, 
refers to these aspects of the temporary mundane bodily co-presence during 
city bus rides. Although he sees verbal expression as the most significant way 
to interact, Mead labels the entire course of interaction “the conversation of 
gestures” (1964, p. xxvi); in line with a social psychological perspective, 
Mead also asserts that the meaning of gestures arises during co-operative 
group action. Mead ascribes this kind of meaning production in co-operative 
group action to a triadic relationship between gestures (1934, p. 145). In other 
words, the meaning of a gesture lies in the response to the gesture. Although 
relevant for the theoretical framework, this triadic relationship between gestu-
res is not sufficiently explained by Mead and therefore is further developed in 
this thesis. The relevance of this triadic relationship between gestures lies, 
however, in how the principle of organization of gestures (as found in 
participation in interaction) is put into the form of significant symbols through 
the use of gestures. Mead discusses both verbal and non-verbal gestures as a 
“pointing out process” that may occur with a finger, by and attitude of body, 
by direction of head and eyes; however, Mead notes that “pointing out” is 
usually performed using vocal gesture (1934, p. 34).  

Before moving from Mead’s perspective on gestures, I want to address a 
certain ambiguity in his use of the concepts “meaning” and “significance,” 
which have relevance to the theoretical framework and methodology used for 
this thesis. This ambiguity also has to do with the triadic relationship between 
the gestures mentioned above, specifically the gestures Mead  calls “signifi-
cant” (or “concrete”) symbols in communication (1934). In his approach, a 
rudimentary situation is a “conversation of gestures” in which a gesture 
performed by the first individual evokes a preparatory movement on the part 
of the second, and the gesture of the second individual in turn calls on a 
response in the first person. Here, Mead states that on this level no communi-
cation occurs because neither individual is aware of the effect of his own 
gestures on the other, so he views these gestures as nonsignificant (1934, p. 
47). Furthermore, he argues that for communication to take place, each person 
must have knowledge of how the other individual will respond to his or her 
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own actions. In this case, when each person has knowledge of possible respon-
se alternatives, the gestures are significant symbols. Now, because the focus 
of this thesis is heterogeneous and homogeneous non-verbal interaction pat-
terns (i.e., bodily movements and positionings in interaction) and the data 
collection method for this thesis is participant observation, there are specific 
premises for what is considered as communication 

Using Mead’s definition of significant (or concrete) symbols (1934, p. 47), 
this thesis considers bodily gestures as significant because in the context of 
urban bus riding these non-verbal gestures are influenced and guided by rules 
specific to the context of riding a bus. Moreover, as argued earlier using Goff-
man’s ideas (1966), because gestures are regulated by a set of norms for 
interaction in a public space, a gesturing individual assumes the receiver of 
the message understands the message (i.e., the person making the gesture is 
confident that the receiver understands the possible response alternatives to 
the gesture). Furthermore, one of the premises for non-verbal interaction in a 
public space is that the body of the individual with its normative connotations 
becomes the main vehicle of communication. The bodily gestures carried out 
in this context are considered to be “significant” (or “concrete” to use Mead’s 
terminology) because, in line with what is argued by both Mead (1934, 1964) 
and Goffman (1966, 1971), consciousness is not separated from action and 
interaction, but is an integral part of both.  

In other words, merely through a brief co-presence of bodies in time and 
bodies moving in this space, people take in information (e.g., information 
about relational category memberships) and react to this information. There-
fore, the individual is not merely a passive recipient of external environmental 
influences. Individuals are capable of taking action through selective 
perception (cf. Howard & Hollander, 1997; Cornell & Hartmann, 1998; 
Pickering, 2001) with reference to such influences. With respect to the ambi-
guity in Mead’s use of the terms significance and meaning, it can be asked 
whether a gesture can have meaning (or be meaningful) without being signi-
ficant in this context. For the thesis, when the meaning of a gesture lies in the 
response to that gesture (as outlined above), then there is meaning in the 
nonsignificant “conversation of gestures” because the interacting individuals 
must respond to one another’s non-verbal gestures. 

For Mead, talking is a vocal gesture and a physical gesture cannot be heard, 
but, as argued in this thesis, the whole interaction moment can be seen as a 
“conversation by gestures” or communication by gestures. So when making 
gestures, as Goodwin (2000) argues  (talking about action and embodiment in 
interaction), the gestures have to be organized with a specific embodied con-
figuration (the hand, arm, and the upper part of the torso leaning towards the 
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recipient) and include not only the gesturing person’s body but also the 
recipient’s body. That is, gesturing involves a visual and rhythmic organi-
zation of the gesturing body. Goodwin (2000) highlights this kind of inter-
action process as sensitive to changes in orientation of the gesture and the 
gaze, which are also relevant to non-verbal interaction in the limited space of 
a city bus. When the recipient’s direction of gaze changes for some reason, a 
person may use another body part in the recipient’s line of sight to gesture. 
Goodwin calls this “reflexive awareness” (2000, p. 1503). This thesis combi-
nes this reflexive awareness with the level of involvement in the bodily en-
counters presented earlier. That is, people can use reflexive awareness to 
switch from one interactional configuration to another, but reflexive aware-
ness may also be used to apply an involvement shield (e.g., if caught staring, 
the person may start to fiddle with a phone or bag). Similarly, Goodwin states 
that 

reflexive awareness is not simply an ‘interior’ element of the mental process 
necessary for defining the action […], but a public, visible component of the 
ongoing practices used to build the action, something that leads to systematic, 
relevant changes in the shape of the action. (2000, p. 1503) 

It is these visible components of the actions that are relevant when studying 
non-verbal interaction. In this thesis, this visible social action is considered a 
gesture. Therefore, all the visible social actions that the literature considers–
gesture, expressions of emotions, interpersonal attitudes, bodily performances, 
and non-performances–are considered gestures (Goodwin, 2000; Goodwin & 
Goodwin, 1996; Kendon, 2004; Kendon et al., 1981; Knapp et al., 2013). A 
non-verbal expression is any unit of activity that seems to be treated by those 
who are co-present as a communicative act or contribution. Gesture is the 
visible bodily action that has a role in such “units of action” (Kendon, 2004). 
Some aspects of visible bodily action are singled out and treated as gesture, 
while others are treated as expressions of emotions, interpersonal attitudes, 
and bodily non-performances. Therefore, waving goodbye, pointing, and pan-
tomiming are considered gestures. On the other hand, smiling, laughter, 
weeping, repetitive movements, involuntary movements, and manipulation of 
things such as hair-patting, are not gestures but are expressions of emotion.  

Even if there is a lack of a visible response to a gesture, it is possible to assert, 
according to Kendon, that  

Gestures, like words, are produced for communication even if they do not 
always succeed in communicating something or are not interpreted by all 
recipients in just the same way. (Kendon, 2004, p. 111) 
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As established earlier using Goffman’s concept of line, willingly or not, 
people when in each other’s presence continuously inform one another about 
their intentions, interests, feelings, and ideas by means of visible body action:  

It is through the orientation of the body and especially through the orientation 
of the eyes, that information is provided about the direction and nature of a 
person’s attention. How people arrange their bodies, and how they orient them, 
and place them in relation to each other, or to features of the environment, 
provides important information about how they are engaged with one another 
and about the nature of their intentions and attitudes. (Kendon, 2004, p. 1) 

For the purposes of this thesis and to theoretically approach the non-verbal 
interaction techniques used during city bus rides, it is now important to 
identify the non-verbal sequences that gestures are carried out within. For 
example, to theoretically analyze a territorial orientation of a person offering 
a seat to another rider, it is important to establish whether the orientation in-
volves a hand gesture or whether it involves a change in body position or some 
other body expression. Mead recognized that this mapping of action sequences 
is important:  

The gesture of one person and the response of another person to that gesture 
within any given social act bring out the relationship that exists between the 
gesture as a beginning of a given act and the completion of the act, to which 
the gesture refers. (1964, p. 166) 

Greeting rituals require a response to an action, which embodies the meaning 
of a ritual. For example, if someone offers a hand to another person and that 
person takes the hand and shakes it (i.e., a handshake), then this is considered 
a greeting ritual–i.e., the response defines the ritual. However, if someone 
reaches out a hand to open a door for someone, then this act is considered to 
be something entirely different, not a ritual gesture. Therefore, the response 
of the other person completes the ritual act. That is, the gesture gains its 
meaning through the kind of response it elicits. In the context of bus riding, 
when a person makes a movement with a hand, others can respond to this 
gesture by sitting down in the offered seat, which could include an exchange 
of smiles, nods, or gazes. Therefore, the meaning of the hand movement can 
be read as follows: When person A offers a seat to person B, person B engages 
in the interaction moment using other interaction techniques, such as sitting 
down (making a bodily movement). If person B looks away or turns away, the 
hand movement can be read as follows: When person A makes a hand move-
ment towards person B, person B engages in the interaction moment using 
other avoidance technique, such as an involvement shield. Both actions elicit 
a response, but the response imparts the meaning of the interaction and the 
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response depends on the gestural elements21 involved in the interaction ritual 
carried out in the interaction moment. 

Kendon describes a gestural sequence as non-verbal communication and 
interaction (2004; 1981), which this section of the theory chapter is mostly 
based on. Thus, one of the elements of gestural sequences are gesture units. 
A gesture unit is defined as a movement from a relaxed home position (in 
Mead’s expression, the beginning-end of an act) toward a region of space, and 
an eventual movement back to the home position of rest or relaxation. The 
phase of movement where the shape and effort of movement is manifested with 
greatest clarity is called the stroke and the pause. When the stroke is sustained 
in one position, it is called post-stroke hold. The phase of movement leading 
to the stroke is termed preparation, and the phase of movement that follows 
this is referred to as recovery. Consequently, the preparation and stroke relate 
to gesture phase; preparation, stroke, and recovery comprise the whole gesture 
unit. The time from the beginning to the end of an act or gesture and the 
completion of an act or gesture are the elements of a gesture unit. Consequent-
ly, the meaning of the gesture unit of person A is embedded in the gestural 
elements of the gesture unit of person B. These elements may consist of ritual 
elements, intensity of involvement, territorial orientation, expressions of emo-
tion (the concepts that were outlined earlier in this section), as well as the 
external markers of the body such as phenotypical variations associated with 
age and race, which contribute to specific interaction patterns. 

Here, Crossley’s (2001) argument can be revisited: the outcome of interaction 
varies depending on interactants’ bodily characteristics. Consequently, the re-
sponse to a gesture, which carries the meaning of the interaction, would vary 
depending on these bodily characteristics.  Moreover, as argued by Crossley, 
the action of staring or gazing signifies sorting out, categorizing, and 
“hooking on” to differences in these bodily characteristics (2001). Similarly, 
Goodwin and Goodwin (1996) approach the act of gazing as a situated 
activity. They suggest that the activity is not only bound to a specific social 
position but also embedded in the specific context. As the human eye and 
perceptual system play a part in the processes of stratification during non-
verbal interaction, the ability to see something is always tied to a particular 
position encompassing a range of phenomena, including placement within 
social structure, a local task, and access to relevant material and cognitive 

 
21 When a person moves his or her body in the non-verbal interaction moment, the implications 
of this action in the presence of another can be responded to as an interaction technique–e.g., 
hailing technique, or an isolation technique. In this context, the bodily movement is an 
interactional configuration and the ritual elements are the responses to the action in the form of 
these techniques. 
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tools (Goodwin & Goodwin, 1996, p. 61). However, Knapp et al. have a 
slightly different take:  

Verbal and non-verbal signals can be at variance with one another in a variety 
of ways. They may communicate two contradictory messages, or two messages 
that seem incongruous with each other. (2013, p. 15) 

How do people react when confronted with such conflicting messages? Accor-
ding to Knapp et al., this occurs through a three-step process: confusion and 
uncertainty (perhaps visualized in a paused gesture or movement); searching 
for additional information that will clarify the message (perhaps looking back 
and forth between two or more objects or persons); and if clarification is not 
forthcoming, displeasure, hostility, or even withdrawal (turning a back to 
someone, moving away, or disengaging from interaction) (2013, p. 16).   

From an interactionist perspective, the study of gesture seems to promise in-
sights into how socially shared forms of expression are transformed into 
individual forms of expression and how these become socially communicative 
codes in different spatial contexts. In contrast to the earlier abandonment of 
embodiment as an issue of sociological importance (because of the 
prominence of the idea that action does not occur as a result of bodily 
dispositions but as choices motivated by social norms), it is here suggested 
that a focus on bodily techniques can help sociologists explore how norma-
tivity and physicality are combined with the structure of the embodied subject, 
the patterns of social interaction, and the social structure of a society.   

Non-verbal interaction produces interactional space, but (as argued in Chap-
ter 2) it also conditions the why, the what (rules of conduct), and the how of 
interaction. In line with the previous argument developed in the literature 
review, Knapp et al. conclude that  

variations in arrangements, materials, shapes or surfaces of objects in the 
interacting environment can be extremely influential on the outcome of an 
interpersonal relationship. (2013, p. 11) 

Production of interactional space (cf. Mondada, 2009) with its amounts, fre-
quencies, shapes, and distances is thus a feature of the physical environment. 
For example, when a city bus frequently stops and similar non-verbal 
movements are performed by the riders and the driver, the frequency and the 
rhythm of the actions become part of the non-verbal interaction moment:  

When something occurs, how frequently it occurs, and the tempos or rhythms 
of actions are clearly a part of the communicative world even though they are 
not a part of the physical environment per se. (Knapp et al., 2013, p. 11) 
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All of this means that theoretically approaching non-verbal interaction mo-
ments or bodily encounters in city bus-riding consists of analyzing con-
textually, spatially, and time-bound activity phases, which correspond to the 
bus riding phases presented in Chapter 4 [Waiting for the Bus (WFB); Boar-
ding the Bus and Finding a Seat (BBFS); and While Seated (WS)]. Each 
activity phase consists of interaction moments and gesture units. Furthermore, 
all of the interaction moments, and gesture units have a beginning and an end. 
In an interaction moment, ritual elements regulate the flow of mutual actions 
and reactions and the participants apply different interaction techniques 
guided by interaction norms in a particular activity phase. For example, a 
greeting ritual performed in a social gathering may consist of actions such as 
directing a gaze toward the recipient, lifting an arm aimed to initiate a hand-
shake or a wave, lifting the eyebrows in an acknowledging facial expression, 
and leaning the body position towards the recipient. This greeting ritual is 
comprised of several interaction and gesture units. In the greeting ritual, 
gazing is an interaction unit, lifting an arm (a handshake or a wave) and lea-
ning of the body towards the recipient are gesture units, and lifting an eyebrow 
is a facial expression. All of these are met with matching responses, although 
even a lack of response is here considered a reaction to an action within the 
interaction moment and gesture unit. Each interaction moment and gesture 
unit consists of a movement from a home position toward a region of space, 
and eventually a movement back to the home position. Again, taking the 
greeting ritual and the waving gesture as examples, the hands are in the home 
position when they are near the body, the preparation of the waving gesture is 
the movement from the home position upward and forward with the open hand, 
the stroke of the waving gesture is when the movement is completed, the pause 
when the hand is still in the upward position is the post-stroke hold of the 
gesture, and the phase of movement back and down with the arm toward the 
home position is the recovery.  

The ritual elements regulate the flow of mutual actions and reactions as the 
interaction proceeds. This regulation is executed through different bodily 
techniques. For the purposes of this thesis, the ultimate behavioral materials 
in the ritual are the gazes, gestures, and bodily positionings that the parti-
cipants feed into the situated activities, whether done intentionally or uninten-
tionally. Thus, the interaction ritual is performed in sequences of gesture 
units22 by the participants, who use different interaction techniques depending 
on what actions they estimate being suitable in the specific bodily encounter 
(what social positions are involved in the ritual). These theoretical concepts, 

 
22 I earlier pointed out that the non-verbal interaction moments on city buses consist of con-
textually, spatially, and time-bound activity phases: Waiting for the Bus; Boarding the Bus and 
Finding a Seat; and While Seated (or standing) on the bus. The recorded data were collected 
based on these phases and are presented in the analysis chapters (Chapters 5 and 6).  
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which are the building blocks of the theoretical framework for this thesis, are 
presented in Figure 1 in the last page of this chapter. 
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4. Data Collection Method: Participant 
Observation  

Effective observation means “seeing” as much as possible in any situation. 
This can include noting the arrangement of physical space, the arrangement of 
people within that space, the specific activities, and movement of people in a 
scene, the interaction among people in the scene (and with the researcher), the 
specific words spoken, and non-verbal interaction, including facial expres-
sions. (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2002, p. 69) 

The quotation above not only encapsulates most of the elements of participant 
observation but also acknowledges the importance of careful preparation for 
data collection. Moreover, DeWalt and DeWalt (2002) emphasize the impor-
tance of the arrangement of physical space, arrangement of people within that 
space (i.e., their positions), their movement, and the non-verbal interaction 
between them, including facial expressions, most of the features that are in 
focus for this project, which also confirms the choice of participant obser-
vation as the data collection tool for this project. Furthermore, DeWalt and 
DeWalt (2002, p. 77) recommend that the participant observer should consider 
developing a plan for systematic observation, especially if the observed beha-
vior is important to the theoretical purposes of the study. Therefore, this sec-
tion relies on detailed fieldnotes and discusses many parameters concerning 
sampling (i.e., context, time, and people). 

There are many kinds of social roles during fieldwork and therefore many 
kinds of participant observations. DeWalt and DeWalt (2002, pp. 19-23) cate-
gorize these according to the level of participation: passive participation–the 
researcher is present but does not interact (a social role of a spectator); mode-
rate participation–the researcher is present at the scene of the action and identi-
fiable as a researcher (a social role of an occasional participant); active partici-
pation–the researcher engages in almost everything that other people are doing 
as a means of trying to learn the cultural rules for behavior (active participant); 
and complete participation–full membership of the group being studied, al-
though still an outsider, adopting an analytic stance (traditional participant 
observation). The balance between observation and participation achieved by 
an individual researcher can fall anywhere along this continuum of levels of 
participation and can shift from one to another over time. The key point is that 
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the ethnographer should be aware of these categories and make it clear where 
they stand when writing ethnography (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2002). While riding 
a city bus, I was part of the studied context, dependent on its temporal, spatial, 
and social components. Like the other riders, I had to wait for the bus at the 
bus stop, board the bus, find a seat, and interact with other riders and the bus 
drivers. That is, my level of participation fell somewhere along the continuum 
between passive and complete participation. Although I was a rider like my 
fellow travelers, I maintained an analytical stance and used note-taking stra-
tegies that were deemed to be congruent with the social setting.  

Below is an example of how these different social roles and levels of parti-
cipation might be recognized in the recorded raw data. In addition, these ex-
tracts illustrate how the fieldnotes are identified: the extract number; the 
number identifying the IM; the phase of the bus ride (WFB, BBFS, WS); and 
whether interactions are homogeneous (HO) or heterogeneous (HE) with re-
spect to race and age. 

Extract 1 from IM 20, BBFS, HO23: I press the card on the reader. There is a 
problem again, so I repeat the procedure and press the card against the reader 
once more. I look to the NWOM2 driver and he makes eye-contact with me, 
nods and waves me in with his hand […]. 

Extract 2 from IM 25, BBFS, HO: I sit in the back area. An NWOF3 boards 
the bus. The NWOF3 takes the aisle seat next to an NWYF6 who is texting on 
her phone […].      

Extract 1, recorded during the bus riding phase Boarding the Bus and Finding 
a Seat (BBFS), describes boarding the bus, which implies bodies moving in 
the bus space, from the door of the bus, passing the driver’s booth and the fee-
reading machine, and walking down the aisle of the bus. This chapter, how-
ever, applies a methodological gaze by looking for information other than 
what is recorded between the actors on the bus to see what information regar-
ding the levels of participation is revealed in the fieldnotes.  

The extracts indicate the time when the notes were taken in relation to the 
described interaction. One difference between these two extracts (Extract 1 
and Extract 2) is the spatial perspective the fieldnotes are taken from. In 
Extract 1, the observer (the author of the thesis) is an active participant in the 
interaction between the rider (the author of the thesis) and the driver (“I press 
a card against the reader [. . .] I look to the Non-white Older Male 2 driver 
[…]”). Because the observer is a complete participant, the fieldnotes of the 
interaction sequence are written after the event has taken place. In the extract 

 
23 The abbreviations will be explained in more detail in due course. 
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2, the observer (again, the author of the thesis) is a passive spectator of the 
action (“I sit in the back area”). These examples demonstrate that the level of 
participation of the observer (i.e., the author of the fieldnotes) varies between 
passive and complete participation.       

In addition, the level of participation requires the observers to consider how 
they identify with the participants. Hammersley and Atkinson (1995) recom-
mend that observers identify themselves using reflexive accounts to maintain 
a more or less marginal position as an insider and outsider, a perspective that 
places the observer to be “intellectually poised between familiarity and 
strangeness” (1995, p. 112), a marginal native. I, as the observer, am a rider 
myself and therefore the question of what level of complete participation this 
involves is important. Again, Hammersley and Atkinson provide some gui-
dance: “Complete participation may occur where the putative researcher is 
already a member of the group or organization that he or she decides to study” 
(1995, p. 104). In this kind of participation, the ethnographer’s activities are 
wholly concealed. There is some truth in avoiding the trouble of access nego-
tiations, but in some settings, such as the setting for this project, complete 
participation is the only strategy by which the data required can be obtained. 
However, if the ethnographer’s cover is revealed, the consequences may be 
disastrous for the completion of the fieldwork project.  

In this section, I have delineated the key elements in participant observation 
that were used in this thesis. I have also asserted that the research setting (a 
city bus) and the research questions for this project provided both possibilities 
and limitations to my level of participation. Hence, the level of participation 
was balanced between active and complete participation as I was a rider not 
only taking part in all of the activities in the setting but also adopting an analy-
tical stance and writing fieldnotes. Moreover, the writing of fieldnotes was 
guided by observational protocols designed for each stage of an observation. 
What was recorded in the fieldnotes, how the fieldnotes were recorded, and 
when the fieldnotes were recorded are important issues for an ethnographer to 
consider. Therefore, my strategies for addressing these issues are discussed 
and outlined in the next section.      

4.1. Writing Ethnographic Fieldnotes 

A fieldworker must know what to write down, how to write it down, and when 
to write it down. Fieldworkers aim to collect as much of the available data as 
possible by observing behaviors and mapping the physical and social scene. 



 Moments on a City Bus  
      

 81 

These data are then used to analyze social relationships and identify com-
ponents of action, with special attention to variations, exceptions, and mis-
takes. 

Some fieldworkers make sharp distinctions between notes about a scene and 
notes about one’s own reactions and thoughts; others consider fieldnotes to be 
writings that record both what is observed and learned about the activities of 
others as well as their own reflections, actions, and questions. In line with the 
ethnographic approach used in this thesis, I recognize the interplay between 
the context of the field and the context of the researcher. Thus, the fieldnotes 
for this project are of two types: records of what is observed and records of 
my own reflections and actions in relation to my role as an ethnographer. The 
above distinction between what ethnographers discover and how they discover 
has been criticized by Emerson et al. (1995), who see both as equally 
important parts of written fieldnotes.  

When and how to write notes? Beginning with the question when to write 
notes, I turn to Hammersley and Atkinson (1995). They emphasize that the 
more time between the observation and the recording of what has been obser-
ved, the more likely the fieldnotes will be inaccurate as the limits of memory 
inevitably result in the loss of detail and concrete descriptions. Therefore, 
Hammersley and Atkinson provide some advice on how to improve the chan-
ces of creating accurate and useful fieldnotes:  

[A] more selective approach [to fieldnotes] will normally result in data of better 
quality, provided the periods of observation are complemented by periods of 
productive recording and reflection. (1995, p. 48)  

Following Hammersley and Atkinson’s suggestion, I wrote my fieldnotes as 
soon after the observations as possible. When possible, I made my notes du-
ring the actual participant observation; in some cases, however, such as the 
times when I sat on a full bus, squeezed between the bus window and another 
rider, this was not always possible. In many situations, taking notes during 
participation would have disrupted the social setting being observed. 
Therefore, I limited my note-taking procedures to a form of activity that was 
deemed natural in this setting, such as texting on a mobile phone or making 
short handwritten notes in a notebook. I tested other note-taking strategies 
such as counting gestures, filling in a formulary, sketching simple tables by 
hand, and making handwritten notes in a notebook. In line with the ethno-
graphic tradition applied in this thesis, the fieldnotes presented in the analysis 
chapters are records of what was observed conducted in two stages: jotting 
down details of observed interactions in a field notebook and later transferring 
the relevant information in the fieldnotes to a set of tables designed to more 
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As recommended by Hammersley and Atkinson (1995), I endeavored to make 
as concrete and descriptive notes as possible as well as indicate as clearly as 
possible any gaps and uncertainties. However, irrespective of the level of 
concreteness of fieldnotes, it is essential that the context of the notes be 
identifiable during the analysis stage. This identification of context, for 
example, can be ensured by using a list of classifications to indicate a range 
of relevant features of that context. Because I had earlier established that the 
dimensions context, time and people were used, I was able to use a 
classification list constructed by Spradley (1980, p. 78) that follows a similar 
logic. This classification list was thus used during data collection and is 
presented below. The list is followed by questions relevant for the note taking 
during participant observation:  

1. Space: the physical place or places. How is the space divided and shared 
during the phases WFB, BBFS, WS, and GOB (Getting off the Bus)? How 
does the division of space change depending on what social categories are 
involved in the interaction? How does division of space change depending 
on the activity or on the props involved in the interaction? 

2. Actor: the people involved. What social categories are involved in the 
interaction during the phases WFB, BBFS, WS, and GOB? 

3. Activity: a set of related acts people do. What non-verbal interaction 
techniques are used in the bus riding phases? What non-verbal interaction 
techniques are used as responses in relation to these in the bus riding 
phases?   

4. Object: the physical things that are present. What props are involved in 
the non-verbal interaction during the bus-riding phases? 

5. Act: single actions that people do. What non-verbal actions are displayed 
by the participants during the bus-riding phases? How do they differ in 
regard to phenotypical variations associated to age and race?   

6. Event: a set of related activities that people carry out. What non-verbal 
interaction series are identified during the bus-riding phases? What are the 
connections between these non-verbal interactions? 

7. Time: the sequencing that takes place over time. How do non-verbal inter-
action techniques develop over time during the bus-riding phases?  

8. Goal: the things that people are trying to accomplish. What are the respon-
ses to the non-verbal interaction techniques used by the participants in the 
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bus-riding phases? How do they differ in regard to phenotypical variations 
associated with race and age?    

9. Feeling the emotions felt and expressed. What emotions are displayed in 
the non-verbal interaction techniques in the participants’ bodies during the 
bus-riding phases? How do they differ in regard to phenotypical variations 
associated with age and race?    

Before I continue with the questions presented in the list, I want to emphasize 
that I was fully aware that I would probably not be able to consider all of the 
features described above at all times. In some cases, some features were rende-
red more relevant than others. Therefore, I am listing them here because I 
intended to keep in mind all of these parameters and aimed to achieve 
observations that focused on different aspects of the non-verbal interaction so 
as to avoid one-sided observations that focus on some features and not others. 

With respect to number 9 (feeling the emotions), observing non-verbal 
interaction means that the researcher has access to the visual and thus bodily 
expressions of emotions (e.g., facial expressions of anger, and reluctance, 
cheerfulness) but not the feeling itself. Therefore, the questions focus on the 
emotions that are “displayed” or expressed by non-verbal interaction 
techniques, so these techniques are “impressions” of these emotions. 
Considering Spradley’s typology, I also made fieldnotes on what kind of props 
(bags, strollers, etc.) the riders brought on the bus and I recorded how these 
props were moved in the space of the bus and in relation to what specific acts. 
With respect to what people were trying to accomplish, these categories were 
based on the relation between interaction techniques, which were identified as 
potentially having specific intentions (e.g., to close the interaction or to open 
the interaction), which were implicated by the response to these techniques 
and followed by another action. Moreover, as specified in the questions above, 
the fieldnotes combined the classifications with the earlier presented non-
verbal interaction techniques (e.g., body positions, body movements, opening 
techniques, closing techniques, facial expressions, inviting techniques, 
isolation techniques, sharing the space of the bus, and positioning and 
movement of props.) 

Following Emerson et al.’s (1995, p. 32f) guidelines for taking fieldnotes, I 
concentrated on recording concrete and detailed components of the observed 
scenes and interactions. However, as noted above, the particularity of the 
mundane non-verbal interaction in the city bus riding context typically takes 
place between five seconds and ten minutes, so the length of the fieldnote 
descriptions vary. However, the classification list described above was a 
helpful tool in achieving a detailed description of the scene and action along 
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with details such as gestures and facial expressions. Recording these 
observations also made it easier to recall what took place and the specific 
circumstances or the context involved, such as what the participants did and 
what occurred immediately before and after the interaction.  

Although participant observation is often described as the quintessential 
qualitative research method, this does not mean that some forms of 
quantitative data should not be collected. Statements such as “very few,” 
“many,” and “most of” when referring to events and activities and later in the 
analysis can improve the level of description and objectivity of an observation. 
How many of what kind of people are there in a particular setting or in a 
particular area of the bus? How many are doing what (activities)? How many 
of one sort in comparison with the other sort as compared with the third sort 
are acting, moving, speaking, etc.? Therefore, this kind of “trivial” counting 
can form the basis of later conclusions regarding change over time and of 
differences in distributions of things and actions across subgroups of interest. 
Because these kinds of statements also fit with the descriptive classification 
list presented earlier, some counting was used when collecting the data.  

Last, but not least, the participant observation was conducted for ten months, 
from April 2013 through January 2014. That is, the fieldnotes were recorded 
in the spring, summer, fall, and winter. In total, 200 hours of observations 
were recorded. However, the total amount of recorded hours does not accout 
for the total time spend in the field documenting: the non-verbal interaction 
moments and constructing small tables, filling in tables, testing different 
styles24 for presentation of fieldnotes, and making notes on objects and 
clothing. The majority of these kind of notes was discarded because these 
notes were deemed to risk endangering the anonymity of the participants and 
not adding to the context for the non-verbal interaction.  

Figure 3 presents a general overview of the distribution of interaction 
moments (IMs), homogeneous and heterogeneous, in relation to each other 
and to each bus-riding phase: Waiting For the Bus (WFB); Boarding the Bus 
and Finding a Seat (BBFS); While Seated (WS); and Getting Off the Bus 
(GOB). This figure also shows (the last row in the table) the total amount of 
units coded IMs (Interaction Moments), which are also labeled as 
homogeneous or heterogeneous, and the total number of IMs recorded for each 
bus-riding phase (last column in the table).  

These numbers can be related to the outlines of the distribution of time writing 
fieldnotes and using cross-charts in the field (Figure 4). Time that is not 
accounted for in Figure 4 is the time writing full notes (cf. Emerson et al., 

 
24 Various styles for presentation of data were tested. The choice of the style was guided by its 
sensitivity to theoretical implications and its attention to the design of the project. 
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1995) to fit together incidents in meaningful patterns, writing down reflexive 
notes, and writing a field diary consisting of notes on presentation style (i.e., 
form of the fieldnotes), description of coding, thematization of the data, and 
cross-chart data collection.      

Figure 3. Description of recorded data.25  

 Homogeneous 
interaction moments 

(IM) 

Heterogeneous 
interaction moments 

(IM) 

Total  

Phase WFB 16 22 38 

Phase BBFS 13 15 28 

Phase WS 20 46 66 

Phase GOB26 - 2 2 

Number of units coded 
IM 

50 84 13627 
(134) 

 

  

 
25 Fragmentation of field data through coding resulted in 307 codes. Two of the quotations 
coded IM (i.e., identified as interaction moments) were corrected during the organization of 
findings into tables: first, two quotations were wrongly coded with the same number, so an “x” 
was added to the IM 3x, BBFS, HE in the tables (see Table 6,  BBFS, HE and Table 1, Overview 
of All Data in Attachments); second, one IM was in ATLAS.ti “merged with” (i.e., incorporated 
into) another IM, because a “clear” beginning of an interaction moment was only recorded once 
for these originally two interaction moments. Number 2 in the row displaying the amount of 
recorded heterogeneous interaction moments for bus-riding phase GOB stands for the recorded 
IMs in the phase GOB before they were incorporated into the phase WS.  
26 As the data were first collected in four phases (WFB, BBFS, WS, and GOB), the four Word 
files were uploaded into ATLAS.ti software. However, as the GOB phase was found to be too 
short in terms of what quantity and quality of data was recorded during this phase, the phase 
GOB was incorporated into the phase WS, which was (in relation to time and the character of 
displayed interaction) in closest in proximity to GOB. 
27 There were two interaction moments found incorrectly coded in ATLAS.ti, which constitutes 
the total amount of errors during coding. Therefore, the total amount of units coded IM is 134 
plus 2, for a total of 136.  
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Figure 4. Distribution of time for making fieldnotes and cross-charts in each phase.  

Phase  WFB BBFS WS GOB Total 

Number of 
fieldnote 
hours 

40 40 65 5 150 

Number of 
cross-chart 
hours 

16 16 18 - 50 

 
 

4.1.1. Context: Bus no. 7 in Uppsala  

The bus line of particular interest for this project is bus line number 7 in 
Uppsala, a medium-sized Swedish city. Inspired by Hammersley and 
Atkinson (1995), I chose a situation that would make it possible for me to 
study bus riding on the same route from two perspectives. Ethnographers place 
considerable importance on “thick descriptions” (Geertz, 1973) of the 
ethnographic context of a study. One should not, however, mistake places for 
contexts. The ethnographic context for a study of non-verbal interaction 
consists of the context for the non-verbal gestures encompassing interactional 
space–i.e., volumes, distances, bodies that carry out the gestures, and time for 
the gestures to be carried out. That is, ethnographic descriptions in a study of 
non-verbal interaction patterns foreground gestures and their corollary 
gestures (with a consideration of distances, volumes, and time) rather than 
places. However, the sampling dimension context means that the ethnographer 
samples a place, or a setting, where the empirical data will be gathered. 
Therefore, this section describes the setting. In this thesis, the setting for data 
collection is a part of a bus route that departs from the suburb Gottsunda 
(through the City and ending in Södra Årsta), where social tensions related to 
race and age have been documented. Before the terminus of the route (i.e., the 
the suburb Södra Årsta, which is presumed to have less age-related and race-
related tensions than Gottsunda), the route passes through the city center. This 
route was chosen because this thesis, in alignment with best practices of 
ethnography, aimed to collect data from a sample as diverse as possible. 
Emerson et al. recommends that an ethnographer “with strong interests in 
gender, ethnicity, and/or class should carefully select a site for field research 
where he expects one or more of these processes to be particularly salient” and 
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“design a field research project exactly for its relevance to a theoretical issue 
derived from these concerns” (1995, p. 135). 

This is precisely what I have done. Bus number 7 runs from a southern 
Uppsala suburb, Gottsunda, to an area that is geographically closer to the 
center of Uppsala (the bus stop: the City), Södra Årsta, if compared to the 
distance between Gottsunda and the city center. Gottsunda is and has been 
considered an immigrant-dominated and racially-marked area of the city. In 
2015, which is within the timeframe of the data collection for this thesis, the 
immigrant population of Gottsunda was 54%28 of the total population of the 
area. In addition, Gottsunda’s living costs are lower compared to other areas 
of Uppsala, so Gottsunda is where many people with fewer economic 
resources live such as university students (as Uppsala also has a prestigious 
university), senior citizens, and the unemployed. Moreover, Gottsunda, Årsta, 
and areas in-between (such as the City) have different demographic profiles, 
especially regarding immigrant background, age, and income. In Gottsunda, 
as well as in Årsta, the largest group of inhabitants is in the age group 25-44. 
The differences between Gottsunda and Årsta are substantial in relation to the 
median income/year: in Gottsunda the average income is 226 000 SEK and in 
Årsta, 301 000 SEK.29 In addition, the Norby district, which is next to 
Gottsunda and on the bus route (from Gottsunda to the City), has the largest 
group of inhabitants aged 45-64 and has a median income/year of 431 000 
SEK. The unemployment rate in the three districts is also different: 10.6% in 
Gottsunda, 4.2% in Årsta, and 1.8% in Norby.30 Moreover, Årsta is associated 
with higher status and for the most part the media do not report Årsta as having 
social unrest related to race or age. Furthermore, in Årsta, the most common 
forms of housing are co-operative apartments or villas (approximately 3 400, 
in contrast to 580 lease-hold flats) compared to Gottsunda, which mainly has 
lease-hold flats (approximately 1 519 co-operative apartments and villas and 
2 866 lease-hold flats).31 Older age and stable financial situation may also be 
seen as factors that influence whether a person has a possibility to buy a row-

 
28 Document located on the homepage of the Municipality of Uppsala concerning statistics of 
the area of Gottsunda for 2016: 
https://www.uppsala.se/contentassets/f09f9e6b994f41408c66064a2da8470b/omradesfakta-
2016.pdf 
29 Document located on the homepage of the Municipality of Uppsala concerning statistics of 
the area of Gottsunda for 2016: 
https://www.uppsala.se/contentassets/f09f9e6b994f41408c66064a2da8470b/omradesfakta-
2016.pdf 
30 Document located on the homepage of the Municipality of Uppsala concerning statistics of 
the area of Gottsunda for 2016: 
https://www.uppsala.se/contentassets/f09f9e6b994f41408c66064a2da8470b/omradesfakta-
2016.pdf 
31 Statistics from Municipality of Uppsala concerning all of the districts of Uppsala for 2016:  
https://www.uppsala.se/contentassets/f09f9e6b994f41408c66064a2da8470b/omradesfakta-
2016.pdf 
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house or a villa. In relation to the lease-hold flats that are common in 
Gottsunda, the co-operative form of housing, common in Årsta, signifies a 
more permanent living situation with higher monthly costs. As the immigrant 
population of Årsta consisted in 2015 of 19%32 of the population of the area, 
it is likely that there are differences between Gottsunda and Årsta regarding 
interaction opportunities between phenotypically whites and non-whites. 
Race, age, income, housing, gender, and social class are background factors 
that may be important for the analysis stages of this project. I have, however, 
chosen to focus primarily on race and age (here approached as social positions 
associated with phenotypical similarities and differences) to narrow the data, 
because, as shown in the literature overview, these social positions are 
correlated with specific mundane non-verbal interaction in the context of 
riding a city bus.  

Although the numbers do not reveal what kind of individuals ride the bus, the 
numbers make it possible to assume that tensions may occur in the non-verbal 
interaction that takes place in bus number 7 because there are large differences 
regarding race, age, and other social positions between the districts the bus 
travels through. To illustrate the tensions in the context of bus riding, I will 
give some examples of how the above-mentioned popular understanding 
regarding Gottsunda in comparison to Årsta33 has been produced and 
reproduced throughout the years, as this popular understanding may influence 
a rider’s choice of non-verbal interaction techniques.   

In the 1990s, there was an explosion of editorials in newspapers all over 
Sweden about the “fate of the Swedish culture” in the light of increasing 
immigration from countries that had experienced war, political oppression, 
and natural disasters. During this time, the immigrant population in Gottsunda 
changed following international and national crises, armed conflicts, and other 
processes influencing migratory movements of people. Gottsunda, in this 
sense, can be seen as racially marked. As a regular bus rider, I have also heard 
many stories about this route. For example, in the 1960s, bus number 7 was 
called “the garlic express” because the passengers often carried food with 
spicy flavors. In popular culture, the “garlic express” was connected to the 
“wave” of immigrants from South America, Somalia, and Lebanon and by the 
1990s with immigrants from former Yugoslavia. 

 
32 Document located on the home-page of the Municipality of Uppsala concerning statistics of 
the area of Årsta for 2016: 
https://www.uppsala.se/contentassets/f09f9e6b994f41408c66064a2da8470b/omradesfakta-
2016.pdf 
33 These two districts are compared because the bus no 7 travels between these districts passing 
the central part of Uppsala. 
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Unlike Årsta, Gottsunda has also been associated with crimes involving city 
buses. The incidents of stone throwing towards the buses in Gottsunda (as well 
as in several other Swedish cities) and the increased number of robberies of 
the bus drivers on duty have led the bus companies to introduce changes 
regarding forms of payment for bus tickets.34 As of January 2011, the bus 
drivers in Uppsala do not handle cash; payment for a single ticket is now made 
either using a mobile app or a credit card. Furthermore, incidents such as the 
one in May 2012, when bus number 7 had to reroute its terminus, cutting off 
a small part of Gottsunda, are common when buses and bus stops are exposed 
to vandalism and stone throwing, often by younger individuals.35  

From this perspective, it seems that the route is marked by ethnicity 
(unreflectively in the everyday interaction in these contexts) mixed with race-
related and age-related tensions. One of the stops on the route between 
Gottsunda and city center, is Nyby. Nyby is particularly interesting regarding 
the age of the riders. Most of the riders boarding the bus are older and often 
use some form of walking assistance such as a walking frame or a walker. 
Moreover, there are other stops, which at different times of the day are 
distinctively marked by age. For example, in the morning younger individuals 
are on their way to school in the city center from one of the stops in Gottsunda. 
This suggests that this bus travels between (and stops at) different locations 
associated with specific phenotypical characteristics regarding the riders’ 
social positions (such as those associated with age, race, and gender), which 
may influence the social interaction on the bus. This is why I have chosen this 
particular bus as the ethnographic setting for this project.  

4.1.2. Time (‘When’): Interaction Phases in the Bus Context 

The criteria for selecting whom and what to study, according to Hammersley 
and Atkinson (1995), should consider the chronological time in the social life 
of the group to be studied. Their discussion on this topic is highly relevant for 
this project because city bus riding depends on bus timetables. As the 
observations should follow the temporal rhythm of the field, they were 
organized around the assumed daily and weekly activities of the riders.   

As elaborated in the section on issues related to time relevant in the context of 
bus riding, in a single day a person may want go to work, go shopping, attend 

 
34  For now, this development does not apply generally for the whole Sweden.    
35 See, for instance, the article from Svenska Dagbladet, one of Sweden’s leading newspapers, 
22 September 2008: “School and cars assaulted in Gottsunda” (Skola och bilar angripna i 
Gottsunda, n.d.), or a story on SvT.se, a Swedish public service television company May 3, 
2012: “Stone-throwing towards a bus in Gottsunda”/ Local News, nd  (Stenkastning mot buss i 
Gottsunda | Regionala nyheter, n.d.). 
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a meeting, pick up children, visit a relative, take children to school, go to a 
doctor’s appointment, and have an evening visiting with friends.36 This implies 
that at certain times (for those who have scheduled daily or weekly activities) 
the bus may be more crowded than at other times. This, in turn, means 
opportunities to study non-verbal interaction within different sets of outer 
circumstances, where time and space guide these opportunities and where 
these circumstances present certain limitations to what kinds of interactions 
are observable within what sets of circumstances. Moreover, as underlined 
before, a study of mundane non-verbal interaction emphasizes the importance 
of being able to communicate with others through body positions involving 
not only movements of the body but also movements of props such as bags, 
newspapers, and mobile phones. Different times may also signify that some 
props such as gym bags, shopping bags, and strollers are more common on the 
bus and are therefore included in the interaction.  

To organize the observations accounting for the above and to decide when to 
collect data, I divided the everyday rhythm of the city bus into three periods. 
Based on statistics from the Local Public Transport Administration (Upplands 
Lokaltrafik),37 these periods consist of morning hours (07-10) and afternoon 
hours (15-19), classified as rush hours. The third category consists of periods 
when I assumed (based on statistics from Upplands Lokaltrafik) that the bus 
would be less crowded: mid-day (11-14), evening (20-21), and night (22-24). 
This classification applies during the week, when travelling to a greater degree 
involves school or work commitments and the opening hours of different 
institutions in the central parts of the city. Weekends (Friday-Sunday) are 
assumed to differ from the other days of the week in terms of possibilities for 
leisure time and organization of activities according to factors that offer more 
possibilities for consumption of other types of services than during the week. 
The services I am referring to include coffee bars, restaurants, pubs, stores, 
movie theaters, and other kinds of entertainment in the city center. The riders 
are travelling both to the center of the city and out of the city.  

In Uppsala entertainment is related to commerce such as coffee bars, 
restaurants, pubs, stores, and movie theatres, but in Gottsunda and Årsta 
entertainment includes outdoor activities such as hiking and ice skating. 
During the weekend, some people travel with families, others travel alone. 

 
36 In Uppsala, one-third of all bus travel is to and from work or education. The rest are business 
trips, service and leisure time travels (statistics from 2016). See: 
https://www.regionuppsala.se/Global/UL/Dokument/Statistisk%20%c3%a5rsbok%20UL%20
2016.pdf. 
 
37 Statistics from 2016: 
https://www.regionuppsala.se/Global/UL/Dokument/Statistisk%20%c3%a5rsbok%20UL%20
2016.pdfpp 53-54 
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What is relevant for the purposes of this project is the interaction during the 
bus ride since the reasons for taking the bus are only important if the riders 
come with props, which may suggest a type of activity (e.g., travel bags, large 
shopping bags, moving boxes, and sport bags). In other words, these props 
communicate a category and claim space, create space, or create distance. As 
noted above, the time of travel also influences the interaction focused on in 
this thesis. 

To structure the observations, I also divided the time dimension of the bus-
riding context into four phases: 1) Waiting For the Bus (WFB); 2) Boarding 
the Bus and Finding a Space (BB+FS); 3) When Seated (WS); and 4) Getting 
Of the Bus (GOB). I will describe each phase below beginning with Waiting 
for the Bus (WFB). Each of these three phases (WS and GOB were eventually 
combined) was accompanied with an observational protocol with questions 
relevant to all the phases and one additional observational protocol addressing 
specific questions for each phase (see Appendices 3-7).  

What phase is identified depends on the spatial perspective the researcher has 
at the moment of the observation. For example, in the phase WFB, I was near 
or at the bus stop, either sitting on a bench in the bus shelter or standing in the 
area, depending on which of these locations was deemed to be more rewarding 
for gathering observational data. This constraint meant that the observable 
interactions were sorted according to that spatial perspective. That is, my 
ethnographic “observer’s gaze” depended on where I placed myself at the bus 
stop and inside the bus. As described in the theoretical framework presented 
in Chapter 3, the data from the bus riding phases consisted of gazes, body 
positions, interaction techniques, territorial orientation, expressions of 
emotion, and intensity of involvement.  

Before I present the phases, I want to emphasize two things. First, there is a 
difference between inviting techniques, which relate to sharing of space, and 
opening techniques, which relate to openings to verbal forms of interaction. 
Second, some of the names of the incidents used in this stage of the project 
are inspired by or borrowed from other studies on interaction, such as hailing 
techniques (Nash, 1975), isolation techniques (Henderson, 1975), and inviting 
techniques (as put forward in the literature review). The non-verbal interaction 
incidents that were the focus in the WFB consisted of the following: hailing 
techniques, opening techniques, closing techniques, movements of the body, 
body positions, facial expressions, positioning and movements of props, 
inviting techniques, and isolation techniques (see Appendix 1 and Appendix 
2). 
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While boarding the bus and moving through the bus space, riders look for an 
area where they can sit or stand. The rider uses several non-verbal interaction 
techniques in regard to the other riders who themselves occupy certain spaces 
on the bus, and they, in turn, respond to these techniques in different ways. 
Because in the BBFS the space in the bus was the focus, a methodological 
division and classification was needed. Because the space in the bus is small 
(e.g., compared to a train), I had a close view of the interactions taking place. 
However, a bus is long, so it was difficult observing incidents the took place 
outside my immediate area. To reduce this limitation, I divided the space of 
the bus into three areas: the front, the middle, and the back. When collecting 
data for this phase, I situated myself in the middle area. Therefore, the 
observable incidents written down in the fieldnotes during BBFS contain 
traces of this spatial perspective and consisted of observation of body 
positions, body movements, facial expressions, inviting techniques, isolation 
techniques, sharing of the space of the bus, and positioning and movements of 
props (see Appendix 1 and Appendix 3). 

Also in the bus riding phase labeled WS, the rider uses non-verbal techniques 
in regard to the other riders who are already present inside the bus and respond 
to these techniques in different ways. The conditions for these non-verbal 
interaction techniques were thus similar to the bus riding phase BBFS where 
the space of the bus had significance for these techniques. The most central 
for the data collection were body positions and movements as well as positions 
and movements of props–that is, gestures connected to body positions, body 
movements, facial expressions, opening techniques, closing techniques, 
inviting techniques, isolation techniques, sharing of bus space, and positioning 
and movements of props (see Appendix 1 and Appendix 4). These body 
positions and movements may indicate either inviting or isolation techniques 
in regard to phenotypical variations connected to race or age. 

The last phase of participant observation, Getting Off the Bus (GOB), has 
some similarities with the BBFS as the interactants must negotiate the 
movement of others, especially near the doors areas and when moving around 
props. During GOB, these movements were related to time (such as quick, 
hurried, slow, or draggy). The questions that were most central for this phase 
were those connected to body positions, body movements, facial expressions, 
hailing techniques, opening techniques, closing techniques, inviting 
techniques, isolation techniques, sharing of bus space, and positioning and 
movements of props (see Appendix 1 and Appendix 5).  

Consequently, seriously considering the chronological time of the 
ethnographic setting together with space constraints of a city bus means that 
the micro-analysis performed considers the key phases of a city bus ride. The 
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second research question that this thesis poses encompasses these phases: 
What are the non-verbal interaction patterns in the different bus-riding phases 
(WFB, BBFS, WS, and GOB)? 

4.1.3. People: Homogeneity and Heterogeneity in Relation to 
Race and Age  

Because riders have a limited cognitive capacity to attend to all available 
information in a given situation, riders act according to codes of social 
positions, the phenotypical characteristics of their fellow riders’ bodies. 
Hence, the data collection consisted of phenotypical similarities and 
differences with regards to race and age. These phenotypical variations in 
relation to non-verbal interaction have been approached as relational 
categories–i.e., in relation to the people participating in the interaction 
moments being observed as similar (homogeneity) and different 
(heterogeneity) in relation to race and age.  

The decision to proceed in this manner was inspired in part by Emerson et al.: 

An ethnographer most effectively characterizes individuals in context, as they 
go about their daily activities rather than by simply listing their characteristics. 
[. . .] Traits and characteristics thus appear in and through interaction with 
others rather than being presented as isolated qualities of individuals. (1995, p. 
79)  

In the context of city bus riding, it was important to describe how riders 
reacted to one another’s non-verbal cues; in ethnography, this approach is 
called characterization (Emerson et al., 1995).  

I recognize that my ethnic and racial identity (a white immigrant from Poland) 
could bias my categorization of others. For example, when I categorize a rider 
as a young white female using the color of her skin, I am basing my 
categorization on how I perceive my own age and whiteness. However, 
because I was a part of the studied context, I developed general guidelines for 
the phenotypical categorization of bus riders: skin color (light or any nuance 
of dark in the particular context); hair color (light or any nuance of dark); face 
features (light or any nuance of dark eye-features); and facial hair (light or any 
nuance of dark). These guidelines are based on the belief that face and facial 
features are rich in communicative potential and therefore important in 
mundane everyday interaction:  

The face is rich in communicative potential. It is a primary site for 
communication of emotional states, it reflects interpersonal attitudes, it 
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provides nonverbal feedback on the comments of others, and some scholars 
say it is the primary source of communicative information next to human 
speech. For these reasons, and because of the face’s visibility, we pay a great 
deal of attention to the messages we receive from the faces of others. 
Frequently, we rely heavily on facial clues when making important 
interpersonal judgements. (Knapp et al., 2013, p. 258) 

Clearly, people rely on facial cues when making important interpersonal 
judgements. As Knapp et al. note, people pay a great deal of attention to the 
faces of others, which also suggests faces, or rather expressions faces make, 
are a potential source of information on how to use ethnographic 
characterization (Emerson et al., 1995) when writing fieldnotes.  

Using these guidelines means that a person with skin color phenotypically 
categorized as light but with dark hair and dark eye features would be 
categorized as non-white in relation to others who are categorized as white in 
a particular interaction moment. That is, the same person would be categorized 
as white in relation to a person with a dark skin color. The emphasis here is 
on the phenotypical differences and similarities between those present in the 
interaction moment under study. Therefore, my own light skin color, dark hair 
color, and dark eye features are compared with these features of others present 
in the interaction moment and categorized accordingly, relieving me of 
possible bias informed by my own understanding of my racial and ethnic 
make-up. Thus, in this context, the question of difference and similarity 
(following the guidelines for this kind of categorization) in relation to others 
is the operative element in the categorization process during data collection. 
In this sense, the categorization of bodily difference and similarity depends on 
the interactional context rather than being a question of identity. Moreover, 
my bodily appearance was sometimes categorized as a younger non-white 
female, and sometimes as an older white female, depending on the other 
interactants’ age and skin color.    

In conclusion, this thesis departs from a typology of riders that consists 
primarily of white and non-white and younger and older, since age and race 
are at the core of my interest. Thus, although allusions to gender are made in 
the fieldnotes, gender is not an analytically interesting category in this thesis. 

4.2. Data Analysis Method 

At its core, all analysis sorts and condenses data by coding and writing memos 
on the data and displaying findings in models, diagrams, and charts. There are 
three sets of activities taking place in the process of analysis of qualitative 



 Moments on a City Bus  
      

 96 

data, which are not fundamentally different from the analysis of data from 
surveys or experiments, although the specific techniques used may be 
different. The three sets of activities in the process of analysis of qualitative 
data I refer to are data reduction (focus on specific questions, coding, and 
memoing), data display (quotations and tables), and conclusion drawing and 
verification (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2002).  

In some sense, the process of data reduction begins long before data collection 
begins. By choosing what to study, the researcher focuses on particular sets of 
issues, and places others in a lower priority. The researcher chooses a specific 
question to study, a particular context, a conceptual framework, and a 
particular design that delimits the data that will be collected. All of these 
features are part of the process of data reduction, or the process of narrowing 
data and contexts38: “Analysis is not only planned for before data collection 
begins, the analysis itself has already begun” (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2002, p. 
165). 

I have been conducting an informal pilot study for this project for years (as I 
mentioned earlier in this chapter) and this prolonged informal observation lies 
behind some of the initial data reduction–i.e., this informal pilot study helped 
me narrow the data collection for this project. This narrowing of the data lead 
to the focus on context, time, and people, the identification of the different 
phases of bus riding (i.e., WFB, BBFS, WS, and GOB), and the structuring of 
the research questions. The ethnographic analysis for this project took place 
alongside the data collection. Data reduction meant that the process of coding 
and memoing began as soon as initial observational data were collected. In 
addition, the two-stage notetaking was used to fit together incidents in 
meaningful patterns. Thus, as the analysis proceeded, I read and reread notes 
and transcripts looking for themes that might reveal patterns based on the 
notions I have argued to be central in the Chapter 3. Second, the testing of 
potential presentation styles, which meant that I used direct quotations from 
the fieldnotes, is rarely seen in publications, unless the notes include verbatim 
quotations from participants.  

Drawing and verifying conclusions take place at every stage of the research 
process, since hunches become ideas for verification and further investigation 
while the researcher is still in the field (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2002, p. 189). For 
example, during data collection, I became aware that the riders used different 
types of gazes (such as gazing at and lack of gaze), so I was able to sketch a 
simple table in my field notebook, collecting data on these particular gestures 
(Figure 2). These empirical findings helped in the construction of the tables 

 
38 This is further developed by Deener (2018), who emphasizes reduction of data as necessary 
for generalizing the conclusions later in the analysis.   
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that display the empirical data. I will come back to the issues of validation in 
the next section.  

4.4.1. Category-bound Activities and Ethnographic Analysis 

As asserted by Mead (1964), some gestures are recognized and responded to 
as if they are connected to specific categories. Many activities are thus 
perceived to be carried out by some particular or several particular categories 
of members within a group. However, no description of group membership is 
ever completely unambiguous. For example, as exemplified by Sachs (in 
Silverman, 2006), if ‘crying’ is something that is often ascribed to a ‘baby’, 
the case may as well be that an adult may be called a ‘baby’ because of an 
action that is categorized as belonging to the category ‘baby’.  

What is relevant in this kind of connection between categories and activities 
is that all everyday understandings are based on the assumption that this and 
that category of people “do such things” (Silverman, 2006), which then assists 
us in the categorization processes. For example, older people move slowly 
while boarding the bus or younger non-white males occupy more space in the 
bus seats than younger white females. I saw this type of stereotyping during 
my informal pilot study on a city bus:39  

FIELDWORK NOTE: A Non-White Younger man boards the bus. He is the 
last one of the passengers to approach the area in the front of the bus where the 
riders are supposed to press their bus card to the fee-reading machine, show a 
paper ticket to the driver or stick their credit card into the card reader and pay 
for the ticket. The driver is a White Younger Female and she is chewing gum. 
The Non-White man fumbles with his wallet and picks up some money. The 
White Female driver, while starting to drive away, shakes her head looking at 
the lateral rear mirror and states into the air in English, instead of Swedish: ‘No 
cash.’ The Non-White Younger man gives her a quick smile and answers in 
Swedish: “Then I will pay with my credit card.’ [. . .] She smiles apologetically, 
looks at him and a quick, short exchange of smiles and responses is applied. 

A preliminary analysis of the above fieldnote could entail (and in light of the 
line of reasoning presented) that one would ask the following questions: What 
kind of category-bound activities are displayed here? What interaction 
techniques are made visible in the described interactions? What gestures 
accompanying other gestures can be said to encompass these interaction 
techniques?   

 
39 Either theoretical framework or the consistent characterization strategies were applied here 
and the example above is a retrospective and a rather literary recount of the interaction that took 
place. In the analysis chapters (Chapters 5 and 6), the extracts I use are systematized according 
to the guidelines for the data collection presented in this chapter.  
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As exemplified above, in the context of riding a city bus, there are both 
category-bound actions (e.g., non-whites make mistakes, non-whites speak 
English, etc.) and tensions connected to the assigned social positions of the 
participants. During the first phases of the analysis, I labelled these mistakes. 
Silverman makes a similar argument:  

Because of the category-bound character of many activities, we can establish 
negative moral assessments of people by describing their behavior in terms of 
performing or avoiding activities inappropriate to their social identity. (2006, 
p. 188) 

In relation to the fieldwork note presented, this negative assessment seems to 
be reacted to as mistakes leading to confusion but it also creates interaction 
possibilities. Moreover, the fieldnote suggests the bus driver made 
assumptions (based on experience from other similar interactions) about the 
social position of the rider, which in turn influenced the interaction.  

Thus, the use of these analytic tools means that coding, memoing, and upward 
categorization were conducted at the same time data were collected. As the 
initial data of participant observation were collected, the process of coding 
and writing memos on these data as they accumulated had already begun. The 
next step in the analysis entailed looking for interrelations between actions 
(and gestures) and editing the fieldnotes as one- or two-paragraph episodes. 
This practice aimed at recounting actions and moves in time (as recommended 
by Emerson et al., 1995). In the section of the second analysis chapter (Chapter 
6), I provide examples of recounting actions and moves in time that deal with 
heterogeneous interaction while waiting for the bus; in two cases, the 
interrelations between two interaction moments are discussed.   

Including category-bound activities in an ethnographic analysis means that the 
focus of analysis is on situations and activities incorporating category-bound 
activities in non-verbal interaction. The analytic process of description of the 
non-verbal gestures and their context as well as the organization of the 
analysis and the use of tools such as tables, coding, and memoing of the 
observational data and the fieldnotes draw on the qualitative tradition of 
ethnography. Moreover, the systematic procedures, such as the classification 
list advanced by Spradley (1980) that was presented in the previous section, 
is also an example of ethnographic analysis. The goal of the analyses I have 
performed on fieldnotes collected through participant observation was to 
develop well-supported arguments that add to the understanding of mundane 
non-verbal interaction in public spaces, in particular in an urban bus-riding 
context. 

In summary, the eight steps of the analytical process used are as follows: 
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1. Identifying the parameters and sequences of interaction moments. 

2. Identifying social positions (e.g., non-white younger male, white older 
female, non-white younger female) and ascribing a type of interaction 
(heterogeneous or homogeneous). 

3. Operationalizing theoretical concepts into codes (features of non-verbal 
gestures) and categories (dimensions of non-verbal interaction). 

4. Identifying social positions that change the sequence of an interaction 
moment. 

5. Designing the tables for the display of the data. 

6. Tabulating the data. 

7. Counting.  

8. Analyzing interaction moments in relation to social positions 
(homogeneity and heterogeneity).   

I will come back to these steps of the analysis process continuously throughout 
the sections of this chapter, beginning with a more general description of the 
analysis process.  

4.3. Clarification of the Use of the Terms Homogeneous 
and Heterogeneous 

Chapter 5 analyzes homogeneous (HO) non-verbal interactions and Chapter 6 
analyzes heterogeneous (HE) non-verbal interactions. Homogeneous (HO) 
interactions involve phenotypically similar social positions (race and age), and 
Heterogeneous (HE) interactions involve phenotypically different social 
positions (race and age). Phenotypes associated with race and age, as noted 
above, are often the basis of how people judge one another’s social position. 
If I had chosen to organize the analysis chapters based on the theoretical 
framework, it would mean a different emphasis than the one that guided the 
data collection. Rather, I decided that the comparison of non-verbal interaction 
patterns needed to be presented for each bus-riding phase (e.g., the WFB 
homogeneous interaction type is compared with the WFB heterogeneous 
interaction type), because time and space are seen as significant dimensions 
for social interaction (see the Literature Overview and Methodology chapters). 
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This decision enabled me to bring attention to non-verbal interaction moments 
while simultaneously incorporating social positions involved in the interaction 
under study (whites/non-whites and younger/older), which encapsulates the 
second step of the analysis process described in the previous section (i.e., 
identifying social positions and ascribing the type of interaction to the 
interaction moment).40 In addition, during the process of observing and note-
taking it became apparent that the time pressure of taking notes of the details 
of activities called for a system of abbreviations and a numeric system to 
differentiate the riders.  

Therefore, a decision was made to record and categorize the riders while 
taking fieldnotes according to their phenotypical characteristics in relation to 
the socially coded bodily characteristics race and age. As a result of this choice 
of ethnographic characterization (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2002, p. 77; Emerson et 
al., 1995), phenotypical variations became an analytic tool for recording the 
data, and this corresponds to the second step of the analysis process described 
earlier (i.e., identifying social positions in the interaction moment). Similarly, 
the classification list (see Chapter 4) enabled purposeful observation by 
focusing and sorting what was recorded. Complementing this purposeful 
observation and note taking, I used a reflexive approach during both data 
collection and analysis that signified that the classification list and observation 
protocols (Appendices 3-7) supported the writing of the fieldnotes. Moreover, 
individual actors were also given numbers to help differentiate between riders 
with similar social positions from each other: 

IM 28 (Interaction Moment no 28), WFB (phase Waiting for the Bus), HE 
(Heterogeneous interaction type): […] Two NWYF (NWYF1 and NWYF2) 
together with two NWYM (NWYM2 and NWYM3) approach the bus booth. 
They stand and talk with loud and cheerful voices furthest out on the left, 
outside the booth. No one is looking at them. NWYM4 approaches and sits 
furthest out at the left side of the bench. The group of the non-white young 
people (NWYF1, NWYF2, NWYM2 and NWYM3) sits down between him 
(NWYM4) and the male with the hat (WYM1). The spitting female (WYF4) 
still spits energetically and firmly between her teeth. One of the females 
(NWYF1) gazes at the WYF4 from time to time as she talks to her company. 
The spitting female (WYF4) does not look back. WYM1 approaches the bench 
with a sport-bag.  

As seen in the fieldnote above, social positions (White Younger Females–
WYF; White Younger Males–WYM; White Older Females–WOF; White 

 
40 The first step of analysis, which consists of identifying the parameters and sequences of 
interaction moments, will be addressed in the next section because interaction moments 
together with social positions are at the core of this thesis and therefore also play a part in how 
the findings are organized and displayed, which is presented in conjunction with that section.     
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Younger Males–WYM; Non-White Younger Females–NWYF; Non-White 
Younger Males–NWYM; Non-White Older Females–NWOF; Non-White 
Older Males–NWOM) are accompanied by a number (NWYF1, NWYF2, 
WYM1, and so on). In addition, the fieldnotes were edited (i.e., the numbers 
were added after the data collection) to improve readability. Thus, the 
numbers that accompany social positions are used to differentiate between 
people with the same social position. This identification marking corresponds 
to the “trivial” counting (as well as the seventh step of the analysis process 
outlined earlier), which facilitates the formulation of answers to many 
questions: How many of what kind of people are in a particular setting or in a 
particular area of the bus? How many actors are doing what (activities)? This 
kind of “trivial” counting played a part in forming the conclusions regarding 
change throughout the sequences of the interaction moments and differences 
in distributions of things and actions across subgroups of interest.  

The next step in the analytical process entailed focusing on particular sets of 
issues and placing others in a lower priority, which was performed in the third 
step of the analysis process consisting of operationalization of theoretical 
concepts into codes and categories. As the analysis proceeded, I read and 
reread notes and my transcripts looking for themes that might reveal recurring 
concepts and patterns of concepts in order to develop codes with different 
priorities. Also, the multi-layer design of the observation protocols helped me 
answer several questions such as this one: Is this gesture accompanied by 
another gesture, which in turn might be categorized as belonging to an 
interactional technique? In addition, the design of the observation protocols 
facilitated the construction of themes for the analysis.  

First, I identified the parameters and sequences of the recorded interaction 
moments (the first step of the analysis). Second, I sorted the interaction types 
into homogeneous and heterogeneous by examining the fieldnotes to 
determine whether the social positions involved in the interaction moment 
were similar in regard to the phenotypical variations typically assigned to race 
and age (as mentioned before, this was the second step in the analysis process). 
I chose to move between fieldnotes, theoretical framework, and observation 
protocols to generate categories that were based on social position and the 
dimensions of non-verbal interaction and subordinate codes that were aimed 
to describe the gesture (the gestural elements within the dimensions of 
interaction) within the recorded interaction moments. These decisions were 
made during the third step of the analysis (i.e., the operationalization of 
theoretical concepts into codes and categories). Thus, through the review of 
the fieldnotes, observation protocols, and the classification list for the 
recorded gestures and theoretical concepts from the theoretical framework, I 
was able to identify different gestures and characteristics of gestures (Figure 
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1). Slowly but surely, light was shed on not only empirically interesting 
patterns but also theoretically interesting patterns. The fourth step of analysis 
consisted of noting the social position that was active in changing the course 
of the interaction moment. Moreover, in accordance to the theoretical 
framework, I examined the two main forms of interactional configuration that 
were recorded in the fieldnotes (body position and bodily movement). These 
were placed at the beginning of the tables that display the recorded data (in 
the fifth step of the analysis process), because body position and bodily 
movement describe the configurations from which other gestures seemed to 
be derived. 

In the fifth step of the analysis, I created tables to display the data vertically 
and horizontally, revealing relationships between codes and categories. 
Therefore, in Chapters 5 and 6, I explain the different tables41, and point your 
attention to different columns. The sixth step of the analysis process consisted 
of tabulating the data, and the seventh step consisted of counting the recorded 
gestures. The eighth and final step was aimed at an analysis of interaction 
moments in relation to social positions. Before moving on to the actual content 
of the fieldnotes and how they are presented in the tables, I explain how the 
concept of interaction moments, which is one of the main theoretical concepts 
in this thesis, has been operationalized in the analysis.      

4.5.1. What are interaction moments in the context of riding a 
city bus?  

As proposed in the introductory chapters of this thesis, bus riding can be a 
complex phenomenon for sociological investigation of mundane non-verbal 
interaction in everyday life. This section uses the theoretical concept of 
interaction moments to describe (in more general terms and closing in on the 
theoretical concepts used in this thesis) the observed and recorded non-verbal 
interactions in the city bus riding context. This is important for the analysis 
chapters because both interaction moments and social positions are at the core 
of this thesis and therefore also play a part in how the results of the analysis 
will be presented.  

I earlier concluded that non-verbal interaction moments in the city bus riding 
context consist of spatially-bound and time-bound activity phases so the 
participant observation was conducted during several phases: Waiting for the 
Bus, Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat, and While Seated (or standing). 
The data were recorded based on these phases, so the findings are presented 

 
41 The tables support the narrative explanations in the analysis chapters. 
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accordingly. One interaction moment can consist of one or several gesture 
units. And, as suggested in the Chapter 3, when there are several gesture units 
within an interaction moment, they are said to constitute one or more gestural 
sequences: if person A looks at person B, person B gazes back at person A 
and makes eye-contact (meaning that person B is in a way responding to 
person A’s gaze), then this exchange of gazes comprises a gestural sequence. 
However, the gestural sequences can be comprised of other types of bodily 
movements such as changes in body position that are followed by moving 
around one’s belongings such as bags or mobile phones.  

Thus, all of the interaction moments (as well as the gesture units) have a 
beginning and an end. They are comprised of ritual elements categorized in 
this thesis as ritual techniques, intensity of involvement, territorial orientation, 
temporal aspects, and the expressions of emotion. In addition the ritual 
elements of non-verbal interaction moments, they include participants 
characterized based on their assumed social positions, which have been made 
identifiable in the fieldnotes and tables used in the analysis by wording such 
as “social positions involved in” the interaction moment and “changes in the 
course of the interaction moment prompted by social position x.”  

Also, I rely on Goodwin’s (2000, p. 1503) suggestion on the meaning of 
reflexive awareness42 in the interaction as a visible, public component of 
interaction that leads to changes in the shape of action. Therefore, the 
“changes in the course of the interaction moment prompted by social position 
x”, are aimed at addressing the component that can be deemed influential in 
shaping the interaction moment. Therefore, one of the important elements of 
interaction moments that are addressed here is the significance of a person, for 
example, entering an interaction moment (here labelled as Changing the 
Course of the Interaction Moment). For example, in the phase Waiting For the 
Bus, if there are two or more potential riders present in the bus stop area, I (the 
observer) will be the one who may be seen as marking the beginning of the 
interaction moment as I enter the area. In this case, in the fieldnotes I am 
registered as ending and/or influencing the course of the non-verbal 
interaction that occurred before I entered, giving the interaction a new course. 
That is, I am (or rather my bodily presence is) what changes the course of 
interaction,43 and my bodily presence is recorded as such in the fieldnotes. 

 
42 As described in the Chapter 3, reflective awareness includes both mental processes and a 
public, visible component of practice used to build the action, leading to relevant changes in 
the shape of action. 
43 In two of the 136 recorded interaction moments, I was unable to record what social position 
changed the course of the interaction moment. 
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In an extract of the fieldnotes that relates an incident where gazes between two 
White Older Females were exchanged, the female who meets the gaze 
(WOF2) is categorized as the one who changes the course of the interaction 
moment: 

Extract from IM 15, WFB, HO: WOF2 meets the gaze of WOF3. 

In the extract above, White Older Female 2 was recorded in the fieldnotes as 
having reacted to the gaze from White Older Female 3 with a gaze at her, 
which may be seen as leading to a display of different sets of actions than if 
the White Older Female 2 did not meet the gaze of White Older Female 3. In 
that sense, depending on the chosen action, there follows a set of related 
reactions; therefore, the one who reacts also sets the tone for the recorded 
interaction moment.   

To sum up, when entering a social situation such as a party, an informal or 
formal meeting, or a line in a grocery store, people (often unconsciously) look 
for cues that define a beginning and an ending of the event. In line with the 
arguments developed in Chapter 3, these cues constitute a substantial part of 
interaction rituals that take place in such social situations. In a public place 
such as a bus stop area or inside a city bus, I found that endings seemed 
choreographed by the context for the interaction and by the riders physically 
entering, acting (e.g., shifting body position, gazing, and remaining still when 
someone else moved), and departing. Almost all of the recorded sequences of 
action were thus categorized as having a beginning or an originator (i.e., 
someone entered, departed, or gestured, changing the course of the interaction 
moment). Because my own bodily presence was always a part of the recorded 
in the fieldnotes interaction moments, my own gestures were always a part of 
the interactional exchange between actors present in the described context. 
Moreover, what became even more significant for the displayed actions were 
the shifts in bodily position or shifts in the direction of gaze. The main 
condition for my recording an interaction moment in the context of bus riding 
was that there was at least one person besides me. Another bodily presence is 
a vital condition for the non-verbal interaction. In the sections that follow, I 
explain the tables and as well as demonstrate the relationships between 
different themes in the quotations. However, the purpose of this section is to 
show how this thesis has relied on transparency in the analysis. Therefore, the 
next section addresses the issues connected to this desire for transparency.     
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4.4. Reliability, Validity, and Reflexivity 

Careful documentation and reporting on the methodological choices 
(including how observations are made, under what circumstances, and how 
they are recorded and analyzed) allow the reader not only to assess the validity 
of the work but also to reproduce the results. However, social conditions are 
always changing so even when two researchers make observations of the same 
physical setting, the results may vary. DeWalt and DeWalt (2002, p. 95) 
suggest that a way to test reliability is to carry out several observations at 
around the same time. However, a series of recorded observations can be 
reliable without being valid, so the description of the events should correspond 
to the presumed underlying reality. Because participant observation is an 
experiential approach in which the characteristics of the observer are part of 
the mix, any observation that is carefully recorded is valid, but not necessarily 
reliable. That is, observers may provide different descriptions. Attention to the 
elements of design, of the sort that I elaborated on in former sections, can, 
however, enhance the validity as well as the reliability of an observation. 

The criteria for validation of this ethnographic study are inspired by the 
guidelines presented by Creswell (2007, p. 218):  

1. To clearly identify the interaction incidents and social positions.  

2. To specify the interaction techniques that are examined in relation 
to the social positions in focus.  

3. To describe the non-verbal interaction in detail.  

4. To describe the interaction techniques and patterns that derive from 
the understanding of the non-verbal interaction in the chosen 
context.  

5. To account for issues that arose in the field regarding relationship 
between the researcher and the participants.  

6. To report interpretively and reflexively.  

7. To explain how the interaction elements in the chosen context 
work. 

8. To disclose the position of the researcher in the research.  
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Before moving on to the analysis of each non-verbal interaction type, it is 
appropriate to relate the criteria for validation of ethnographic work to the 
study at hand. As suggested earlier, some elements of the design can enhance 
the reliability and validity of a study’s analysis and conclusions. Therefore, 
several series of observations were performed and recorded at around the same 
time in order to test reliability. According to the criteria for validation used in 
this thesis, I identified the interaction moments, social positions (which are 
visualized in the tables, see for instance Table 2. Extract 1, WFB, HO 
presented earlier), specified interaction techniques, and described the non-
verbal interactions in detail (see fieldnotes included in the analysis). To 
enhance the validity of the analysis and conclusions, the analysis chapters 
(Chapter 5 and 6) describe the interaction techniques and patterns that derive 
from the understanding of the non-verbal interaction, account for issues that 
arose in the field regarding the relationship between the researcher and the 
participants, report interpretively and reflexively, explain how the 
homogeneous and heterogeneous non-verbal interaction work, and disclose 
the position of the researcher in the research.  

Reflexivity implies that the orientations of researchers will be shaped by their 
socio-historical locations, including the values and interests that these 
locations pass on to them. In addition, reflexivity implies that the knowledge 
produced by the researcher has consequences. The recognition of reflexivity 
does not imply that the effects of the researcher should be completely 
eliminated; rather, it implies that “we [researchers] should set about 
understanding them” (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995, p. 16). Similarly, Pool 
(2017), a medical anthropologist, stresses that ethnographic data are hybrid 
because they require reflexivity, emphasizing that there is no clear cut line 
between “hard, objective” documents to “soft, subjective” memories and 
experiences. For Pool, data cover a broad ontological range where “soft, 
subjective information is already buried in the hard, objective data through its 
very collection” (2017, p. 283).  Traditionally, ethnographic data may consist 
of verbatim transcripts that are seen as “hard data” that can be archived and 
re-analyzed, while “soft data” (e.g., memories and impressions) cannot. 
However, Pool challenges this dichotomy: 

Even if it were desirable to exclude such informal information from the 
interpretation, it would not be feasible because the very experience of 
immersion during extensive fieldwork necessarily colors any interpretation of 
the more formal data. (2017, p. 282) 

For Pool, data are embodied in the researcher. In the transcripts from the 
fieldnotes for this thesis, I have integrated memories and impressions into the 
“hard data,” a strategy that I believe, like Pool, contributes to a more nuanced 
description of the registered actions. However, this strategy (aiming at what 
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ethnographers call ‘concrete description’) was not possible to apply in all 
interaction moments because of the time-sensitive and space-sensitive 
conditions of writing fieldnotes. 

4.5. Ethics in Participant Observation 

The participant observers need to be constantly aware of the ethical 
implications of what they are seeing and recording. What is private and what 
is public is rarely clear-cut. In the context of conducting research in a 
public/semi-public space such as a city bus, this issue is important to consider.  

Most research protocols call for informing research participants “about the 
research in a comprehensive and accurate way and should give their 
unconstrained consent” (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995, p. 264). The case of 
covert participation is a most striking deviation from this principle, since 
sometimes participant observation needs to be carried out without participants 
knowing that data is being collected. The objections towards justifying this 
kind of research arise often from the belief that “this kind of research 
contravenes human rights of autonomy and dignity” (see Hammersley & 
Atkinson, 1995, p. 264) or from fears that there is deception and manipulation 
involved. Some scholars take contrary view pointing to the differences in the 
purposes between covert research and spying. On the other hand, it seems 
likely that some settings would not be accessible to research without a great 
deal of reactivity rendering the research impossible if covert methods were not 
employed (see Calvey, 2017). One example of covert data collection is 
Goffman’s (1961a) analysis of asylums, which most regard as being seminal. 
Although Goffman’s study would fall within the category of semi-covert 
participant observation, he also had to consider his own “range of movements 
and roles” (1961a, p. x) in relation to the data produced by the participant 
observation.  

DeWalt and DeWalt (2002) believe that participant observation is not 
deceitful, but a modality that requires careful consideration of its ethical 
implications. Moreover, as noted by Hammersley and Atkinson (1995, p. 
265), even if applying overt research, ethnographers rarely tell all the people 
they are studying everything about the research. In this thesis, it would have 
been extremely problematic (from a validity/reliability standpoint) if I had 
informed all bus riders that I was studying their “body language” or their non-
verbal interaction patterns. DeWalt and DeWalt (2002, p. 199) conclude that 
participant observation has ethical “wiggle room”: 
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The observer, standing on the street corner anonymously observing, does not 
have to wear the sign saying, ‘Be informed! I am a researcher.’ Observation in 
public places is generally not thought to be covered under informed consent. 
(2002, p. 199).  

In short, because participant observation focuses on non-verbal interaction in 
the context of city bus riding, informed consent was not obtained. However, 
every effort possible has been made to protect the anonymity of the 
participants. As the focus of this project is the non-verbal interaction between 
phenotypically varying white and non-white and younger or older bodies (and 
male and female), no personal information about the riders has been divulged.  

4.6. Roadmap: Final Words on How to Read the Results    

In all the tables, the first column lists the IM numbers used to identify the 
observations recorded in the fieldnotes and the phase of the bus ride (WFB, 
BBFS, and WS) when the observations were made. The second column lists 
the type of interaction (i.e., homogeneous or heterogeneous). The third column 
lists the social positions of the riders by race and age [e.g., White Younger 
Male (WYM) and Non-White Older Female (NWOF)]. The fourth column 
lists the rider(s) [i.e. social position(s)] in the third column: social positions 
that prompted a change in the recorded interaction moment (Figure 5).  
 

Figure 5. The first four columns in the tables (Table 1-7). 

 

The fifth column (Figure 6) describes the type of interactional bodily 
configuration that has been found to be involved in the actions specified in the 
other columns (divided into the subcategories body position and bodily 
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movement). A check mark in this column (or any of the following columns) 
indicates the action was performed (e.g., body position and bodily movement 
for Interactional Configuration and opening technique, closing technique, 
inviting technique, isolating technique, hailing technique, and using props for 
Ritual Techniques. If a 2X is marked more body position, then the rider 
identified as prompting the change was recorded making two body position 
movements. If a “D” is indicated to this (i.e., 2XD), then the rider observed as 
prompting the change was recorded making two body position movements 
with a direction44. Similarly, if an “A” follows a check mark, then the rider 
identified as prompting the change was recorded making 2 body position 
movements with an adjustment. (Adjustment will be explained later.) These 
markings are used for all the observations listed in the tables. In the extract 
presented in Figure 6, we can see an example of this in the row describing IM 
13, WFB, HO where “2 XA”, and “2 XD” in the sixth column signify that the 
recorded two bodily movements were also categorized as having a Direction 
(2 XD), and that the bodily movements were categorized as two Adjustments 
(2 XA). 

 
44 The concept ‘direction’ is emphasized in two ways. ‘Direction’ is spelled with a capital letter 
when it appertains to the Interactional Configuration bodily movement, because it is noted with 
a capital letter in the tables (e.g., XD) and with italics when it appertains gazing direction, a 
concept from the theoretical framework (also found in the tables), describing a level of intensity 
of involvement (i.e., a feature of this dimension of non-verbal interaction).  
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The columns specifying the actions of the bus riders are organized based on 
the combination of theoretical concepts and methodological tools presented in 
this thesis. They are also ordered from the most central (Interactional 
Configuration) to least central (Expressions of Emotion that for the theoretical 
purposes has been divided in two kinds: mainly facial expressions and 
movement style) for the analysis of non-verbal interaction patterns. Moreover, 
the data are also fragmented into subcategories. For example, the data used to 
understand the theoretical concept Intensity of Involvement (a dimension of 
non-verbal interaction) is divided into several subcategories of gestural 
elements (staring, gazing at, gazing direction, gazing away, lack of gaze, 
scanning, nodding, shielding from involvement, lack of movement, mimicking, 
adjustment of gaze, and using props) that are developed through a combination 
of observing the interaction using the observation protocols and the 
classification list mentioned earlier (see Appendices 3-7). The subordinate 
categories, which are the dimensions of the described non-verbal interaction 
(depicting Type of Interaction, Social Position, and Interaction Moment and 
Phase) are written using capital letters45. The subcategories (labelling non-
verbal interaction gestures) are written in italics in order to differentiate 
between categories with different analytical implications, which is applied 
from now and in the sections that follow. When presenting the individual 
interaction moments recorded in the bus-riding phases, I will in some cases 
begin with displaying fragments that visualize a specific point I am trying to 
make, but the fragments are later put together in order to shed light on the 
ethnographic context of non-verbal interaction under study. In addition, as 
mentioned in a footnote in the introduction, I use pictures as associative tools 
to assist in vivifying this context.    

Of the 136 interaction moments, 38 were recorded during the phase Waiting 
for the Bus, 28 during the phase Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat, and 66 
were recorded in the phase While Seated (Figure 7).  

 

 
45 This special effect is diminished in the analysis chapters (Chapters 5 and 6) in order to 
improve readability. Italics can be found when the text referred specifically addresses the tables. 
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Figure 7. Description of the recorded empirical data. 

 Homogeneous 
interaction moments 
(IM) 

Heterogeneous 
interaction moments 
(IM) 

Total  

Phase WFB 16 22 38 

Phase BBFS 13 15 28 

Phase WS 20 46 66 

Phase GOB46 - 2 2 

Number of units 
coded IM 

50 84 13647 
(134) 

The number of IMs in the phase While Seated (WS) is considerably larger 
than the number of IMs in phases Waiting for the Bus (WFB) and Boarding 
the Bus and Finding a Seat (BBFS). Although the collection of field data was 
aimed to be equally distributed in regard to the number of hours in the field 
making fieldnotes for each phase (Figure 3), the phase While Seated (WS) 
proved to be richest in terms of non-verbal interaction instances in regard to 
race and age. This richness of the phase WS is reflected in the number of ho-
mogeneous interaction moments (20) and heterogeneous interaction moments 
(46).  

 
46 As the data were first collected in four phases (WFB, BBFS, WS, and GOB), the four Word 
files were uploaded into ATLAS.ti software. However, as the GOB phase was found to be too 
short for gathering quality data, the phase GOB was incorporated into phase WS, which was 
(in relation to time and the character of displayed interaction) in closest proximity to GOB. 
47 There were two IMs found incorrectly coded in Atlas.ti, which constitutes the total amount 
of errors during coding. Therefore, the total amount of units coded IM is 134 plus 2 (136).  
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5. Homogeneous Interaction 

This chapter focuses on the 50 IM categorized as Homogeneous (Figure 7). 
As noted earlier, the homogeneity of the IM is defined by the similarities in 
social positions of those involved in the interaction: i.e., the interaction taking 
place between all combinations of whites, non-whites, younger and older.   

The non-verbal interaction of interest for this thesis is mundane, ordinary, 
everyday non-verbal interaction, the interaction Goffman calls “unfocused”  
(1966). Bauman discusses these kinds of temporary meetings (for the most 
part between one-time meetings between strangers) in a study about how ur-
ban space is used:        

The meeting of strangers is an event without past. More often than not, it is 
also an event without future (it is expected to be, hoped to be, free of future) – 
a story most certainly “not to be continued”, a one-off chance, to be consum-
mated while it lasts and on the spot, without delay and without putting off the 
unfinished business to another occasion. (2000, p. 95) 

In this thesis, homogeneous interaction is described by first looking at the 
three bus-riding phases: Waiting for the Bus, Boarding the Bus and Finding a 
Seat, and While Seated. In addition, homogeneous IMs are analyzed using the 
theoretical concepts outlined for this thesis. The discussion begins with what 
bus riding usually begins with when arriving early for a bus: the phase Waiting 
For the Bus. 

5.1. Homogeneous non-verbal interaction while Waiting 
For the Bus48 

Patience and ability to wait were not in focus when I started to collect the data, 
but it soon became apparent that these qualities were an intrinsic part of the 
bus-riding context. The American author Joyce Meyer (2002) has a particu-
larly helpful take on patience: “Patience is not simply the ability to wait – it’s 

 
48 Of the 136 IMs analyzed in this thesis and the 38 IMs recorded in this phase, there are 16 HO 
IMs recorded during the WFB (Table 2): 3, 37, 38, 39, 9, 18, 19, 17, 35, 36, 10, 15, 29, 13, 31, 
and I5. These are described in detail in this section. 
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how we behave while we’re waiting”. That is, what people did while waiting 
for the bus had a lot to do with patience.   

As I walked towards the bus stop during the first days of data collection, I had 
many questions and answers circling in my mind about how I was going to 
observe, behave, think, write, and react while conducting my fieldwork. One 
morning I walked to the bus stop Bandstolsvägen (Gottsunda/Valsättra), loca-
ted in the middle of a large area of multistory apartment buildings among 
kiosks, restaurants, lease-hold flats, and small local grocery shops. A feeling 
of anticipation and excitement accompanied my customary movements and 
choices of action in the bus stop area while slowly but purposefully walking 
and claiming my spot in the bus stop area. I scanned the surroundings, recor-
ded the division of space for sitting or standing, and simultaneously looked 
for anyone I knew who I needed to acknowledge. I reflected on the triviality 
of the social situation I was a part of, this “waiting,” a kind of a “frozen 
moment” when “nothing happens,” when everyone is still, while I took mental 
snapshots of the scene. I then started to notice the components of the scene. 
Taking on the observer’s gaze, in accordance with the ethnographic approach, 
the complexity of this “frozen moment” unfolded.  

All the data referenced in this chapter are visualized in Table 2. There were 
16 IMs recorded during the Waiting for the Bus (WFB) phase that were labe-
led Homogeneous (HO). The majority of those IMs were between Non-White 
riders (10 of 16), and eight of these were recorded taking place between Non-
White Younger (3, 37, 38, 39, 18, 19, 17 and 36) and two were recorded taking 
place between White Older riders (10 and 15). Two IMs (19 and 35) were HO 
in relation to race (i.e., non-white) and HE in terms of age (i.e., younger and 
older). In addition, two IMs (13 and 31) were HE in terms of age but were HO 
in terms of race (i.e., white). One of the patterns that is possible to see in the 
table (Table 2) is that nine49 out of the 16 recorded interaction moments were 
noted as having Non-White riders prompting a Change in the Course of an 
IM.  

Nine IMs were registered to be changed by younger non-white riders: 3, 37, 
38, 39, 9, 18, 19, 17, and 36 (Table 2). Of the 16 IMs, as many as 11 were 
noted being changed by younger riders: 3, 37, 38, 39, 9, 18, 19, 17, 36, 29, 13, 
and 5. Five of the 16 IMs were changed by White riders (10, 15, 29, 13, 31 

 
49 Of the16 IM during this particular phase, for two of the IM I had difficulty resolving what 
social position could be ascribed the action of Changing the Course of the IM. One of the rea-
sons for this could have been my “untrained observer gaze” in this initial phase of data collec-
tion, where the choice where to focus the gaze was between the newly arrived riders and those 
already present at the bus stop area. 
 



 Moments on a City Bus  
      

 115 

and 550), three were changed by changed by White Older riders (10, 15, and 
31) while only one IM was changed by an Non-White Older rider (35). In 
Chapter 3, I suggested that the gestures carried out in an IM may vary 
depending on the bodily characteristics of the actors, their assigned social 
positions. Therefore, this section examines the sequences of the recorded in 
the fieldnotes gestures in order to map out their different components. This 
approach will reveal how the homogeneity in regard to phenotypical 
characteristics associated to race and age plays out in the interactional 
processes analyzed in this section.          

Having given insight into the data it is now time to continue our journey. 
Arriving at a bus stop, a bus rider is often preoccupied with thoughts about 
other things than walking, standing, or sitting on the bench.  

5.1.1. Adjustment of Involvement 

As mentioned earlier, the familiarity with the unwritten codes for interaction 
while in the bus-riding context (cf. Nash, 1975), where it is the custom to sit 
or stand in the bus stop area, seems to affect whether others view someone as 
a potential bus rider. For example, rarely do people form a line before a bus 
arrives or greet everyone who approaches the bus stop area. Moreover, it 
seems that a rider familiar with these unwritten codes is more prone to choose 
to be preoccupied with other things such as looking at their phone, listening 
to music, or talking either on their phone or to other riders:  

IM 3, WFB, HO51: Two NWYM (NWYM1 and NWYM2) approach the [bss] 
bus stop sign talking to each other. They look at the schedule and remain 
standing near the [bss] bus-stop-sign still talking. They stand slightly turned 
towards the coming traffic, a half meter apart, talking. 

IM 9, WFB, HO: The booth is almost empty. Only one person, NWYM1 with 
earpiece, stands in the middle of the booth. Hands in pockets. NWOF1 
approaches the booth chewing gum. 

 
50 In regard to IM 5, where the social positions noted being involved are WYM, the social 
positions are the same, so the change in this IM may be prompted by the same social position 
(White Younger Male). However, the perspective on non-verbal IM applied in this thesis rejects 
this kind of causality, so there is a question mark present in the fourth column in Table 2, WFB, 
HO.    
51 The quotations are organized as follows: Interaction Moment number, Waiting For the Bus 
(phase), and Homogeneous Interaction (interaction type). The quotations include the Social 
Positions, which are represented in capital letters (Non-White Younger Male, Non-White Older 
Female, White Older Male and so on) and accompanied by a number differentiating individuals 
categorized with the same social position. For a description of how the field data are displayed 
in the analysis chapters, see the section “Roadmap” in Chapter 4. 
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Extract from IM 10, WFB, HO: A sunny and windy day. WOF1 sits in the 
booth on the left side of the bench texting on her mobile.  

However, to be preoccupied with one’s property (such as seemingly texting 
or listening to something through an earpiece) means that the attention to the 
surroundings and the actions that take place might be hindered. Moreover, 
these actions (i.e., to be preoccupied with one’s property) are connected to the 
interaction events that are recorded following the observation of these actions; 
that is, they are sets of related activities that people carry out. For example, in 
the recorded IM 10 presented above it is unclear what non-verbal interaction 
is being displayed when the White Older Female 1 is sitting on the bench and 
texting on the mobile. As stated earlier (see Methodology), because my own 
bodily presence is always a part of the interaction moment, one might expect 
that my own gestures and shifts in the body position influence what happens 
in the IM.   

The fieldnote on IM 10 presented above is a fragment of an IM recorded while 
I was observing the setting, including the White Older Female 1 preoccupied 
with texting. Texting is an action complemented with related activities that 
follow the action: White Older Female 2 approaching, taking a seat, gazing 
fleetingly at White Older Female 1, and placing a bag (property) in-between 
them. This interaction moment illustrates non-verbal interaction regarding 
personal space orientation and Intensity of Involvement of the involved 
potential riders. Below, is the rest of the fieldnote extract of IM 10:   

IM 10, WFB, HO: A sunny and windy day. WOF1 sits in the booth on the left 
side of the bench texting on her mobile. WOF2 approaches the booth a bit 
stressed. She gives the sitting female a quick look and sits on the other (right) 
side of the bench placing her handbag between her and the sitting female. 
WOF2 screens the scenery a couple of times, holding the gaze a little longer in 
the direction towards the traffic. WOF2 repeats the procedure a couple of 
times.        

In the example above it is the White Older Female 2 who influences, and thus 
“changes”, the course of the interaction by her arrival and by the actions she 
carries out, that is, those I was able to record. There is no record of White 
Older Female 1 gazing up from her phone when White Older Female 2 ap-
proaches and takes a seat on the bench. This does not mean that White Older 
Female 1 does not see the White Older Female 2, but it means that there is no 
recorded response from White Older Female 1 (in the fieldnotes) and that my 
attention stayed with White Older Female 2 as she carried out other types of 
gestures: screening the scenery, looking towards the traffic, and repeating this 
procedure. The interaction is changed in the sense that the actions that were 
displayed before White Older Female 2 arrived were connected to the White 
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Older Female 1 and my bodily co-presence at the bus stop area; after White 
Older Female 2 arrived, the course of the non-verbal IM was influenced her 
actions. Moreover, White Older Female 1’s lack of gaze and focus on her 
phone suggest that she used texting to avoid interacting with White Older 
Female 2 even though White Older Female 2 was open to involvement as she 
employed an opening technique: “[WOF2] gives the sitting female [WOF1] a 
quick look”.  

The recorded data are sorted into codes that are organized under main catego-
ries, such as Interactional Configurations, that frame the single acts that people 
carry out by pointing to whether the acts are connected to a specific body 
position or to a specific bodily movement. For example, as seen below in the 
IM 38, the Non-White Younger Male 3 approaches the Non-White Younger 
Male 2, the approach being performed by bodily movement (in this case 
walking) towards the other person, which also reveals a specific direction of 
this movement. In this IM, the events that follow the NWYM3’s bodily move-
ment frame the exchange of gazes and nods between the riders:    

IM 38: Another short NWYM3 approaches from across the street, gazes at the 
short NWYM2 and nods, [NWYM3] who responds with gaze and nod. [He] 
The NWYM3 walks by the shed.   

Interactional configurations consist of body position and bodily movement. 
Four IMs took place between non-white riders (NWYM/NWOF/UNSPEC; 
NWYM/NWYF; NWYF/NWOF; and NWYF/NWYF).  They are recorded as 
being framed by the body position of the non-white riders; the fifth is recorded 
as being framed by the body position of two younger white males 
(WYM/WYM). In addition, body position is recorded fewer times than bodily 
movement (the sixth column in Table 2). Thus, the data suggest that the non-
verbal homogeneous interaction in the phase Waiting For the Bus seems to be 
more often arranged by the movement of the riders’ bodies in relation to each 
other than the body position of the riders. Something else that supports this 
conclusion is the rows in the table on the gesture descriptions that have to do 
with movement. It is possible that it is the qualities of the area of the bus stop, 
which are not limited by walls or doors, that make the movement of the riders 
possible, and this is reflected in the table describing the data.  

There are only five recorded IMs (out of 16 in this phase) that do not have any 
checkmarks in the section for Territorial Orientation for repetitive movements 
(in the column section for Expressions of Emotion). Furthermore, expressions 
of emotion seem to be sparsely used in the recorded gestures. Repetitive 
movements are the one expression of emotion recorded as utilized most times 
(in four IMs out of 16 IMs) compared to the other expressions of emotions 
listed in the columns in the table (Table 2). Because bodily movements seem 
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to be in majority of interactional configurations that frame the gestures in this 
phase, perhaps they also frame what kind of expressions of emotion is used 
during interaction. This raises a question: What does it mean for the 
interaction when a repeated bodily movement is carried out? As expressions 
of emotion may be connected to a certain amount of involvement in what is 
happening during a certain IM, the intensity of involvement and its 
interactional context need further consideration.  

As emphasized in the Chapter 3, an observer has no access to the feelings of 
the one’s observed; nevertheless, as highlighted by Goffman (1966) and Eriks-
son (2007), one always acts as a response to something and in this case the 
repetitive movements might be a response to the context of waiting for the bus. 
This might suggest that the bus stop area is not considered an appropriate place 
to display emotional states. As waiting seems to be an activity suspended in-
between other activities (cf. Hjorthol, 2001; Ohmori & Harata, 2008), the 
repetitive movements of the riders might be seen as expressions of restlessness 
or absentmindedness.  

Gestures may be related to both bodily movement and repetitive movements, 
especially along the dimensions Intensity of Involvement and Territorial 
Orientation. For IMs 9, 17, and 35, I recorded the interaction being arranged 
by both body position and bodily movement. The IM 9 fieldnote illustrates 
how body position and the adjustment of bodily movement seem to organize 
the non-verbal activities and gestural sequences of riders waiting for the bus: 

IM 9, WFB, HO: The booth is almost empty. Only one person, NWYM1 with 
earpiece stands in the middle of the booth. Hands in pockets. NWOF1 
approaches the booth chewing gum. Five people are gathered in the booth. 
They [do not] seem to be in company. [They] Stand evenly spread, placed so 
they do not obscure each other’s view forward. This [is] seems to be achieved 
through small adjustments to the angle of body position in relation to others 
(movement of feet). The others in the bus stop area are spread evenly all over 
the area.  

In the recorded interaction moment presented above, the riders are standing, 
evenly spread, seemingly placed so they do not stand in the way of each 
other’s view forward. Standing is categorized as a body position, as would be 
the case with people sitting down or if someone was leaning on the bus stop 
sign. Interestingly, these waiting bus riders seem to make small movements of 
their feet, which I have recorded in the fieldnote as adjustments, resulting in 
that all five riders gathered in the booth have a clear line of sight forward. This 
can be compared with sitting in the cinema auditorium and looking at the 
movie screen. That is, theatergoers are probably unaware of those sitting 
behind them, see to that they have an unobstructed view forward and will 
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respond to someone obstructing their view by leaning to one side or moving 
to another seat. The difference between these examples (i.e., the bodily 
movements while standing in the bus-booth and sitting in the cinema 
auditorium) is how explicit the body movement is. In the bus-booth, there are 
seemingly no material obstacles that hinder riders from taking another spot 
and moving away. In the cinema, it seems a bit more complicated as the 
adjustment may require an awkward and uncomfortable body position, leaning 
to the side for two hours. In the cinema, movements are constrained by the size 
of the seats. While waiting for the bus, riders can move freely about. Once 
inside a bus, however, depending on where the rider is sitting or standing and 
how crowded the bus is, movements will be conditioned by these 
circumstances (i.e. spatial characteristics of that context). Nevertheless, what 
was recorded in the IM 9 suggests that others’ co-presence may have 
conditioned the movement of the riders’ bodies. In the IM 9 fieldnotes, the 
waiting riders did not move from their claimed spot in the waiting area. They 
did make subtle adjustments, so no one’s view was obstructed. IM 9 shows 
thus that the co-presence can prompt the adjustment of the angle of all present 
bodies while waiting for the bus. 

In addition, the riders in this IM avoided looking at one another (i.e., lack of 
gaze). Although the riders seemed to adjust their bodies in relation to each 
other, they are not recorded to be looking at each other while adjusting their 
bodies. This suggests that lack of gaze may be used as a way to avoid invitation 
to interaction. Moreover, the example above suggests a connection between 
reflexive awareness of the riders and their intensity of involvement (specifi-
cally gaze-related) in the non-verbal IM. Although the riders seem not to look, 
they seem to see what needs to be done as they adjust their bodies in relation 
to one another. We might say that there seems to occur an adjustment of 
involvement in the interaction moment.     
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5.1.2. Managing Territories through Movements and Gazes 

Table 2 reveals that most of the checkmarks are in the middle–i.e., in the 
columns for the different aspects of the Intensity of Involvement and the dif-
ferent types of Territorial Orientation. This distribution suggests that the 
gestures recorded during the WFB phase seem to display different aspects of 
Intensity of Involvement and types of Territorial Orientation. As stated in the 
Chapter 3, Territorial Orientation has to do with the division of space between 
riders in the interaction. Out of the 16 IMs recorded in this bus-riding phase 
as homogeneous, only IM 5 does not have any checkmarks in these columns. 
IM 5, however, has a checkmark for the opening techniques belonging to the 
section Ritual Elements. In addition, IM 5 has a checkmark for the Interactio-
nal Configuration labeled body position, in contrast to the pattern noted in the 
previous section. The lack of checkmarks in the row describing IM 5 means 
that the recorded data were only sufficient to cover the Interactional Configu-
rations that framed the displayed gestures and the kinds of Ritual Elements 
that might be implied in these gestures. It also means that the interaction noted 
in the fieldnotes was carried out during an extremely short period.  

As argued in Chapter 2, time has significance for the non-verbal interaction in 
the context of riding a bus (Slosar, 1973; Nash, 1975; Hjorthol, 2001; Siraut 
& Gay, 2009). Although the interaction during IM 5 was extremely short, 
there are aspects of the non-verbal interaction that may be helpful in the analy-
sis. Below are the fieldnotes from IM 5: 
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IM 5, WFB, HO: Two younger boys (WYM1 and WYM2) approach together 
talking to each other. They have no outerwear. They stop close to the [bss] bus- 
stop-sign slightly turned towards each other.     

In IM 5, WYM 1 and 2 arrived together. This is also the case for IM 3 where 
Non-White Younger Male 1 and Non-White Younger Male 2 were recorded 
approaching the bus stop sign in the same manner:  

IM 3, WFB, HO: Two NWYM (NWYM1 AND NWYM2) approach the bss 
talking to each other. They look at the schedule and remain standing near the 
bss still talking. They stand slightly turned towards the coming traffic, a half 
meter apart, talking. Simultaneously, one of them (NWYM1) rubs his nose. 
After a short while, the other one (NWYM2) rubs his nose. Then, the first one 
(NWYM1) does it again. A bus approaches. The 8 (7 males, 1 woman) standing 
people form an irregular line lengthwise the sidewalk.  

In both fieldnotes (IM 3 and IM 5), a continuous verbal exchange (“talking to 
each other”) while moving toward the bus stop area was noted. During the rest 
of the IM, the other riders arrived alone. In IM 3, Non-White Younger Male 1 
and Non-White Younger Male 2 also made gestures (e.g., “talking”) after 
arrival. These gestures seem to have changed the IM as prompted by a rider 
at whom the gesture seemed to be directed, which was not noted in IM 5. Is it 
possible that in the case with IM 5 the intensity of involvement and territorial 
orientation are aspects of non-verbal interaction that were negotiated or settled 
before the White Younger Male 1 and White Younger Male 2 arrived?  

Two Non-White Younger Male riders get to the bus stop and stop in proximity 
of the bus stop sign talking to each other. The direction of their movement is 
recorded in the fieldnotes as towards both the bus stop sign and the coming 
traffic. During IM 3, the approach is recorded as being carried out using bodily 
movement with a direction (D) towards the bus stop sign and towards the 
coming traffic. In the fieldnotes, the bus stop sign is seemingly revealed as a 
target for the actors’ movement, which also suggests a territorial claim (a 
gesture of claiming territory, which is marked in Table 2 in the third column 
belonging to Territorial Orientation). However, there is a difference between 
IM 3 where Non-White Younger Male 1 and Non-White Younger Male 2 were 
recorded approaching the bus stop sign together, and the IM 5, involving 
White Younger Male 1 and White Younger Male 2 doing the same (Table 2). 

In IM 3, making a temporary claim over a territory might be compared to the 
activity of queuing. As asserted in the literature review on public space, in 
such a case the body becomes of prime importance in defending a claim of a 
territory (see especially Britton, 2008a). Forming a queue in front of a cash 
register, for example, requires that one makes a bodily movement with a 
direction towards a spot in the proximity of the cash register. Through this 
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movement and its direction, one claims a temporary ownership of the spot, an 
action which is seldom contested by others waiting in the same line. What I 
mean here is that the recorded data suggest that claiming temporary ownership 
of a spot in a queue is similar to claiming a temporary ownership of a spot in 
the proximity of the bus stop sign, and that the direction of the movement 
seems to be significant in this context.  

Consider the example of the movie theatre. Typically, before the movie starts 
people are sitting in the lobby, gathering before the show, chatting with each 
other, waiting for company, and greeting arriving company. If people meet in 
a coffee shop before the movie, they probably will engage in several rituals 
such as greeting each other, having a verbal exchange, establishing eye contact 
when talking or casual glances, as well as whether to hold hands or just walk 
next to each other. These rituals, once performed, do not need to be repeated 
once arriving in the cinema lobby. However, if the group meets in the lobby 
or just outside the entrance and walk in together, they probably will perform 
the greetings while walking, buying tickets, and entering the cinema. In that 
case, the gestures and interaction sequences would be linked to a specific 
place. This cinema scenario can be analogously applied to people arriving to 
the bus stop: riders arrive at the bus stop after having done something else 
together where they have already performed the ritual gestures prior the 
arrival and riders meeting each other on the street near the bus stop, walking 
the last few meters together and finally stopping close to the bus stop sign 
while carrying out gestures of greetings and establishing what kind of other 
gestures are to be used. Therefore, as noted in Table 2 (WFB, HO) and by 
comparing IM 5 with IM 3, it can be concluded that riders in IM 3 might have 
carried out gestures of mimicking with gestures of claiming a spot in the 
territory of the bus stop. This observation links gestures of mimicking to a 
particular place. Moreover, these gestures seem to inspire a need for inviting 
techniques as a temporary ownership of a space seems to be established, as 
exemplified in the IM 3 fieldnote (“[they] remain standing near the bus stop 
sign”). Another extract from IM 3 illustrates the gestures of mimicking that 
are connected to the inviting techniques:  

Extract from IM 3, WFB, HO: (…) They stand slightly turned towards 
the coming traffic, a half meter apart, talking. Simultaneously, one of 
them (NWYM1) rubs his nose. After a short while, the other one 
(NWYM2) rubs his nose. Then, the first one (NWYM1) does it again. 

Obviously, the mimicking gesture is the rubbing of the nose and it is repeated, 
a type of inviting technique. For IM 3, the Table 2 shows a checkmark for 
inviting techniques (Ritual Elements) and mimicking (Intensity of Involve-
ment).  That is, inviting techniques and mimicking seem to be connected when 
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carried out in an IM. Similarly, buying tickets for a movie could simultaneous-
ly involve mimicking other people’s gestures as if mimicking makes a recipro-
city demand (cf. Goffman, 1966, 1967) visible in an IM. As illustrated in the 
IM 3 fieldnotes, mimicking seems to invite further reciprocity.   

Moreover, in this extract inviting techniques are registered, consisting of 
gestures establishing the intensity of involvement (the mimicking gestures) 
and claiming of the space (territorial orientation) close to the bus stop sign. 
IM 3 is one of the three interaction moments (3, 18, and 5) that have very few 
checkmarks in the columns for Intensity of Involvement and division of space 
(subcategories for Territorial Orientation in the tables), which means that they 
were not registered in the fieldnotes. Nevertheless, based on the fieldnotes 
(e.g., IM 3), gestures establishing the intensity of involvement are carried out 
in combination with territorial orientation, and specifically gestures that con-
vey how a specific space is shared in relation to others (e.g., claiming territory, 
personal space orientation, spatial distance, and possessional52 actions).  

As highlighted in the Chapter 3, an IM ascribes norms and standards for 
regulating and deciding on what “ritual content” (cf. Goffman, 1967) is to be 
fed into the gestures carried out in the presence of another participant. In this 
process, there is a level of collaboration (see Wolfinger, 1995) between the 
participants because they want the interaction to be smooth, without conflict. 
Therefore, the potential bus riders, while they wait for the bus, carry out 
gestures that might suggest this kind of collaboration and trust. As elaborated 
in the Chapter 3, which is also supported by the concentration of checkmarks 
in the columns for Intensity of Involvement and Territorial Orientation (Table 
2), different ways of gazing may be used as an interaction technique that initia-
tes a beginning of a ritual, or as Goffman has phrases this, “a person may 
legitimately begin to look fully at another a moment before he initiates an 
encounter” (1966, p. 136). 

Because these different types of gazing (among others) are gathered under the 
category Intensity of Involvement, this discussion leads to the following 
question: What can be said about gestures simultaneously relating to intensity 
of involvement and territorial orientation? Does the direction of bodily 
movement and body position suggest anything in terms of gestures? The 
majority of the columns in Table 2 have checkmarks in each of the dimensions 

 
52 For a difference between claiming territory and possessional actions, recall Goffman’s 
(1971) argument that objects can be seen as possessional territories (personal effects such as 
jackets, bags, and dependent children). These also include objects that can be claimed tempora-
rily by people (such as magazines). These concepts are differentiated in this thesis in following 
manner: possessional actions address single actions towards objects, while claiming territory 
addresses a set of actions that may be seen as claiming temporary ownership of a space. 
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of the recorded gestures, which supports the conclusion that the majority of 
gestures recorded during the phase WFB seem to display different aspects of 
intensity of involvement and types of territorial orientation. Of the 16 homo-
geneous IMs recorded during the phase WFB, there are only five IM (39, 18, 
19, 36, and 15) that do not have any checkmarks in the columns describing 
territorial orientation and intensity of involvement. Only one of these five 
interaction moments (IM 36) is categorized as being framed by the body 
position of the riders. This condition suggests that most the IMs recorded 
during the phase WFB included riders moving their bodies to share the area 
with other riders. Furthermore, the majority of territorial gestures recorded in 
this phase seem to involve laying claims on space rather than volunteering 
space.    

As noted in the beginning of this section (in Chapter 2 as well), some works 
on interaction in the context of riding a bus show that there exist unwritten 
codes for interaction while riding a bus and how to stand or sit at a bus stop 
bus so the bus driver recognizes the person as a potential bus rider (Nash, 
1975). In IM 3, the Non-White Younger Male 1 and the Non-White Younger 
Male 2 are recorded standing in proximity of the bus stop sign (claiming terri-
tory), which, based on the above, would imply they would be recognized as 
bus riders. Therefore, different gestures resulting in territorial claiming seem 
to be regulated by social norms within the public social order of a particular 
public place, such as a bus stop. In other words, the unwritten codes for inter-
action while waiting for a bus include gestures that communicate temporal 
ownership of a spot. 

5.1.3. Rituals and Gestural Sequences 

Interaction techniques that initiate a beginning of a Ritual as well as other 
Ritual Elements of interaction were summarized in the literature review on 
buses (see Evans & Wener, 2007; Henderson, 1975; Nash, 1975). In the con-
text of different interaction techniques used in the bus-riding context, 
movements such as turning away from others, folding one’s arms, and using 
props as bodily extensions in order to increase personal space were mentioned 
and labeled isolation techniques (see Henderson, 1975). However, body posi-
tioning towards each other during casual talk could be considered an opening 
that invites the other to share the territory. The opening techniques are there-
fore in general terms the opposite of isolating techniques. This is especially 
the case in IM 5, as actors position themselves slightly turned towards each 
other:   
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IM 5, WFB, HO: Two younger boys (WYM1 and WYM2) approach together 
talking to each other. They have no outerwear. They stop close to the [bss] bus- 
stop-sign slightly turned towards each other.     

Because the fieldnotes suggest riders share territory by using inviting techni-
ques and opening techniques in response to gestures of claiming territory and 
spatial distancing, it is important to consider how sharing territory may be 
related to lack of gaze and lack of movement when the gestures point to Terri-
torial Orientation (Table 2). The fieldnotes from IM 17, 35, and 10 seem 
especially illustrative in this regard. IM 17 provides insight into lack of gaze, 
lack of movement, and spatial distance, IM 35 provides insight into isolation 
techniques, lack of gaze, lack of movement, and claiming territory, and IM 10 
provides insight into gazing at, lack of gaze, shielding from involvement, spa-
tial distance, and repetitive movements.     

IM 17 has the most checkmarks in the columns for the levels of Intensity of 
Involvement. The highlighted areas in the fieldnotes below show how several 
sequences of different types of gazing and non-gazing (action and non-action, 
respectively) seem to be used near the bus bench.  

IM 17, WFB, HO: The first I see is two NWY (NWYM1 and NWYF1) sitting 
on the bench in the booth. The NWYM1 sits on the right and the NWYF1 sits 
furthest out on the left. There is approximately a half meter between them. 
They talk to each other and alternate between gazing at each other and scanning 
the surroundings. The conversation seems to be quite loose. They seem to chat 
with each other rather than being very engaged in some specific subject. I place 
myself on the right side, outside the booth, so I am facing the traffic, and 
slightly in an angle so I can simultaneously register what happens around me. 
NWYF2 with her long hair down approaches and stops on the right side inside 
the shed. The NWYM1 gives her a gaze, but she seems preoccupied with her 
hair that is flying around her face, and she does not look back. I note that she 
does not sit between the two people who occupy the bench. Instead, she digs 
around in her large shoulder-bag looking inside for something. Finally, the 
NWYF2 finds that something and fastens her hair with a rubber band. The 
sitting NWYF1 talking to NWYM1 gazes at her a couple of times when she 
scans the surroundings. The standing NWYF2 does not make eye contact. The 
sitting NWYF1 gazes at the standing NWYF2 and says something to NWYM1 
sitting on the bench. The NWYM1 gazes at the standing NWYF2. Both look 
at the NWYF2 for a second and look away at each other saying something. The 
standing NWYF2 does not look back at them. NWYM2 with a cap approaches 
the bus stop screening the bus stop area. NWYM2 approaches the shed and 
looks at the couple sitting on the bench. They do not look up, continue chatting. 
The NWYM2 with the cap looks away from the bench and places himself on 
the left side of the shed, leaning at the edge of the booth-wall, looking forward 
towards the street. The standing NWYF2 gives him a quick gaze. NWYM2 
does not gaze back. I notice that the corner of the booth is occupied by a large 
shopping bag.  
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This extract shows how gazing seems to be used by the riders and what gestu-
res seem to be a response to gazing. In other words, how different types of 
gazing and non-gazing seem to be applied near the bus bench. In more general 
terms, these fieldnotes are an example of how action is combined with non-
action while riders wait for a bus.  

In this interaction moment, the Non-White Younger Male 1 and the Non-
White Younger Female 1 sit on the bus bench while engaging in a “quite 
loose” verbal exchange. When the Non-White Younger Female 2 approaches, 
stops, and stands on the right side under the roof of the bus booth, the Non-
White Younger Male 1 looks at her a couple of times as he scans the surround-
dings, but she does not look back.53 In addition, the Non-White Younger 
Female 1 gives the standing female a gaze when she fixes her hair, says some-
thing to her sitting companion, which seems to inspire him to look at the Non-
White Younger Female 2 again. The procedure is repeated: gaze at the stan-
ding female and lack of gaze on her part.  

Regarding the exchange between each of the Non-White Younger riders 
sitting on the bench and the standing Non-White Younger Female 2, the gaze 
seems to be responded to in two fashions: by lack of gaze from the rider the 
gesture seems to be directed at, but more significantly by the employment of 
involvement shields as riders at whom the gestures seem to be directed use 
their props in various ways: 

Extract 1 from IM 17, WFB, HO: (…) NWYM1 gives her a gaze, but she seems 
preoccupied with her hair that is flying around her face, and she does not look 
back. I note that she does not sit between the two people that occupy the bench. 
Instead, she digs around in her large shoulder-bag looking inside for some-
thing. Finally, NWYF2 finds that something and fastens her hair with a rubber 
band (…). 

Another extract from IM 17 shows the use of involvement shields: a Non-
White Younger Male 2 with a cap approaches the bus shelter; while standing 
on the other side of it (in relation to the Non-White Younger Female 2), he 

 
53 Here, riders are recorded not to “look back” when they are looked at, but obviously do not 
return the look. In several sections of this analysis, similar wording is used in relation to 
performed gestures and to what seem to be responses to these gestures. I am not saying that 
there are no gazes back (e.g., when a rider looks at another rider), which might as well have 
been the case during data collection. Instead, based on the design of this thesis and the approach 
to non-verbal interaction that emphasizes the context of performed gestures, the way the data 
were recorded in fieldnotes was to purposefully avoid this kind of causality. Some of the field-
notes describe when a gesture was performed, such as “immediately” after another gesture or 
“simultaneously” as another gesture is performed. These descriptive expressions assist the 
analysis in connecting gestures to each other in a specific context. 
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looks towards the street, when the standing Non-White Younger Female 2 
seems to give him a “quick gaze”: 

Extract 2 from IM 17, WFB, HO: (…) NWYM2 approaches the booth and 
looks at the couple sitting on the bench. They do not look up, continue chatting. 
The NWYM2 with the cap looks away from the bench and places himself on 
the left side of the booth, leaning at the edge of the booth-wall, looking forward 
towards the street. The standing NWYF2 gives him a quick gaze. NWYM2 
does not gaze back (…).  

Interestingly, when comparing the first and the second extract from IM 17, the 
“couple” sitting on the bench, who were noted several times gazing at the 
standing Non-White Younger Female 2 (although the Non-White Younger 
Female 2 was not recorded looking back54 at the sitting riders), did not look at 
the approaching Non-White Younger Male 2. The standing Non-White 
Younger Female 2, however, gazes at the Non-White Younger Male 2 while 
the Non-White Younger Male 2 is “looking towards the street.” In the first 
extract from the IM 17, props are used as involvement shields when gazes are 
used, but in the second extract a gesture being carried out (or being 
uninterrupted) was used as an involvement shield. The first extract from IM 
17 suggests that the Non-White Younger Female 2 uses both a prop and a 
gesture in what seems to be a response to the gazes from the “couple” sitting 
on the bench by “digging around in her large shoulder-bag.” This prompts the 
question: Does an interaction sequence have a specific order when a rider 
gazes at another rider?  

The following is a recap of the gazes illustrated in the extracts from IM 17 
(extract 1 and 2) have the following: 1) the two seated riders were noted gazing 
at the approaching Non-White Younger Female 2; 2) the Non-White Younger 
Female 2 was not noted gazing as a response to the gaze; 3) the Non-White 
Younger Female 2 was “digging around” in her bag, seemingly using it as an 
involvement shield in form of a prop; 4) the approaching Non-White Younger 
Male 2 looked at the Non-White Younger Male 1 and the Non-White Younger 
Female 1; 5) they did not respond with a gaze; 6) the Non-White Younger 
Male 1 and Non-White Younger Female 1 were involved in their verbal ex-
change; 7) The Non-White Younger Female 2 looked at the Non-White 
Younger Male 2; 8) he did not respond with a gaze; and 9) he looked elsewhere 
in what seemed to be a shielding from involvement.  

As previously noted, the core of the gesture units seems to lie in how people 
view and organize the gestures. The social-psychological perspective on 
gestures can be broadened to consider the non-verbal interaction and therefore 

 
54 See previous footnote. 
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focus on the mutual exchange of gestures. The analysis of the fieldnotes 
suggests that a detailed examination of gesture units can be applied when 
referring to sequentially organized positions of gesture units within the inter-
action moment. This means that a first position of the gesture unit consists of 
a gesture of one person, the second position appertains to the response of 
another person to that gesture, and the third position addresses the gesture unit 
where the movement is completed. The extracts from IM 17 illustrate, in other 
words, that the gesture units seem to be displayed in a specific sequence: 1) 
gaze at; 2) lack of gaze; and 3) disinvolvement in the interaction sequence. 
Moreover, mutual glances are the first form of reciprocity (see Mondada, 
2009). This means that in the phase WFB, when gazing seems to be used as a 
form of interaction technique that initiates contact, the riders seem to use 
involvement shields (also by carrying out disinvolvement in the interaction 
sequence) as an excuse for not initiating contact.  

5.1.4. Territorial Encroachments and Gestural Repertoires  

Earlier I suggested that there seems to be a connection between body position 
and the interaction techniques displayed in an IM. If the riders seem to use 
involvement shields as an excuse for not initiating contact, as in IM 17, 
claiming territory, lack of gaze, and using props can be examined in relation 
to interaction techniques. Claiming territory was earlier recognized as impor-
tant for the codes for interaction while WFB. In the extracts IM 31 and IM 35 
below, gestures were recorded of a White Older Male 1 (IM 31), a Non-white 
Older Female 1 (IM 35), and of other uncategorized riders (IM 31 and IM 35) 
while they were taking a seat on a stained bench. These fieldnotes were taken 
while I was already seated on that bench: 

IM 31, WFB, HO: As I am still writing down the former incident, the bus shed 
fills with people. My awareness is a bit hindered. WOM1 approaches the 
bench, looking down on the seat (examining its condition as there are stains of 
chewing gum, dirt etc.), takes a newspaper lying there and sits on it carefully. 
Occasionally, he exchanges some words with accompanying WYM1 sitting 
next to him. They board the bus together with some other people I haven’t 
recorded. I am sitting alone on the bench now. 

IM 35, WFB, HO: People, who close into the bench, seem to take their time 
when it is unoccupied to examine its condition before they choose their seat. 
NWOF1 approaches the bench, walks alongside the bench and looks at the seat 
leaning towards it before she chooses a spot to sit on. She pulls up her tunic 
and jacket, so she sits on the edge of the bench only with her pants touching 
the seat. She sits holding her pink city-back-pack with both hands in her knees, 
leaning with her upper body towards the backpack. Most of the other people 
do not show that they examine the bench that carefully before they take a seat. 
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They sit down, cross their legs and take out a mobile or look straight ahead, 
occasionnally scanning the area.  

Both in IM 35 and IM 31, the riders seem to use props in relation to the stained 
bus bench. As noted in the fieldnotes on IM 31, the White Older Male 1 seems 
to observe the stains on the bench, picks up a newspaper lying there, and sits 
on it instead of sitting directly on the bench (picking up a newspaper is in the 
table labelled possessional action). This may be interpreted as a calculated 
response to the condition of the bench. Below, extract from fieldnotes on IM 
29 reveals another response to the stained bench and how a White Younger 
Female 5 uses props (“looking into her mobile”) “immediately” after sitting 
down:  

Extract from IM 29, WFB, HO: All of the people sitting on the bench have 
earpieces and look down into their mobiles. WYF5 with earpiece and a mobile 
in her hand approaches the bench with firm steps. WYF5 looks at the wet spill 
on the bench and sits down next to the spitting female (WYF4) to her right, 
immediately looking into her mobile (…).  

The judgment of the condition of the bench seems to be calculated as the riders 
used different kinds of “careful” treatment (“people […] seem to take their 
time […] to examine its condition before they choose their seat […]”), which 
seems to be defined as a contaminated space. As emphasized in the Theory 
chapter, gunk, dirt, filth, grime, bodily fluids, that is, different organic or 
mineral stains, when encountered in public places, seem to evoke actions of 
avoidance (see Douglas, 1969, Knapp et al., 2013, and Perry et al., 2010). In 
other words, contamination, as it is conceptualized in the Theory chapter, is 
the presence of a minor and unwanted element in the interactional space and, 
in the fieldnotes on IM 31 and IM 35, it seems to be reacted to by a bodily 
movement away from it (Table 2). Therefore, riders encountering contamina-
tion react with avoidance through either movement away from it or by using 
props.  

The above presented fieldnotes on IM 29, IM 31, and IM 35 also describe an 
unusual (in relation to the other interaction moments that I was able to write 
down) course of events in terms of what type of actions are carried out in the 
bus stop area. The interest of this thesis lies in mundane and ordinary non-
verbal interaction, so particular attention is given to this kind of “usual” and 
ordinary non-verbal interaction. IM 29 (shown on next page) shows a White 
Younger Female 4 sitting on the bench who spits on the ground near the bench 
as well as examples of how the riders approaching the “contaminated” part of 
the bench seem to react and orient themselves. They seem to approach careful-
ly (IM 35) to avoid coming in contact with the contaminated space (e.g., IM 
31). The White Younger Female 5 sitting next to the spitting White Younger 
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Female 4 continues to look at her phone without looking back at the spitting 
White Younger Female 4 when she stares at her.   

In IM 29, the person who prompted a change (WYF) was recorded staring and 
gazing at (Intensity of Involvement) on three occasions and was recorded once 
for personal space orientation, spatial distance, violation, and contamination 
(Territorial Orientation) (Table 2). When the White Younger Female 5 sits 
near the White Younger Female 4, who spits on the ground, the staring, viola-
tion, and contamination seem significant.   

IM 29, WFB, HO: All of the people sitting on the bench have earpieces and 
look down into their mobiles. WYF5 with earpiece and a mobile in her hand 
approaches the bench with firm steps. WYF5 looks at the wet spill on the bench 
and sits down on the right side, next to the spitting female (WYF4), 
immediately looking into her mobile. The spitting female (WYF4) spits to her 
left and looks up once from her mobile. The female (WYF5) next to her does 
not look back. The spitting female (WYF4) looks down and stares at the female 
(WYF5) next to her again. I am curious if she will still spit to her right. No. 
She spits only to her left from now on. 

Earlier in this section, it was suggested that claiming temporary ownership of 
a spot in a queue seems to be similar to claiming a temporary ownership of a 
spot near a bus stop sign. In the fieldnotes on IM 29, there is a bench instead 
of a bus stop sign, people are already seated, and a part of the bench seems to 
be regarded as contaminated space and therefore is being avoided. Moreover, 
the White Younger Female 4 seems to violate territorial norms by creating 
more unwanted (as also exemplified by Perry et al., 2010) elements in the 
interactional space by spitting on the ground near the bench. Furthermore, 
when the White Younger Female 5 approaches the bench and seems to choose 
a spot to sit down, she ends up sitting near the spitting White Younger Female 
4, to which the White Younger Female 4 seems to react with repeated staring 
and gazing. The fieldnote above reveal that the White Younger Female 4 does 
not glance back at the White Younger Female 5: “the female (WYF5) next to 
her does not look back.”  

Consider now the argument presented in the Chapter 3: the interaction norms 
in public spaces are upheld by the participants of an interaction moment 
through the degree of approval or disapproval of an action from others. Public 
spaces have limitations to the expressions of approval that can be displayed, 
so expressions of approval are seldom visible (cf. Goffman, 1966) in these 
spaces. Similarly, repeated staring such as the one recorded in the fieldnotes 
on IM 29 (seemingly used as a reaction to a gesture that might be seen as 
violating the rules of temporary ownership of a spot in a public space) suggests 
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that a certain kinds of gazes, such as repeated staring, might express disap-
proval. Although staring seems to be used in this manner, the reaction to 
staring in the fieldnotes on IM 29 is a lack of gaze. This lack of gaze seems to 
be used to admonish others for violating the norms associated with public 
spaces. In addition, the disapproval displayed in IM 29 seems to be made visi-
ble by moving closer to another rider to claim a space that is temporarily occu-
pied rather than, which might be expected, a person repeatedly spitting on the 
ground next to the bench.  This suggests that territorial orientation of the riders 
and especially gestures involving claims to space outweigh norms connected 
to actions resulting in contamination of space while waiting for a bus. Territo-
rial rules while waiting for a bus can also be compared to how the riders seem 
to validate the reasons to discontinue a gestural repertoire, which applies to 
not only IM 29 but also to IM 36. The fieldnotes on IM 36 reveal that Non-
White Younger Female 2 does not move away from me although the no one 
else is sitting on the bench:  

IM 36, WFB, HO: One interesting thing is that NWYF2, who sat down next to 
me (very closely) when the bench was full, crossing her legs in the direction 
pointing away from me, putting her hands into her jacket pockets, did not move 
away from me when the bench became cleared from people when a bus came. 
She remained in her seat looking forward and occasionally scanning the 
surroundings. However, she rose up before me when a bus arrived. 

When the bench was full, I did not notice (nor did I write down) if there were 
any preferences as to where to sit or if the riders just took the seat available 
on the bench. However, as indicated in the fieldnotes on IM 36, Non-White 
Younger Female 2 did not move from her spot on the bench when no one else 
but the two of us were sitting on the bench even though it meant sitting very 
close to me. Instead, Non-White Younger Female 2 continued with the same 
gestural repertoire as she used when the bench was full. Moreover, because 
she rose as soon as the bus arrived, this reinforced my impression that one 
should have a ‘valid’ (in the area of the bus stop) excuse to move from a 
temporarily claimed space (which in the fieldnotes on IM 36 was the arrival 
of a bus). This can be compared with IM 29: White Younger Female 5 took a 
seat on the bench beside the spitting White Younger Female 4 and immedia-
tely directed her attention to her phone. Even if stared at, White Younger 
Female 5 kept her attention on her phone fixing without a visible glance at 
staring White Younger Female 4.  

Thus, fieldnotes on IM 29 suggests that one should have a valid (in the area 
of the bus stop) reason to discontinue with a gestural repertoire chosen when 
arriving at the bus stop area. That is, the territorial codes for interaction while 
waiting for a bus include maintaining valid actions (e.g., movement or 
discontinuation of his gestural repertoire) according to what is approved in the 
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public space in question. As with Goffman’s (1967) concept of line (i.e., a 
pattern of verbal and non-verbal acts that express the participant’s view of the 
situation), the judgement whether an act is valid or not is governed by the 
territorial rules of the public setting. In IM 29, staring and spitting do not seem 
to be interpreted as a valid reason to stop tapping on the mobile screen. 
Therefore, waiting for a bus seems to imply that a gestural repertoire 
outweighs territorial rules of the setting, including proximity to others and 
territorial encroachments such as contamination of space.       

In IM 35, props are used as shields from involvement. In IM 31, a man uses a 
newspaper (i.e., a prop) to shield himself from a contaminated space. 

IM 35, WFB, HO: (…) [NWOF1] sits holding her pink city-backpack with 
both hands on her knees, leaning with her upper body towards the backpack. 
Most of the other people do not show that they examine the bench that carefully 
before they take a seat. They sit down, cross their legs and take out a mobile 
or look straight ahead, occasionally scanning the area. 

Like the woman in IM 29 who avoided eye contact by staring at her phone, 
this woman’s and the unspecified riders’ actions could be viewed as isolation 
techniques. All of these gestures seem to be used as shields from involvement 
in the interaction moment, although two observations need to be emphasized. 
First, I was already seated on the bench in IM 35 and IM 29 when these actions 
were recorded. Second, because of my role as a participating observer, I was 
carrying out gestures and using props that were meant to shield me from 
involvement in the interaction moment (scanning the surroundings, writing in 
the notebook, having earplugs in my ears, etc.). As highlighted in the Chapter 
3, interaction moments come with rules that regulate how to disengage or 
“hav[e] no purpose” (cf. Goffman, 1966, p. 58). Following these rules was my 
reason for the use of various involvement shields (in addition to taking 
fieldnotes). However, the level of involvement I displayed in these interaction 
moments might also have influenced the riders’ evaluation of what gestures 
were adequate in these interaction moments.  

5.1.5. Ritual Elements and Rhythm in Gestures 

The previous analysis has examined how a lack of gaze or movement in three 
interaction moments were combined with gestures with territorial orientation 
and shields against involvement (IMs 17, 31, 35, and 29). As elaborated on in 
the Chapter 3, these strategies can be used at any time to avoid initiating 
contact. These isolation techniques and other ritual elements of non-verbal 
interaction will be analyzed further in later chapters. Here the focus is on 
homogeneous interaction based on the data presented in Table 2, which is 
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characterized by bodily movement and direction of that movement with 
respect to intensity of involvement and territorial orientation. However, these 
gestures involve how riders share space and use ritual interaction techniques. 
Therefore, intensity of involvement, for example, in IM 10 is related to 
opening techniques. In IM 10, the “stressed” White Older Female glances at 
the seated rider, another White Older Female, before sitting and placing her 
handbag between the two of them. This the “quick look” is labelled an opening 
technique: 

IM 10, WFB, HO: WOF2 approaches the booth a bit stressed. She gives the 
sitting [female] WOF1 a quick look and sits on the other (right) side of the 
bench placing her handbag between her and the sitting female. 

IM 15 provides another example of an opening technique:  

IM 15, WFB, HO: There is locomotion in the group on the left side of the sign. 
Everyone is turned away from the street, looking at the running couple and the 
balloon. WOF2 meets the gaze of WOF3, smiles, says something. The WOF3 
responds to the gaze, makes eye contact, and says something back with a smile. 

Here, one White Older Female reciprocates another White Older Female’s 
gaze, smile, verbal address, and eye contact. In the IM 10 and IM 15, the 
opening techniques are recorded as gazes–a quick look” in IM 10 and a “gaze” 
in IM 15. The use of gazes such as staring, gazing at, gazing direction, and 
gazing away are recorded in the fieldnotes and thus noted in Table 2.  

Eleven of the16 IMs in the bus-riding phase Waiting For the Bus were 
recorded as being distinctively dense in regard to actions categorized under 
the heading Intensity of Involvement and in regard to how space is divided 
between potential bus riders (Table 2). These 11 interaction moments are IM 
37, 38, 39, 17, 35, 36, 10, 15, 29, 13, and 31 (Table 2). Four of these IMs 
differed regarding the number of recorded gazes. I chose these four because 
they are especially interesting in terms of the number of times the gazes were 
recorded: one gaze for IM 37 to seven gazes for IM 17 (Table 2). Interestingly, 
these four interaction moments involved younger riders.  

IM 37, WFB, HO: A tall NWYM1 with a large sport bag takes a seat on the 
right edge of the bench. He puts his bag in the left next to him. A short 
NWYM2 approaches the bench and gazes at the sitting male. He gazes back 
fleetingly. The short NWYM2 gazes at the bag and sits on the right edge of the 
bench. 

As illustrated here, gazes were used as a form of reciprocity, reflecting an 
appropriateness of the intensity of involvement (i.e., the gazes), but these 
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interaction moments, especially IM 37, also seem to either approve or disap-
prove of the space division (e.g., in IM 29, a White Younger Female stared at 
another White Younger Female who sat close to her, perhaps too close). 
Moreover, being preoccupied seems to excuse one from mimicking gestures 
(such as immediately returning a gaze) that mark a beginning of the interaction 
moment. As highlighted earlier, looking at someone can initiate an encounter 
(Goffman, 1966, p. 136). Although these IM include gestures of looking at 
someone, they also include purposeful looking at the scenery as well as 
looking at the time schedule, which means that a rider has claimed a spot near 
the timetable rather that initiating interaction.   
 
The fieldnotes on IM 13 reveal how temporary ownership of a space near a 
bus stop sign is negotiated by a subtle exchange of gazes and specific direc-
tionality of bodily movements: 

IM 13, WFB, HO: The “balloon-happening”. It’s sunny and very windy. I am 
standing on the right side a bit from the sign. WOF1 sits on one of the two 
possible sides of the concrete-block upholding the sign in lack of other sitting 
areas. WYF1 with a stroller and a child approach. Child sits on the other side 
of the concrete block. WOF1 does not react. WYF1 with the child checks the 
schedule and looks like she registers a movement in a corner of her eye. WYF2 
approaches the sign to look at the timetable. Acknowledging that, WYF1 with 
the child takes a step back from the sign and turns towards the street. WYF2 
studies the timetable, gives WYF1 an (appreciative?) gaze, steps back from the 
sign and walks for a couple of meters away, within the bus stop area. She stops 
there and looks in the direction where the bus is supposed to arrive from. 
WYF1 moves back closer to the sign. 

IM 13 is characterized by the riders use of gestural sequences with a specific 
frequency and rhythm, and IM 39 is characterized by gestural sequences asso-
ciated with, rather than frequency and rhythm, repetitive movements (Table 
2). The fieldnotes on IM 39 emphasize the sequences of staring and turning 
back and scanning the area.  

IM 39, WFB, HO: A beefy NWYM4, with the short t-shirt sleeves up-rolled 
and exhibiting his biceps, carrying a large sport bag on his shoulder approaches 
the waiting area. I notice his biceps as he looks down at his upper arm once in 
a while. He gazes at the sitting long NWYM1 with the sport bag, who is at the 
moment shaking his water-bottle. He does not gaze back. The beefy NWYM4 
stops in a spot between the bus-stop sign and the shed. He stands still for a 
second, turns towards the shed, gazes (staring) at the sitting NWYM1 with the 
bag. He does not gaze back. The beefy NWYM4 turns away, again standing 
still for a while and several times repeating the same procedure with turning 
towards the bench, gazing at the sitting NWYM1 with the bag and turning 
away. I am not sure that the sitting NWYM1 with the sport bag does not notice 
the sequences of staring and turning back. The sitting NWYM1 scans the area 
from time to time, as do the others on the bench. Only once I catch a longer 



 Moments on a City Bus  
      

 135 

glance at the beefy NWYM4 from each one of them. There is however a 
sequencing in the scanning of the area. At first, the younger male sitting 
furthest to the left (NWYM2) looks down at the ground between his feet, 
leaning with the elbows on his knees, with the head hanging down. He looks 
at the NWYM4 and looks down. The male next to him (NWYM3) looks 
around, glancing at the beefy NWYM4, and fastens his gaze across the street. 
Then the sitting NWYM1 with the sport bag looks around, gazes at the beefy 
NWYM4, and looks down at his water-bottle, shakes it, takes a zip. The 
NWYM furthest to the left looks at him then. He does not look back. The males 
seem to take turns in looking around. A bus comes and everyone boards.   

These events can be compared to a sequence of dance moves: one dance 
partner’s (i.e., rider’s) stare is a “challenge” for the other partner (rider) to 
respond. The object of the stare on the other hand seems to use scanning of 
the surrounding as a response to this “challenge”, like taking a step away in a 
dance. The analogy of these gestures as dance moves is probably guided by 
the props present in the scene such as the sport bags and the water bottle as 
well as gestures such as White Younger Male looking “at his upper arm once 
in a while.” I make this connection because these kinds of props are usually 
present in contexts where physical activities are the focus.  

As previously noted, riders often are carrying props that suggest a type of 
activity they are on their way to (such as taking children to or from school, 
day care, or the gym). These props may influence how actions of the riders are 
interpreted. Moreover, these props and accompanying actions may provide 
clues regarding the formulation of stereotypes regarding social positions. 
Therefore, the IM 39 fieldnotes reveal how physical props can influence what 
gestures are displayed and the responses to these gestures. The dance analogy 
highlights the physicality of gazing (gazes and non-gazes) in this interaction 
moment. This physical feature of gazing highlights the connection between 
gazing, the gestures that are performed in the context of this activity and how 
the props present at the setting seem to be used by the riders. IM 39 illustrates 
this connection between gazing, the gestures that are performed in the context 
of this activity and how the props present at the setting are used by the riders. 
In IM 13, “the balloon-happening” offers an illustration of the similar 
connection between sequencing of gazing, movement, and context of the 
activity: 

Extract 1 from IM 13, WFB, HO:  WYF1 with the child checks the schedule 
and looks like she registers a movement in a corner of her eye. WYF2 ap-
proaches the sign to look at the timetable. Acknowledging that, WYF1 with 
the child takes a step back from the sign and turns towards the street. WYF2 
studies the timetable, gives WYF1 an (appreciative?) gaze, steps back from the 
sign and walks for a couple of meters away, within the bus stop area. She stops 
there and looks in the direction where the bus is supposed to arrive from. 
WYF1 moves back closer to the sign. 
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In the Extract 1 from IM 13, the exchange of gazes between White Younger 
Female 1 and 2 is related to a specific spot near the bus stop sign. The 
negotiation of the temporal ownership of this space seems to be performed by 
the exchange of gazes, bodily movements, and turning the body away 
(“[WYF1] turns towards the street”) or towards this space (“WYF2 
approaches the sign to look at the timetable”), much like the dance analogy. 
In IM 39, one Non-White Younger Male stares at another in a metaphorically 
challenging way as the physicality of this particular gaze is embodied in the 
character of the props present in the interaction moment. In fieldnotes on IM 
13, no such “challenge” is present, instead it seems like the approach of the 
White Younger Female 2 is registered by the White Younger Female 1: 
“[WYF1] looks like she registers a movement in a corner of her eye”. The 
“challenge” is thus responded to, in a sense, before it is made explicit. IM 13 
is characterized by gestural sequences and frequency and rhythm (Table 2), 
another type of dance. The rhythmic features of IM 13 (although we might say 
that the gestures registered in IM 39 are also displayed rhythmically) together 
with what seems as a subtle and implicit recognition of each other’s presence, 
suggest a connection between reflexive awareness of the riders and their 
intensity of involvement (specifically gaze-related involvement) in the non-
verbal interaction. Similarly, as in IM 9 (i.e., the small movements of feet to 
create a clear line of sight forward), here the riders seem to see even though 
they are not looking because they respond by adjusting their bodies in relation 
to the other riders (movement in IM 13 and repeated gazing alternated with 
scanning of the area in IM 39), as if performing a choreographed dance. In 
other words, this other-awareness in the context of the bus-riding phase WFB 
can be observed both by looking into explicit action of the riders and by 
looking at non-action as a response followed by an action.  

5.2. Homogeneous Non-verbal Interaction while 
Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat 

The non-verbal interaction moments evident while riding a city bus consist of 
contextually-, spatially-, and time-bound activity phases. Boarding the Bus 
and Finding a Seat are part of the second phase that this analysis will focus 
on. In this section, particular attention will be given to movements inspired by 
Smith and Hetherington who examine urban rhythms: 

The possible pleasures […] in giving oneself over to the spectacle of the city, 
contrasted with the timetabled commute and the routine plod from transport 
terminal to work and back; the body reduced to little more than functional 
carriage, the surrounding city a distraction, an inconvenience. [. . . ] To give 
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one’s self, one’s body, over to the rhythms of the city but not lose oneself, to 
remain at once inside and outside of a city’s tempo. (2013, p. 9)  

The metaphor of remaining “at once inside and outside of a city’s tempo” can 
be applied to boarding a bus and finding a seat on a bus, in-between phases of 
bus riding, at once inside and outside the bus space. These phases are when a 
potential rider “becomes” a rider by displaying expected and socially sanction-
ned gestures for this particular context. Although riders are bound by a 
timetable–a passive “body reduced to little more than functional carriage”–
they are not merely passive bodies as riders engage a variety of micro 
processes by which the non-verbal interaction patterns are connected to the 
city bus and urban context. These non-verbal interaction patterns have their 
own rhythms and sequences by which the interactional space is created.      

The fieldnotes reveal that the division of phases used to collect the data 
corresponds to a sequential rearrangement of bodies and things in relation to 
space and time, highlighted by the arrivals and departures of the bus, and 
different types of waiting–waiting for a bus, waiting in line to board the bus, 
and sitting or standing while waiting to arrive at a destination. The previous 
section brought to attention the characteristics of homogeneous non-verbal 
interaction while people wait for a bus. This section describes the homoge-
neous non-verbal interaction while riders board the bus and find a seat.  

Of the 136 IMs analyzed in this thesis, 28 IMs were recorded during this phase 
and 13 of these were homogeneous interactions.55 Of these 13 homogeneous 
IMs, six involved non-white riders and seven involved white riders. This sug-
gests an even division of the data in regard to the social position that this study 
delineates as phenotypical variations associated with race. In relation to phe-
notypical variations associated with age, the second social position of interest 
in this thesis, three IMs involved older white riders (IM 10, 12, and 22), one 
IM involved younger white riders (IM 2), and one IM involved younger non-
white riders (IM 28). That is, five (IM 10, 12, 22, 2, and 28) of the 13 homo-
geneous IMs in this phase were homogeneous and eight were heterogeneous 
in regard to age (IM 24, 26, 20, 25, 19, 8, 11, and 13) (Table 3). 

As previously noted, the intersections of social positions could be seen as 
significantly influencing the actions displayed on the bus such as seat 
selection, body position, body movements, and prop movements (see Schiffrin, 
1977). Moreover, seat selection not only entails choosing a specific section of 
the bus but also implies that the riders will try to commit to the codes for 

 
55 This section concerns these 13 homogeneous IM in the bus-riding phase BBFS and these are, 
in the order they are presented in Table 3: BBFS, HO: IM 24, 26, 28, 20, 25, 19, 2, 8, 10, 11, 
12, 13, and 22.  
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interaction as they perceive them. It is therefore appropriate to look at these 
codes for interaction in relation to the bus-riding phase BBFS, because also 
outside the bus, and before boarding the bus, interaction techniques are 
conditioned by the riders’ familiarity with the codes for interaction connected 
to this context. Before this discussion, I will examine the distribution of 
checkmarks in the table constructed for this bus riding phase in relation to the 
social position associated with age more closely.  

All data mentioned here can be found in Table 3. Four of the six interaction 
moments recorded for this phase took place between Non-White riders of 
mixed age; that is, the IMs involved both Younger and Older riders (IM 24, 
26, 20, 25, and 19). Three of the seven IMs between White riders were mixed 
in regard to age (IM 8, 11, and 13). Moreover, four IMs were recorded being 
Changed in their Course (see Table 3, BBFS, HO, fourth column) by Non-
White Younger riders (IM 24, 26, 28 and IM 20), two by Non-White Older 
riders (IM 25 and IM 19), one by White Younger rider (IM 2) and six by White 
Older riders (IM 8, 10, 11, 12, 13 and IM 22). This suggests that although the 
interaction moments recorded in this phase are labeled homogeneous in regard 
to race, they can be regarded as heterogeneous in regard to social position 
associated with age.  

Of the 28 IMs ascribed to this phase, five out of 13 were categorized as homo-
geneous in regard to age: IM 28 (NWYM/NWYM); IM 2 (WYM/WYF); IM 
10 (WOM/WOF); IM 12 (WOM/WOF); and IM 22 (WOF/WOF). These five 
IMs are the focus of this section. The social position associated with age is 
important in the homogeneous IM discussed in this chapter; however, 
heterogeneous interaction in relation to age is the focus of Chapter 6. With 
that being said, these IMs are evenly distributed in relation to both race and 
age, implying that the non-verbal interaction patterns recorded while riders 
were boarding a bus and finding a seat were influenced by the presence of 
both social positions (race and age). As suggested here, the phenotypical 
variations in the external markers of the body (race and age) become 
performance-related attributes that may influence interaction patterns. 

Although the distribution of race and age (as phenotypical characteristics) is 
quite even, older riders are in the majority (eight of 13) regarding the social 
positions that prompt the change in the IMs (i.e., IMs 25, 19, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
and 22). There are four noted changes in the course of the interaction moment 
prompted by Non-White Younger riders (IM 24, 26, 28 and 20) and one 
change that is prompted by a White Younger rider (IM 2). These findings 
suggest that older riders in particular influence the course of non-verbal 
interaction when people are boarding a bus and finding a seat: 
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Extract from IM 25, BBFS, HO: I sit in the back area. NWOF3 boards the bus. 
NWOF3 takes the aisle seat next to NWYF6 who is texting on her phone. 
NWOF3 gazes at NWYF6 with the corner of her eye a couple of times. 
NWYF6 does not gaze back. NWYF6 looks down at her phone, which makes 
it possible for NWOF3 to gaze out the window at times. Across from NWOF3 
[sits] NWYF7 with a bag takes a seat and puts a jacket in her knees […].   

In this extract, the actions of NWYF6, who was looking at her phone and not 
returning a gaze, are coded as non-performances that shield her from involve-
ment (Table 3). The IM illustrated above is also one of the IMs that belong to 
a cluster of densely marked IMs in this phase (Table 3, Intensity of Involve-
ment and Territorial Orientation).  

5.2.1. Involvement through Movements and Gazes 

As pointed out earlier, the concern of this chapter lies with two phenotypical 
similarities (i.e., race and age), as they are performance-related attributes that 
may influence interaction patterns. In line with this, I also suggested in the 
former section that props present in the interaction may also “give clues” 
regarding formulation of stereotypes regarding the social positions of their 
“owners.” In this respect, it seems interesting to point to Goffman’s (1966, p. 
124) claim that as a general rule unacquainted people require a reason to enter 
a face engagement. The data suggest that this kind of “reason” may be embed-
ded in this bus-riding phase itself–i.e., the bus riders share the same desire to 
board the bus and find a seat or a place to stand. Additionally, as is customary 
in the bus-riding context in Sweden, riders board the bus at the front, next to 
the bus-driver, so the spatial proximity may be seen as an opening for 
interaction between the driver and the riders.  
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In IM 20, I am an overt part of the bus-riding context. I board the bus, stopping 
in front of the bus-card reader, and press the card against the reader. It does 
not work as it is supposed to, so to ensure that it was not my fault, I tried once 
more, but the card reader still did not work. When I look at the bus driver 
(Non-White Older Male 2), he returns my gaze, nods without a word, and 
waves me in with his hand. As I move down the aisle, I notice the Non-White 
Younger Female 1 and the Non-White Younger Male 1 encountering the same 
problem with the card reader. I do not see (as it was not written down in the 
fieldnotes) whether they look at the driver, but I did note in the fieldnotes that 
the bus driver waves them through and nods.  

In the fieldnotes from IM 20 we can see that specific elements of non-verbal 
interaction were recorded: a nod, several gazes, and waving gesture to proceed 
into the bus, a gesture that seems to result in riders movement (walking down 
the aisle) through the bus-space. These IMs involving the driver will be 
returned to later in the discussion. This section, however, is devoted to an-
swering this question: What features characterize homogeneous interaction 
while boarding a bus and finding a seat?  

Although IM 20 is one of two (IM 25 and IM 20) of the denser IMs regarding 
gazing, IM 20 seems to better illustrate the sequences of gestures often 
displayed while boarding the bus. That is, the gestural sequences and the 
repetitive movements suggest a series of gestures are repeated–the bus driver’s 
nod and wave throughs. In the IM 20 extract below, gazes are repeated:  

Extract from IM 20, BBFS, HO: […] NWYM2 sitting in the window-seat 
facing the front looks up at me (as if he was startled). I meet his gaze, look 
down at the armrest, meet his gaze again and walk by. NWYM2 looks down 
at his mobile […].  

In addition, the interaction between the driver and the riders is recorded in the 
fieldnotes as being concentrated for quite a long time in the front area assigned 
for boarding the bus. Therefore, we might say that in this particular setting, 
since on Swedish buses one boards via the front door of the bus, the recorded 
interaction patterns are connected to this particular location inside the bus.  

The intensity of involvement and territorial orientation while boarding a bus 
and finding a seat are similar to the intensity of involvement and territorial 
orientation, especially for gaze-related gestures, while waiting for the bus (see 
previous section). There is, however, a difference in the intensity of involve-
ment (cf. Table 2 and Table 3): 10 of the 13 IMs (IM 24, 20, 25, 19, 2, 10, 11, 
12, 13, and 22) were recorded including gazing at (Table 3).  
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Before focusing on gazing per se, it seems appropriate to say something about 
gazing and/or staring as a reaction to an event. In the extract below, my back-
pack becomes tangled in an armrest that falls down making a loud noise, 
eliciting a response from the Non-White Younger Male 2:  

Extract from IM 20, BBFS, HO: […] As I pass by the four-seat area in front, 
my backpack gets caught on the armrest of one of the seats, so it falls down 
with a noise. NWYM2 sitting in the window-seat facing the front looks up at 
me (as if he was startled). I meet his gaze, look down at the armrest, meet his 
gaze again and walk by. NWYM2 looks down at his mobile […]. 

The noise or the sudden movement of the armrest seems to cause the Non-
White Younger Male 2 to look up from his mobile. However, in IM 28, riders 
do not look up when the Non White Younger Male 3 encounters a problem 
paying for his ticket and gets off the bus:     

IM 28, BBFS, HO: Two NWYM (NWYM2 and NWYM3) board the bus and 
seem to have a bus-card problem. NWYM3, whose card did not work gets off 
the bus. Everybody in front stares. 

Although gazing at is here considered a milder form of staring (in terms of the 
levels of intensity of involvement of the riders) (see Goffman, 1966), gazing 
at and staring might be seen as near to equivalent. This equivalence is seen as 
staring is noted but gazing away is not (Table 3). This pattern, in the case of 
exchange of gazes, seems to be more frequent. For example, in IM 20, 25, and 
11, gazing at is noted as being accompanied with gazing away (Table 3). Is it 
possible that especially in the public context of bus riding and boarding a bus 
that the stare, however uncomfortable, is an accepted form of looking? This 
might be the case as staring seems to be connected to the characteristics of the 
bus stop area or the bus interior (and in this case specifically to the front of the 
bus), which are the areas where the interactions (recorded in the fieldnotes) 
took place, for the most part, by different kinds of gazing or movement of 
bodies and things. Therefore, the context of the interior of a bus seems to 
change how people respond to a stare: from a response that considers a stare 
an over-intense involvement (as is the case while waiting for a bus) to a 
response that considers a stare an accepted form of looking. These stares do 
not elicit a similar stare but do elicit gazing at (IM 24) or a lack of gaze (IM 
8) (Table 3). 

5.2.2. Connecting Involvement to Gestural Sequences 

The fieldnotes from IM 11 presented below we can see how gazing is 
accompanied by gazing away and how staring is not noted being reacted to 
with gazing nor gazing away: 
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IM 11, BBFS, HO:  WOM1 boards the bus. He looks down at the floor, as far 
as to the middle of the bus. He sits in the window seat in the vacant four-seat 
area in the front. WOF1 sits in the window seat with her back to the direction 
of travel; she is half-turned outwards with her legs crossed and has something 
calm over her. WOF1 looks out through the window on the other side, across 
the aisle. WYF1 sitting diagonally in front of WOF1 alternates a gaze forward 
and a gaze through the window next to WOF1. WOF1 and WYF1 both 
smoothly adjust their gaze, so they do not gaze in the same direction. WYF2 
sits in the stroller area and has a large suitcase that she leans onto (to her left). 
WOF1 gazes at her at times. WYF2 is wearing large headphones and texting 
on her mobile. WYM1 boards, looks forward, walks by the WYF2 and stares 
at her suitcase, as do the three other WYM who one after another board the bus 
and walk by the WYF2. 

In addition to the gazes and the stares, which are not noted in the fieldnotes as 
evoking any visible (to me) reaction, the adjustment of the range of gazing 
was recorded in relation to the White Older Female 1 and the White Younger 
Female 1. While waiting for a bus, the riders (standing in the bus stop area 
seemingly without looking at each other) adjusted their body position so 
everyone had a clear view forward to the street. A similar result seems to be 
achieved in IM 11 as the riders adjust their gaze to avoid each other’s personal 
gazing space. As the gestural sequences applied by the riders in IM 11 seem 
to connect gazing with territorial orientation of the riders during an interaction 
moment, gestural sequences, as seen in the extract below, determine where in 
a gestural sequence this connection may occur:  

Extract from IM 20, BBFS, HO: […] I look to NWOM2 driver and he makes 
eye-contact with me, nods and waves me in with his hand. As I move forward 
in the aisle, I notice with the corner of my eye that NWYF1 and NWYM1 
boarding the bus after me seem to encounter the same problem. I catch a bit 
bored but neutral expression on the face of NWOM2 driver as he waves them 
in and nods […]. 

IM 20 reveals six gaze-related gestures pointing to intensity of involvement 
of gazing at, gazing direction, and gazing away (Table 3). The gestural 
sequences in this IM include temporal aspects, a relationship also evident in 
IM 25. In Chapter 3, the waving gesture in a greeting ritual was used to illu-
strate sequences of gestures (developed based on Goffman, 1967; Goodwin, 
2000; Kendon, 2004; Kendon et al., 1981; Mead, 1934, 1964). Here, the que-
stion investigated is changed slightly: What elements comprise a gestural se-
quence? To address this question, Kendon’s (2004) idea of sequencing, which 
he developed in regard to communication, is used for the study of non-verbal 
interaction.  

The greeting ritual described in Chapter 3 included several gesture units dis-
played in a sequence. These gesture units are in turn carried out depending on 
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what actions the participants deem to be suitable in the specific IM (and the 
social positions involved in the ritual). Mead (1964) asserts that some gestures 
are recognized and responded to as if they were connected to a specific group 
membership. Moreover, they are a response to a gesture part of a triadic 
relationship between gestures (Mead, 1934); that is, the meaning of a gesture 
lies in the response to this gesture. Furthermore, following Crossley’s (2001) 
suggestion that connecting the action of staring or gazing signifies a sorting 
out, categorizing, and ‘hooking on’ to phenotypical variations in these bodily 
characteristics, the answer to the question posed earlier would be that the 
connection between gazing and territorial orientation of the riders occurs 
within the response to a gesture. The response to a gesture also carries the 
meaning of the interaction, which varies depending on the bodily 
characteristics of the actors (i.e., their assigned social positions). Therefore, 
the action of staring or gazing would signify, following Crossley’s (2001) 
suggestion, sorting out, categorizing, and ‘hooking on’ to differences in these 
bodily characteristics. 

This does not, however, answer the question of interest: What elements com-
prise a gestural sequence? To answer this question, a more elaborate view of 
Mead’s triadic relationship between gestures is needed (Mead, 1934). Mead 
asserts that there are three elements (or what I call positions) in a gestural 
sequence in a non-verbal interaction: a gesture that is carried out, a response 
where meaning is produced, and an end of the act. Also, within a gestural 
sequence, there is a varying element (or position) where the meaning of the 
gesture is produced, which varies not only in terms of social positions, as 
suggested by Crossley (2001), but also in terms of what “line” (cf. Goffman, 
1967) seems to be displayed in the gesture. Kendon’s (2004; 1981) definition 
of a gestural sequence from the research field of communication also seems 
to be comprised of three elements: a movement from a home position (in 
Mead’s expression, the beginning of an act) toward a region of space 
(direction with intentionality), and eventually a movement back to the home 
position of rest or relaxation. Goffman’s (1967) concept of “line,” as outlined 
in Chapter 3, means that people (whether they are aware of it or not) when in 
each other’s presence continuously inform one another about their intentions, 
interests, feelings, and ideas by means of visible body action. Also, when a 
gesture is performed, what follows is a particular interaction ritual that regula-
tes the flow of events and this flow has to be sustained. Moreover, as asserted 
by Goodwin (2000), the gesture has to be organized with a specific embodied 
configuration (the hand, arm, and the upper part of the torso leaning towards 
the recipient) involving both the body of the one performing the gesture and 
the body of the recipient, which requires reflexive awareness (Goodwin, 2000, 
p. 1503). 
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With the above in mind, these gestures can be described as being displayed in 
a sequence, a description found in the fieldnotes on IM 20. In IM 20, the non-
verbal interaction between the Non-White Younger riders and the Non-White 
Older bus driver include gestures being displayed in such a sequence. There-
fore, the analysis of the data suggests that the gestural sequence noted consists 
of three positions: 1.) a gazing at (with a recorded gazing direction); 2.) a 
ritual element depicted as an inviting technique involving the driver’s nodding 
and a hand gesture into the bus space (territorial orientation); and 3.) a gazing 
away, signifying  the end of the gestural sequence (Table 3).  Moreover, as it 
is recorded in the fieldnotes, IM 20 shows how the gesture of one person and 
the gesture that follows, which is the other person’s response, bring out the 
relationship between the gesture as a beginning of an act and the completion 
of the gestural sequence. Therefore, I argue the sequencing of gesture units 
has the following structure: 1.) A Gesture; 2.) A response-gesture and the 
determination of meaning of the gestures; and 3.) A gesture ending the 
sequence.  

Moreover, the second position in the gestural sequence determines the 
meaning of the interaction, which also varies depending on the bodily 
characteristics of the actors–that is, their assigned social positions (see 
Crossley, 2001). When gestures are recognized and responded to as if they are 
connected to a specific group membership, the gestures both initiate the 
gestural sequence and follow an inviting technique. This is evident in IM 20 
and Table 3. Based on the analysis of IM 20, social position associated with 
age seems to influence whether and how gestures are recognized and respon-
ded to. 

In IM 20, as I encountered the problem with the card-reader, I looked at the 
driver who met my gaze, nodded and waved me through with his hand, 
inviting me (as I interpreted and responded to the waving gesture) to walk 
down in the aisle and look for a seat or a place to stand. These gestures caused 
me to move my gaze (gazing away) from the driver, thus ending this sequence, 
and starting new sequences of gestural interactions with my fellow riders. 
Because the driver moved (body movement) his hand in a sweeping gesture 
towards the aisle, the focus of my attention switched from the driver’s face to 
his moving hand. However, as a rider I expected to be guided by the driver in 
how to proceed, so if the driver had pointed his hand in a direction56 out the 

 
56 As indicated in an earlier footnote the concept ‘direction’ is in the thesis emphasized in two 
ways. ‘Direction’ is spelled with a capital letter when it appertains to the Interactional 
Configuration bodily movement, because it is noted with a capital letter in the tables (e.g., XD) 
and with italics when it appertains gazing direction, a concept from the theoretical framework 
(also found in the tables), describing a type of intensity of involvement (i.e., a feature of this 
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front of the window, this also would have guided the direction of my gaze. As 
stated by Goodwin (2000), gesturing involves a visual and rhythmic structure 
of the gesturing body. The analysis of the data shows that this kind of 
interaction process is sensitive to changes in orientation of the gesture and the 
gaze, so the reflexive awareness (see Goodwin, 2000) is applied by the actor 
to both switch from one interactional configuration to another as well as to 
apply an involvement shield through a lack of gaze as a response to gazing.  

5.2.3. Rhythms, Switches, and Adjustments in Gestures 

Switches are mentioned in previous section as changes in the course of the 
IM. Here, this use is illustrated by comparing IM 20 and IM 25. In IM 25, 
switch and a lack of gaze are used as a response to gazing:  

IM 25, BBFS, HO: I sit in the back area. NWOF3 boards the bus. NWOF3 
takes the aisle seat next to NWYF6 who is texting on her phone. NWOF3 gazes 
at NWYF6 with the corner of her eye a couple of times. NWYF6 does not gaze 
back. NWYF6 looks down at her phone, which makes it possible for NWOF3 
to gaze out the window at times. Across from NWOF3 sits NWYF7 with a bag 
and a jacket in her knees. When NWYF7 starts to talk on her phone (in 
Swedish) NWYF8 sitting in front of me seems startled and gazes at NWYF7. 

In this extract, the Non-White Older Female 3 uses reflexive awareness to 
determine her gazing range, seemingly deciding that gazing out the window 
does not encroach on the territory occupied by another rider (Non-White 
Younger Female 6). As in IM 11, where the riders adjusted their gaze avoiding 
each other’s gazing space, gazing range adaptation in this scenario might be 
seen as connected to personal space orientation. That is, while taking an aisle 
seat beside a rider sitting in the window seat, Non-White Older Female 3 
would perhaps avoid looking out the window when Non-White Younger 
Female 6 was looking up, to the front of the bus, or out the window, because 
it would mean that her gazing out the window would encroach on the other 
rider’s personal gazing space. In the fieldnotes on IM 25, this avoidance of 
encroaching on gazing space was noted as a “switch” (the change in the course 
of the IM). The fieldnotes do not specify, however, the direction of the gaze 
other than out the window. 

IM 20 and IM 25 have similarities and differences. IM 20 describes a non-
verbal interaction between the driver and the riders and IM 25 describes an 

 
dimension of non-verbal interaction). Direction is a concept added to the theoretical framework 
of this thesis and derived from the analysis, because it turned out to be significant in the analysis 
of the bodily movements of the riders in this particular bus riding phase. However, the use of 
special effects is diminished in the analysis chapters in order to improve readability.  
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older non-white female prompting a change in the course an IM. In IM 25, the 
rider’s body position (i.e., the body’s interactional configuration) changes in 
the course of the IM (Table 3). In IM 20, the rider’s bodily movement (i.e., 
the body’s interactional configuration) prompted changes in the course of the 
IM (Table 3). Both these scenarios relate to personal space orientation; 
however, in IM 25, the riders do not use any gesture units relating to ritual 
elements (in the form of interactional techniques). In contrast, IM 20 narrates 
a scenario where a bus driver makes waving gestures, carrying out gesture 
sequences (noted as offering territory) which is connected to the inviting 
technique (Table 3). This suggests that either IM 25 had no ritual elements or 
that a gazing adjustment technique was observed. An interaction technique as 
explained by Goffman (1967, p. 57) (see Chapter 3) is a ceremonial activity 
individuals use to guard and design the symbolic implications of their act. The 
adjustment technique described above seems to fit into the requirements of 
Goffman’s definition of an interaction technique.    

The data suggest that the adjustment of gazing range might have symbolic 
implications because the activity is performed in relation to others and seems 
to be designed to elicit a response. In IM 25, the Non-White Older Female 3 
and Non-White Younger Female 6 avoid colliding their gazes, but if they had 
collided, it is possible one of them or both would have employed other 
gestures that relate to the territorial orientation, suggesting that ritual elements 
were also applied. In such a case, these reactions could be labelled reactions 
to isolation techniques on the part of Non-White Younger Female 6 (as her 
personal space would have been violated in this scenario). As asserted by 
Goffman (1967), we perform different ceremonial activities that 
assert/determine how they should be perceived and reacted to while in 
immediate presence of another, which this kind of adjustment technique found 
in the data, is an example of. 

Because adjustment techniques (as in the adjustment of gazing range) are 
connected to territorial orientation, another question needs to be considered 
when investigating IM 11 and IM 20: Where in the gestural sequence is there 
a connection between gazing and territorial orientation of the riders? The con-
nection between gazing and territorial orientation of the riders during an IM 
seems to occur in the second position of the gestural sequence in the outline 
for sequencing of gestural units. In addition, because the second position 
seems to involve gestures that relate to the territorial orientation, the ritual 
elements recorded in the fieldnotes might also involve adjustment techniques 
used by the actors to determine how the gestures should be perceived and 
reacted to by others. The second position of a gestural sequence is where 
meaning of the interaction is determined–i.e., where ‘hooking on’ (cf. 
Crossley, 2001) to phenotypical differences in bodily characteristics is carried 
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out. This analysis suggests that social positions associated with the 
phenotypical characteristics of race and age influence riders’ territorial 
orientation and what ritual elements are displayed. Moreover, the analysis of 
the fieldnotes suggests that there is a connection between adjustment techni-
ques and reflexive awareness. Is it possible to see in the empirical data that 
one is a condition for the other? Indeed, I posit that reflexive awareness could 
be a condition for applying adjustment techniques.     

Bus riders use gazing as a result of reflexive awareness to switch from one 
interactional configuration to another. In addition, reflexive awareness may be 
used when applying an involvement shield (because shielding from involve-
ment is conceptualized as an action that can reveal something about the riders’ 
intensity of involvement). Because reflexive awareness is a public and visible 
component of the action that leads to systematic, relevant changes in the shape 
of the interaction, the levels of intensity of involvement (if an involvement 
shield is applied or not) might point out some aspect of the interaction moment 
characteristic for homogeneous interaction while boarding a bus and finding 
a seat. The connection between adjustment techniques and reflexive aware-
ness might be connected to the intensity of involvement in the IM, which 
should be found in the recorded gestures in the fieldnotes. In addition, the data 
should also reveal the connection between intensity of involvement and 
territorial orientation. 

In IM 25, because riders are already positioned in the bus space, the intensity 
of involvement has decreased, which is reflected in the riders seeming to 
shield themselves from involvement through lack of gaze as a response to 
gazing. Nonetheless, using the gesture lack of gaze as shielding from involve-
ment is also evident in the data for IMs 19, 10, and 22 although here the lack 
of gaze and the evidence of visible props are not understood as a shielding 
from involvement. That is, the presence of props does not automatically mean 
they will be used to shield their owners from involvement. This prompts 
another question: What in the IM determines whether a prop is used as a shield 
from involvement?  

The social positions that prompted a change in the course of IMs 19, 10, and 
2257 are: in IM 19 it is a Non-White Older Male, in IM 10 it is a White Older 
Male and in IM 22 it is a White Older Female. The social positions are thus 
heterogeneous in regard to race, but homogeneous in regard to age; that is, for 
all three IMs, older riders prompt the change in the course of the IM. 
Moreover, as argued earlier, it seems to be in the second position of the 
gestural sequence that it is resolved how the gestures (both action and non-

 
57 Fieldnotes from IM 10 and 22 are presented and discussed further in the next section. Here, 
the focus is on the patterns revealed in the table. 
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action) should be perceived and reacted to by others. This means, returning to 
the original question, props are used as shields from involvement by older 
riders (i.e., a social position) to prompt a change in the course of the IM. As 
suggested earlier, age could be seen as a factor in how gestures might be 
recognized and responded to. Additionally, the significance of not using props 
as shields from involvement could be embedded in the response to a gesture 
determining its meaning in the interaction moment. Therefore, the use of props 
by older riders seems to be related to the second position of sequencing of 
gestures–i.e., a response gesture and determination of meaning of the gestures.  

5.2.4. Territorial Orientation and Lack of Action 

The former section focuses on props used to shield from involvement. This 
section examines how props are managed in relation to territorial orientation 
and lack of action.  

The use of props related to the intensity of involvement is evident in IMs 26, 
19, 8, 12, and 22 (Table 3). IMs 8, 22, and 12 are homogeneous in terms of 
social positions (i.e., age and race) as the interactants are older white riders; 
moreover, some of the riders yield a prop–a walker, a bag, and a card: 

IM 8, BBFS, HO: Next stop: WOM2 with a walker boards the bus. After him 
walks WYF2. WOF1 sitting in one of the front seats stares at WOM2 with the 
walker.  

IM 22, BBFS, HO: WOM1 sits in the four-seat area in front. He does not gaze 
at anyone. NWYF3 boards the bus. After her two WOF board the bus. The 
taller WOF1 takes an aisle seat in the front and puts her bag in the window 
seat. WOF2 boards the bus slowly. She examines the screen of the card reader. 
WYF3 stands (patiently) behind WOF2 and waits till WOF2 is done and starts 
moving when WOF2 starts to move. While WOF2 gazes at the card reader 
WYF3 alternates between relaxed gazes at the card reader and gazes into the 
inside of the bus. 

IM 12, BBFS, HO: WOF2 boards, gazes forward to the back and sits in the 
front four-seat area that now is free. She looks immediately out the window. A 
group (WOM1, WOM2, WOM3, WOF3, WOF4) boards the bus. They walk 
one after another in line in the aisle and look around for vacant seats. They see 
these in the back area, so they walk towards these and sit-down chatting. A 
group of preschool children boards the bus with WOF5. They walk in line in 
the aisle. WOF6 boarding directly after the children pay for the tickets, looks 
forward into the back of the bus with a searching and evaluating gaze and starts 
moving in the aisle towards the group of children seated in the back.  
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In all of these IMs, similar social positions (Older and White) seem to 
influence a change in the course of the IM. As noted in Chapter 3, a non-
performance is also a response to a gesture, so the data suggest that in the IM 
initiated by older white riders, non-performances such as the lack of gaze of 
the White Older Male in IM 8, could have been used to give the impression of 
being preoccupied with a prop, in this case a walker. In both IM 22, where an 
White Older Female has a bag for a prop, and in IM 12, where an White Older 
Female presumably has a bus card for a prop, the props were not used as 
shields from involvement while the riders were boarding the bus or finding a 
seat (Table 3). This data confirm again that White Older riders use non-
performances, such as lack of gaze, as shields of involvement even though 
they have props that could be used for the same purpose. 

Table 3 identifies a shielding from involvement in IM 25, where some riders 
encountered problems with the card-reading machine, resulting in them stop-
ping in front of the card reader. However, bodily movements were noted in all 
but IMs 25, 8, and 11 (where body position was noted). Of these IMs, only IM 
8 was recorded as an incident where props were used to shield from 
involvement. However, as mentioned in Chapter 3, objects are not required to 
shield oneself from involvement in an interaction, since an action such as a 
non-performance ( as in IM 12 and IM 22) can be used to shield the actor from 
involvement in the interaction (see Goffman, 1966). This leads me to a 
question whether boarding a bus and finding a seat (as the interaction in this 
phase involves movement of bodies in the bus space) prompt a lack of 
shielding from involvement as shielding may require that bodies are 
stationary. The analysis of the data suggests this to be the case, at least in part. 
For example, in IM 19 several riders had props with them, but they did not use 
them as shields from involvement and they did seem to use both body position 
and bodily movement (Table 3). The fieldnotes on IM 19, which describe an 
IM near the card-reading machine and the bus driver, recall earlier studies on 
interaction in a city bus context. For example, Nash (1975) elaborates on how 
the interests of a driver differ from the interests of the rider in regard to the 
length of time of the interaction. Because paying for the ride and walking into 
the bus seem to be the primary conditions of becoming a “competent” rider  
(see Wolfinger, 1995 and the competent pedestrian), gestures that shield the 
rider from involvement may be seen as being counterproductive in this 
context. This would support the suggestion that bodies need to be stationary 
when people use a prop to shield from involvement. This will be revisited in 
other sections of this analysis and especially the section dealing with the phase 
While Seated, a bus riding phase that to a greater extent implies stationary 
riders. 
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The IM 19 fieldnotes suggest that the smoothness of boarding the bus was 
interrupted (the boarding procedure is paused) by a problem with a card-
reader, so the driver registers the boarding passenger and gestures that the 
rider may pass:    

IM 19, BBFS, HO: The card-reader problem: I am boarding the bus together 
with 3 NWYM and 2 NWYF. NWOM1 stands in the aisle leaning to the bar 
opposite to the card-reader machine. He has an annoyed and bored look at his 
face. I notice him as I am about to press my card at the machine and walk pass 
NWOM1. He gives me a tired gaze and sticks his card to the machine, which 
does not seem to cooperate with the card. I look at NWOM2 driver. He meets 
my gaze and rises from his chair, leaning on the bar next to the card-reader. 
NWOM2 driver takes NWOM1’s card and presses it against the machine a 
couple of times. At last he succeeds, makes eye-contact with the NWOM1 
giving him his card back and nodding. 

There are no IMs recorded in this phase that are coded for possessional 
actions,58 claiming territory, or gestures that seem to result in a spatial distance 
between participants (Table 3). Instead of possessional actions, there are four 
IMs (20, 10, 11, and 13) that describe offering territory. In limited spaces such 
as a lobby of a movie theatre, presumably there would be some competition, 
however subtle, over the sitting areas, resulting in a display of possessional 
actions (sets of actions that claim a temporary ownership of a space). Some 
people would sit down, others would stand (perhaps too engaged in 
conversation to see if someone actually wants to sit) in such proximity to the 
bench it would hinder others to sit on the bench. There are many differences 
between a lobby and the aisle of a bus. For example, very often riders board a 
bus without being engaged in conversation, which allows more attention to be 
directed at engaging and acknowledging the driver, walking in the aisle, 
looking around, and registering details of the surroundings. The similarity, 
however, lies in the qualities of the space, such as possibilities for sitting or 
standing and that the space is limited (see Goffman, 1971; Henderson, 1975). 
Why are there no sets of gestures claiming the territory or possessional actions 
noted in the fieldnotes in the homogeneous bus riding phase Boarding the Bus 
and Finding a Seat? In fact, the opposite is the case: some riders offer territory 
rather than claim it. 

 
58 As outlined in a footnote in the section on Waiting For the Bus, for a difference between 
claiming territory and possessional actions, recall Goffman’s (1971) argument that objects can 
be seen as possessional territories (personal effects such as jackets, bags, dependent children). 
Those include also objects that can be claimed temporarily by people (such as magazines). 
These concepts are differentiated in this thesis in the following manner: possessional actions 
address single actions towards objects, while claiming territory addresses a set of actions that 
may be seen as claiming temporary ownership of a space. 
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In IMs 11, 20, 10, and 13 some gestures labelled as offering territory were 
noted. In IM 11, offering territory was conceptualized as an adjustment tech-
nique used in adjusting the gazing range in relation to personal space 
orientation: 

Extract from IM 11, BBFS, HO: […] WOF1 and WYF1 both smoothly adjust 
their gaze, so they do not gaze in the same direction […. 

Extract from IM 20, BBFS, HO: […] I look to NWOM2 driver and he makes 
eye-contact with me, nods and waves me in with his hand. As I move forward 
in the aisle, I notice with the corner of my eye that NWYF1 and NWYM1 
boarding the bus after me seem to encounter the same problem. I catch a bit 
bored but neutral expression on the face of the NWOM2 driver as he waves 
them in and nods […].  

As described earlier, in IM 20 the Non-White Older Male 2 bus driver makes 
a waving gesture that “invites” me into the bus and this gesture is therefore 
coded as offering territory, and this gesture was repeated with a Non-White 
Younger Female 1 and the Non-White Younger Male 1. There are, however, 
other ways to offer territory recorded in the fieldnotes. In the fieldnotes on IM 
10, offering territory is evident in the gestural sequences in how the riders 
move their bodies and props (the flowerpots) in the bus space in relation to 
more people boarding the bus. That is, riders seem to rearrange their props and 
bodies to accommodate other riders’ needs, actions marked as offering terri-
tory in Table 3. Unlike the earlier examples where riders did not use their 
props for either shielding involvement or offering territory, in MI 10 props 
were connected to offering territory: 

IM 10, BBFS, HO: Bus stops. WOM3 in company with WOF3 board the bus 
carrying large hanging flowerpots in each hand and in two paper-bags. They 
look around inside the bus and put them on the floor in the stroller area on the 
side in the Front Area of the bus. After a while, when more people board the 
bus, WOM3 rearranges the flowerpots and puts them in the baggage area 
between the seats instead. While WOM3 does that, he talks to WOF3 and 
points to the folding seats in the stroller area that he makes available through 
his arrangement. WOF3 nods and looks at him and at the folding seats while 
he talks.  

In IM 10, there seems to be a form of consideration for the wellbeing of others, 
or other-awareness, displayed by these movements; this is especially the case 
in IM 10 because no shields from involvement are recorded as being applied. 
Even if props are used in an IM, this does not mean, in the context of boarding 
a bus and finding a seat, that they will be used as shields from involvement or 
that they will be used to claim territory. Furthermore, the gestures to free space 
for other riders are noted to take place simultaneously as more people board 
the bus. In addition, the homogeneous social position (both age and race) is 
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noted to prompt the change in the IM as White and Older riders (White Older 
Male and White Older Female) prompt the change in IM 10.  

An earlier discussion of gestural sequences (IM 11) revealed a less physical 
example of ‘other-awareness.’ Two riders, White Older Female 1 and the 
White Younger Female 1, sitting diagonally from one another, but facing each 
other, seem to “smoothly” adjust their gazes so that they do not meet, and so 
they do not look in the same direction. Like the small adjustments of feet so 
everyone has a clear view forward while waiting for a bus, this situation seems 
to apply a similar principle inside the bus: when two riders take seats that face 
each other, a “smooth” adjustment of gazing direction guided by the body 
position of the riders seems to take place. This type of ‘other-awareness’ was 
earlier conceptualized as an adjustment technique and seems to occur mainly 
when people are sitting or at least more stationary. 

The qualities of the space of the bus, such as its spatial limitations, seem to 
influence the interaction displayed. Here, the data on IM 10 (where the rear-
rangement of flowerpots–an adjustment technique–is recorded as being 
carried out in relation to new riders boarding the bus) and IM 11 (the 
sequenced gazing and gazing away adjusted to other riders’ gazing range) sug-
gest another quality of the bus space can be considered in this analysis of 
patterns of time and movement: temporal aspects. Now it is time to re-address 
the question posed earlier in this section as the analysis of the fieldnotes sug-
gest a connection between adjustment techniques and reflexive awareness in 
the context of non-verbal interaction labeled ‘other-awareness’ as this inter-
action is specifically directed at other riders. Does the empirical data reveal 
that one is a condition of the other? These temporal aspects seem to be connec-
ted to ‘other-awareness,’ which can be seen as a condition for carrying out an 
adjustment technique while boarding a bus and finding a seat. That is, the 
consideration of the wellbeing of others (as exemplified in IM 10 and IM 11 
fieldnotes) seems to arise in the sequenced movements of the riders in the aisle 
as they are boarding a bus and finding a seat. These movements seem to call 
for an adjustment technique. In other words, as more people are boarding, 
riders adjust to the changed conditions.   

The fieldnotes on IM 13 present a different example of ‘other-awareness’ and 
an adjustment technique in relation to movement of riders in the aisle while 
looking for a seat. Here, the limited space of the interior of the bus together 
with movement seem to play a part in interaction between the White Older 
Female 6 and the White Younger Male 1: 

IM 13, BBFS, HO: As she walks, I notice a bag on wheels that WOF6 drags 
behind her. She gazes down to the front at the floor and down at the bag behind 
her while she moves forward. One of the wheels of the bag gets stuck on 
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something. WOF6 looks down at the bag and simultaneously as she tries to 
detach the bag, she says: [Det fastnade här lite…]. WYM1 seated in the aisle 
seat next to the event looks down at the bag, moves his foot (as if he thought 
that it was his foot the bag got stuck on), looks at WOF6’s face with a small 
smile, she smiles back. WYM1 looks back at the bag. WOF6 says as she 
detaches the bag from the floor: [… sååå!]; and continues further into the back 
area of the bus.  

Here, the actions and gestures of the White Younger Male 1 are described as 
being related to how he positions himself in relation to the White Older 
Female 6. This action is noted as offering territory (Table 3). In relation to 
personal space orientation this means that the White Younger Male 1 might 
also have considered others who would be interested in claiming temporary 
ownership of space in his close proximity. The actions of the White Younger 
Male 1 noted in the fieldnotes, are in Table 3 noted as offering territory 
because they seem to be related to how he oriented himself in relation to 
others. From the analysis of IMs 20, 10, 11, and 13, that ‘other-awareness’ in 
boarding the bus and finding a seat suggests that riders more often offer space 
to other riders than display possessional actions. Moreover, ‘other-awareness’ 
arises and is made visible in conjunction with movements of the riders who 
board the bus and in this context the riders may use an adjustment technique.    

5.2.5. Territorial Encroachments Related to Movement and 
Sound 

In the previous section, IMs 10, 11, and 13 were described as IMs including 
changes prompted by White Older riders. In addition, IM 13 is in the table 
noted as including a territorial encroachment: violation because the 
interaction prompted by the bag getting stuck included features suggesting a 
violation of a territory (Table 3). In IM 20, where the change is prompted by 
a Non-White Younger rider, the action was recorded as a territorial 
encroachment, but a specific type of encroachment, contamination (Table 3). 
In the extract presented next, “a noise” seems to be reacted to as an 
encroachment:  

Extract from IM 20, BBFS, HO: […] As I pass by the four-seat area in front, 
my backpack gets caught on the armrest of one of the seats, so it falls down 
with a noise. NWYM2 sitting in the window-seat facing the front looks up at 
me (as if he was startled). I meet his gaze, look down at the armrest, meet his 
gaze again and walk by. NWYM2 looks down at his mobile. I take one of the 
higher seats in the middle area. 

Here, as I have moved down in the aisle as directed by the driver, I am the 
source of a loud sound, violating an interaction norm for public spaces, my 
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noise colliding with the function of the bus. I walk by the four-seat area, but 
my backpack “gets caught on the armrest of one of the seats”. The armrest 
falls down making a loud noise and the Non-White Younger Male 2 who sits 
in proximity seems startled and looks up at me. One of the norms that guide 
non-verbal interaction in public spaces is the degree of approval that a certain 
action gets from others (see Chapter 3). In a public place such as a city bus, 
limitations exist to the expressions of approval that can be carried out; 
however, when they do, they often pass unnoticed. What if I did not cause a 
noise when my backpack got caught on the armrest? Then, perhaps, I would 
not have startled the other riders, especially the Non-White Younger Male. 
However, the fieldnotes do not say it was the noise or the movement that 
startled the other rider. The extract suggests, nevertheless, that the movement 
together with the noise may be connected to the Non-White Younger Male’s 
reaction, looking up from his phone. This brings me to what gestures of the 
riders may be connected to the particular conditions of the city bus. As stated 
earlier, the limited space of the bus may be seen as prescribing codes for 
interaction that are appropriate. The problem, however, is how to distinguish 
the expressions of approval when they often pass unnoticed in a public space 
such as a city bus.  

Territorial orientation of the gestures registered in the fieldnotes is represented 
in the tables as two territorial encroachments: contamination and violation. 
Contamination was noted in the table as a territorial encroachment in IM 20 
and IM 25. As in IM 20, IM 25 reveals a territorial encroachment related to 
noise contamination, but this time the noise is talking on a phone:  

Extract from IM 25, BBFS, HO: […] Across from NWOF3 sits NWYF7 with 
a bag and a jacket on her knees. When NWYF7 starts to talk on her phone (in 
Swedish), NWOF8 sitting in front of me seems startled and gazes at NWYF7. 

The riders seem to be startled by something unusual taking place in the bus, a 
phone conversation. Because the reaction to this event is described in the 
fieldnotes as an immediate gaze at the source of the gesture (in IM 25 it is a 
verbal and therefore a sonic gesture), this gesture is in the table noted as a 
territorial encroachment. As argued in the Chapter 3, if contamination is 
connected to how it is responded to and how long the reaction lasts, the 
unwarranted use of another’s limited territory by making unsanctioned noises 
or talking loudly is labelled sonic contamination (a form of violation of sonic 
norms in the public space of a city bus). That is, interactional space involves 
spatial qualities such as volume, direction, and sound that influence the IM. 
Because movement seems to be an inherent part of boarding a bus and finding 
a seat (i.e., an action the bus riders expect), the noise rather than my movement 
seems to have startled my fellow rider. Therefore, in IM 20 and 25 the 
interaction norms connected to territorial orientation are encroached upon by 
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a sonic contamination of the bus space: a sudden (IM 25) and loud (IM 20) 
sound. The riders were registered in the fieldnotes on these IMs to have looked 
at the source of the sound with an expression labelled “startled”. Another 
example of sonic contamination is evident in the fieldnotes on IM 2:  

IM 2, BBFS, HO: A group of 6 W younger people board the bus. Two WYF 
(WYF2 and WYF3) have the lead in the pathway. All are firmly moving 
forward in the pathway. WYM1 greets WYM2, who is already seated in the 
bus (first window seat after the stroller/ wheelchair area). WYM1 points to the 
seated WYM2 with the raised index finger. The verbal greeting is humorous, 
friendly and very loud with accompanying smile. 

Here, the loud verbal greeting and smiling response suggest that in the space 
of the bus a verbal greeting is reinforced by other gestures, such as a nod, or, 
as noted in IM 2, a hand gesture. Moreover, the sound level of the greeting 
(the fieldnotes describe it as “very loud”) suggests a violation of social norms 
pertaining to a certain sound level within the bus space. However, examining 
the fieldnotes on IM 2, there are no gazes at the sources of neither the sound 
nor other visible to me reactions carried out by the riders seated in the bus. 
Instead, the riders seem to continue with what they were doing:  

Extract from IM 2, BBFS, HO: […] Simultaneously, WYF4 and WYF5 seat 
in the Middle Area of the bus, with seats that face each other. They take the 
window seats facing each other and talking, cross their legs and exchange 
gazes once in a while. 

Clearly, the greeting does not seem to be responded to as a sonic 
contamination, which means that the recorded hailing technique seems to 
follow the codes of interaction for the context of boarding a bus and finding a 
seat. Thus, it can be concluded that the limited space of the bus can be seen as 
prescribing codes of interaction that are appropriate in the context of greeting 
others as the other riders did not seem to respond to the greeting ritual. Or, as 
in IM 2, the source of the noise went unnoticed.  

The fieldnotes on IM 28 and IM 13 offer two examples of the territorial 
encroachment labelled violation (Table 3). The IM 13 fieldnotes were 
described earlier: a bag on wheels gets stuck in the aisle and a White Younger 
Male looks down at the bag before moving his foot while looking at the owner 
of the bag, a White Older Female: 

IM 13, BBFS: As she walks, I notice a bag on wheels that WOF6 drags behind 
her. She gazes down to the front at the floor and down at the bag behind her 
while she moves forward. One of the wheels of the bag gets stuck on 
something. WOF6 looks down at the bag and simultaneously as she tries to 
detach the bag, she says: [Det fastnade här lite…]. WYM1 seated in the aisle 
seat next to the event looks down at the bag, moves his foot (as if he thought 
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that it was his foot the bag got stuck on), looks at WOF6’s face with a small 
smile, she smiles back. WYM1 looks back at the bag. WOF6 says as she 
detaches the bag from the floor: [… sååå!]; and continues further into the back 
area of the bus. 

In IM 28, a Non-White Younger Male boards the bus, but his bus card does 
not work, impeding his ability to move from potential rider to actual rider, a 
process labelled “becoming”, an identification marked by displaying 
sanctioned gestures for the particular context. This rider has violated the 
territorial rules of boarding the bus, which results in him getting off the bus 
while “everybody in front stares”:  

IM 28, BBFS, HO: Two NWYM (NWYM2 and NWYM3) board the bus and 
seem to have a bus-card problem. NWYM3 whose card did not work gets off 
the bus. Everybody in the front stares.    

In both IM 28 and IM 13, riders not involved seem to respond to the event by 
looking up, interrupting what they were doing. The two kinds of territorial 
encroachments (contamination and violation) are presented in similar ways in 
the IMs 20, 25, 28, and 13. The similarities are especially visible in what kind 
of response a gesture evokes in the participants: they gaze or stare. When the 
interaction norms are encroached upon in relation to the non-verbal interaction 
patterns (e.g., a non-working bus card), they are termed violations. When the 
interaction norms are encroached in relation to the qualities of the limited 
interactional space (such as volume, direction, and sound, specifically in IM 
25 and IM 20), they are termed sonic contamination. However, not all of the 
gestures labelled staring were related to interaction norm violations. In the 
fieldnotes from IM 8, for example, the seated White Older Female 1 stares at 
the White Older Male 2 who boards the bus with a walker. The fieldnotes do 
not record White Older Male 2 responding, so this rider’s action is in the table 
marked as non-performance–a lack of gaze (Table 3):  

IM 8, BBFS, HO: Next stop: WOM2 with a walker boards the bus. After him 
walks WYF2. WOF1 sitting in one of the front seats stares at WOM2 with the 
walker.  

A lack of gaze is also noted in IM 24:  

IM 24, BBFS, HO: NWYM4 boards the bus. Walks with a rocking walking-
style in the aisle and stares at me (perhaps he stares because I am looking at 
him with an evaluating gaze?). NWOF2 boards the bus in company with 
NWYF5. NWOF2 follows NWOM3, NWOF1 and NWYF4 who get off the 
bus. 
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In the fieldnotes on IM 24, the staring is not related to a norm violation. 
However, as stated in the Chapter 3, staring is a form of overinvolvement in 
an IM and therefore can be reacted to as a violation of one’s personal space. 
That is, in this example, staring is classified as a territorial encroachment: 
violation.   

5.3. Homogeneous Non-verbal Interaction While 
Seated59 

A city sidewalk by itself is nothing. It is an abstraction. It means something 
only in conjunction with the buildings and other uses that border it, or border 
other sidewalks very near it. (The Death and Life of Great American Cities, 
Jacobs,1992, p. 29) 

In comparison to the city sidewalk, the city-bus “is nothing.” In addition to a 
means of transportation, a bus can be seen as an abstraction. For the city bus 
to gain meaning as a public place, people, things, and the material aspects of 
the space must be considered because riders change their body positions in 
relation to each other, move around, and manage their material properties (see 
Mondada, 2009). In The Death and Life of Great American Cities, first 
published in 1962, Jane Jacobs considers how urban neighborhoods worked 
in “real life” in the 1950s; she concludes that poor urban policy planning of 
the era resulted in the decline of many city neighborhoods in the United States. 
Some of her observations are still valid, especially with respect to interactional 
space, a guiding concept in this analysis. In this thesis, interactional space is 
seen as actively and constantly being shaped and sustained by the participants’ 
bodies, glances, and gestures during an interaction; however, interactional 
space also refers to the physical and material aspects of a space, as outlined 
above, where the riders move in relation to each other and manage their props.  

Unlike the bus-riding phases Waiting for the Bus and Boarding the Bus and 
Finding a Seat, the bus-riding phase While Seated (WS) offered more time to 
reflect on what I saw, but more importantly made taking notes more 
convenient. Often, I had time to find a seat before I started taking notes, so I 
did not have to stand while writing in my notebook. Moreover, due to 
information gained from the pilot study, I was prepared in regard to what 
location inside the bus offered the best conditions for “seeing as much as 
possible” (cf. DeWalt & DeWalt, 2002, p. 69). For example, as evidenced in 

 
59 The 20 homogeneous IMs in the bus-riding phase While Seated (WS) are numbered in the 
order as they are presented in Table 4: IM 2, 5, 6, 10, 17, 28, 32, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 49, 50, 
51, 52, 53, 54, and 63. They are described in detail in this section. 
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the IM 28 fieldnote, I was able to take notes about actions taking place while 
I was seated as well as about previously observed actions, when I might not 
have had the opportunity to take notes: “I think she boards the bus [on] the 
same stop she got off [on] earlier (a half an hour earlier).” The IM 28 
fieldnotes exemplify this reflective note taking60:    

Extract from IM 28, WS, HO: (the route fr S. Årsta) NWOF1 with the hat is 
back on the bus. I think she boards the bus in the same stop she got off earlier 
(a half an hour earlier). This starts me thinking, I am curious what errand 
NWOF1 had in this area and how come she is back so quickly. I smile an inner 
smile, because [on some level] I relate to her in this moment, because of her 
earlier behavior (sitting, looking around, and making notes in a notebook). 
Now NWOF1 sits in the same seat she sat in earlier (…). 

However, as emphasized in Chapter 4, the time constraints of the bus-riding 
context also shaped the form of the text as these constraints did not always 
allow for this reflexive process to be registered in the fieldnotes.  

Of the 136 IMs analyzed in this thesis and the 66 IMs recorded in this phase, 
20 IMs are labeled homogeneous (HO)–i.e., similar social positions (race and 
age). Of these, 12 took place between Non-White riders (10, 17, 28, 32, 42, 
45, 46, 49, 50, 51, 52, and 53) and eight took place between White riders (2, 
5, 6, 41, 43, 44, 54, and 63). This suggests an even division of the data in 
regard to social position race (a phenotypical characteristic) recorded in this 
bus-riding phase. Of the eight interaction moments homogeneous in regard to 
race five were also homogeneous in regard to the social position in this thesis 
labeled age. Of those five, three interaction moments (IM 5, 41 and IM 54) 
involved White Older riders and two (IM 43 and IM 44) involved White 
Younger riders. Of the eight homogeneous IMs in regard to race, three were 
heterogeneous in regard to age (2, 6, and 63). In addition, 12 IMs (10, 17, 28, 
32, 42, 45, 46, 49, 50, 51, 52, and 53) involving Non-White riders were also 
homogeneous in regard to age, but none of these 12 IMs was homogeneous; 
therefore, all 12 were heterogeneous with respect to age. All the data discussed 
in this section are recorded in Table 4. 

As a response to a gesture carries the meaning of an interaction, a gesture’s 
meaning varies depending on the actors’ phenotypic characteristics–their 
assigned social positions with respect to race and age. Because all 12 recorded 
IMs were heterogeneous in regard to age, it could be assumed that the visible 
phenotypical differences in age characteristics will be of significance when 

 
60 These kinds of notes are discussed in the analysis sections because both the “raw” fieldnotes 
and the tables constructed for each bus-riding phase are presented in the text. However, 
expressions such as “This starts me thinking, I am curious” present in the IM 28 fieldnotes are 
for the most part less common. 
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looking at the responses to the recorded gestures. That is, age heterogeneity 
plays a part in the interactional processes analyzed in this section.  

Furthermore, as gesturing involves a visual and rhythmic structure of the 
gesturing body, this kind of interaction process is sensitive to changes in 
orientation/direction of the gesture and the gaze. Three IMs were noted as 
having their course changed by White Younger riders (2, 43, and, 44), five 
were noted as having their course changed by White Older riders (5, 6, 41, 54, 
and 63), two were noted as having their course changed by Non-White 
Younger riders (45 and 46), and ten were recorded as having their course 
changed by Non-White Older riders (10, 17, 28, 32, 42, 49, 50, 51, 52, and 
53). Therefore, during this phase of bus riding (WS), the changes in the course 
of the IM were more often prompted by Non-White Older riders (i.e., 17 IMs 
out of 20 recorded IMs in this phase). Although the IMs recorded in this phase 
are labelled homogeneous (i.e., the exchange of gestures is between riders 
labelled with similar social positions), more than a half of these may be 
approached as heterogeneous with respect to age. Additionally, with respect 
to race, Non-White riders prompted a change in the course of interaction in12 
IMs (10, 17, 28, 32, 42, 45, 46, 49, 50, 51, 52, and 53). The intersections of 
race and age (as phenotypical characteristics) could be significant in the type 
of gestures displayed while seated, such as gazing, use of props, personal 
space orientation, body position, and bodily movements. These are some of 
the relations between gestural elements of non-verbal interaction that will be 
examined in the Chapter 6, Heterogeneous Interaction.  

5.3.1. Connecting Involvement to Territorial Rules 

The fieldnotes on IM 2 illustrate the level of intensity of involvement, 
especially with respect to gestures related to gazing (Table 4). Moreover, IM 
2 has the most checkmarks in the table for gestures related to gazing. In part, 
this result may have been due to the fact I had time to write down a great 
amount of carried out gestures while I was seated. In this IM, the gestures 
related to the intensity of involvement as well as conveyed information about 
territorial orientation of the actors. 

IM 2, WS, HO: The bus gets delayed on one of the stops. There are two tall 
WYM (WYM1 and WYM2) with city backpacks boarding the bus. They stop 
and fix with payment. At first, they are unnoticed. But after a while, when the 
bus does not start immediately after they have boarded, WYM1 and WYM2 
receive a lot of looks from the sitting riders. People stare for a second and look 
away repeatedly and when the situation does not come to an end, they stare 
openly. There is an elder couple in front of me (WOF1 and WOM1) and they 
utilize this procedure while they talk to each other. After a while, both look at 
the boarding males, look at each other and the elder male shakes his head. The 
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WOM2 driver seems to have a problem with the card-reading machine. He 
disconnects it and starts to shake it and pounds on it with his hand. Before 
WOM2 connects the machine, he blows on it a couple of times. WYM1 and 
WYM2 wait patiently looking out the front-window, and at each other with 
polite smiles. They do not look at the riders inside the bus. It looks like WYM1 
and WYM2 do this deliberately. There is an invisible line between them 
scanning the surroundings which ends before the first front seats of the bus. 
WOM2 driver shakes his head. A young male voice from the back of the bus 
shouts out: Are we going to stay here for three days?! [ska vi stå här i tre dar?] 
The boarding WYM1 and WYM2 seem to have fixed the problem of them 
boarding the bus. They move inside the bus and stop [in] the area for strollers. 
They exchange some words and stand with calm faces while the bus moves to 
continue the route. WYM1 and WYM2 still seem careful as to looking around 
inside the bus and they do not make eye-contact with anyone. 

The highlighted sections reveal the number of gestures written down and 
ultimately checked for in Table 4. These fieldnotes reveal an example of 
claiming territory by territorial encroachment (encroachment in relation to 
gestures labeled violation): White Younger Males (1 and 2) violate the entire 
territory of the bus when they have a problem with their payment, delaying 
the departure of the bus. Another gesture of claiming territory is carried out 
through a different type of territorial encroachment, sonic contamination of 
the bus space: when a Younger Male voice (who I do not see from the spot I 
am sitting, but the voice sounds male and younger) shouts out in frustration 
over the bus being delayed (as I interpreted the meaning of the vocalization).  

Here, there seems to be a deliberate division of the territory of the bus as well 
as a division between the sequences of gestures carried out by the White 
Younger Males and the sequences of gestures carried out by the riders already 
seated on the bus. The White Younger Males deliberately avoid looking at the 
seated riders, but the seated riders deliberately and repeatedly look at these 
two riders, who the seated riders presumably blame for the delay. This 
confluence of events is in the table noted with checkmarks as stares (three), 
gazing (four), gazing direction (four), gazing away (three), and lack of gaze 
(two). In addition, no props were noted to be used by the riders as shields from 
involvement (Table 4). Moreover, in the following extract, two White Younger 
Males seemingly adjust their range of gazing, presumably to avoid the stares 
of the seated riders: 

Extract from IM 2, WS, HO: […] They do not look at the riders inside the bus. 
It looks like WYM1 and WYM2 do this deliberately. There is an invisible line 
between them scanning the surroundings which ends before the first front seats 
of the bus […]. 

As previously noted, the adjustment of gazing range might be seen as having 
symbolic implications as the activity is carried out in relation to others and 
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seems to design responses to it. Therefore, it could be assumed that these two 
White Younger Males use a gazing adjustment technique as a response to the 
high intensity of involvement carried out by the staring riders.  

 

Additionally, the violation of the territorial rules seems to lead to the 
enactment of roles of “villains” and “victims” in this particular interaction 
moment. The villains, in the eyes (pun intended) of the seated riders, are the 
White Younger Males as well as the bus driver, who needs to fix the card 
reader. However, perhaps because their actions seem not to be deliberate, the 
White Younger Males ignore the victims’ gestures (i.e., staring), an expression 
of accusation. Moreover, the next encroachment of the territorial rules, the 
sonic contamination, seems not only to blame the White Younger Male riders 
for the delay but also the bus driver, who presumably is the only person who 
has the means to solve the problem. This kind of an assigned role of the driver 
as the one entitled to control the bus can also be illustrated by an extract from 
fieldnotes on IM 6: 
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Extract from IM 6, WS, HO: […] I register that we drive by a bus stop and a 
couple of meters after the bus stop, the bus stops. WOF1 in front of me looks 
up from her mobile, as does the male [WYM1] with the newspaper. They look 
forward, towards the front of the bus […]. 

Similar to the IM 2 fieldnotes, the IM 6 fieldnotes record gestures (from a 
White Older Female and a White Younger Male rider) that seem to place the 
capacity to act on the bus driver in an attempt to influence the driver’s actions 
as they look “forward, towards the front of the bus.”  

As stated in Chapter 4, it is important to stress that “goals” (i.e., what people 
are trying to accomplish with the gestures such as moving their limbs in 
relation to others, or by riding a bus to get to work on time) are categorized 
based on the relation between registered sets of non-verbal gestures and the 
responses to these gestures. In the analysis of the extract below, the 
villain/victim analogy is also useful. The the highlighted section in the extract 
below relates to fixing a problem, the delay of the bus departure, and the 
assigned roles of villain and victim:  

Extract from IM 2, WS, HO: (…) [WYM1 and WYM2] move inside the bus 
and stop [in] the area for strollers. They exchange some words and stand with 
calm faces while the bus moves to continue the route. WYM1 and WYM2 still 
seem careful as to looking around inside the bus and do not make eye-contact 
with anyone. 

These two riders seem to continue acting according to the role of villain 
perhaps because they are following territorial rules for this public setting–i.e., 
codes for interaction inside the bus. As previously noted, the codes for bus 
travel require that one should have a valid or socially sanctioned reason to be 
at a bus stop as well as an equally valid or socially sanctioned reason to 
discontinue a chosen gestural repertoire once at the bus stop. Similarly, this 
argument may apply to the homogeneous bus-riding phase While Seated. The 
territorial rules or codes for interaction in this bus-riding phase require that 
riders validate their actions (through, e.g., a movement or a discontinuation of 
a gestural repertoire) based on what actions are approved to be performed in 
this public space. In line with Goffman (1967), a particular interaction ritual 
must be sustained and therefore the pattern of verbal and non-verbal acts that 
expresses the actor’s view of the situation must be sustained in the same 
manner. To Goffman’s argument, I add that, based on the analysis of IM 2, 
the judgement of whether an act is valid is governed by the territorial rules of 
the public setting, the codes for interaction. Therefore, these two White 
Younger Male riders have no valid reasons to discontinue their chosen 
gestural repertoire once they board the bus. However, these riders remain 
villains until they get off the bus, unless a valid reason to choose another 
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gestural repertoire arises. In this case, such a valid reason would then be 
offered by them leaving the area where the roles were assigned. That is, the 
ritual of boarding the bus, which is connected to a specific space of the bus 
together with the actions and reactions of the actors involved, assigns the 
actors the roles they play out in the IM.          

The roles of villains and victims are connected to the qualities of the space of 
the bus, such as its spatial and temporal qualities. It seems, as shown earlier, 
that these qualities influence the interaction patterns carried out in the bus-
riding context. We can also say that the limited space of the interior of the bus 
seems to play a part in the non-verbal interaction between the riders. More-
over, considering the large number of gestures noted for intensity of 
involvement, the analysis suggests that the ‘other-awareness’ is made visible 
through the gazing adjustment techniques of the riders. Interactional space is 
actively and constantly shaped and sustained by the participants’ bodies, 
glances, and gestures during the interaction (see Mondada, 2009), but interac-
tional space also refers to the material aspects of a space in which the riders 
change their body positions, move around, and manage their material proper-
ties. That is, interactional space is a significant aspect of non-verbal interac-
tion because it brings together the distances between the riders and props (di-
rections of gaze, movement, and gesture; physical features of the people such 
as shapes of bodies and objects; and volumes or amount of people and social 
objects), which influences the interaction patterns that evolve in this public 
space, creating the space and ultimately turning the space into a place. Now it 
is time to readdress the argument from Chapter 3 about the degree of approval 
or disapproval of actions (cf. Goffman, 1966) in relation to the interaction 
norms in a particular public place. Similarly, as in the bus-riding phase 
Waiting for the Bus, a public place such as inside the city bus has limitations 
with respect to what expressions of approval can be displayed. For example, 
a rider finds a seat or walks down the aisle without encouragement from other 
riders say in the form of clapping. However, expressions of disapproval, such 
as shouting out, shaking one’s head, or sighing in connection to an action that 
worsens the conditions of the bus-ride (e.g., with respect to time and space) 
are evident (IM 2 fieldnotes). This difference suggests that the limited space 
of the inside of the bus might limit expressions of approval as well as 
disapproval, but perhaps these expressions reflect different states of mind and 
the gestures that express these states of mind might be limited with respect to 
their ability to register approval or disapproval. That is, in this context, what 
can be expressed in gestures deserves closer attention. This issue is reflected 
in the dimension Expressions of Emotion (Table 4), the topic of the next 
section.  
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5.3.2. Connecting Expressions to Territory and Bodily 
Movement  

In comparison with the other sections of Table 4, only 13 of 20 IMs have 
checkmarks for Expressions of Emotion. Because this section is concerned 
with gestures that may be categorized as Expressions of Emotion, the focus is 
on mapping the non-verbal interaction patterns that may be seen as responses 
to expressions of emotion. Throughout this thesis, the emphasis has been on 
the gestures carried out in an IM, because the non-verbal interaction patterns 
may vary depending on the interactants’ social positions (i.e., race and age). 
Therefore, this section analyzes how the homogeneity of age and race may be 
seen as playing a part in the interactional processes.          

The following expressions of emotion of the 20 IMs are the most frequently 
noted in Table 4: smiles (2, 10, 32, 44, 45, and 50), repetitive movements (2, 
17, and 42), and tense movements (5, 17, and 43). In three (10, 32, and 45) of 
the six IMs where smiles are noted in the table, the smiles seem to be 
connected to a performance of an interaction technique (i.e., a Ritual 
Element). In two (10 and 32), the smiles seem to be connected to hailing 
techniques; in one (45) the smiles seem to be related to an opening technique. 
Here, the focus is on homogeneous interaction while seated as recorded in the 
fieldnotes for IM 2, 5, 17, and 45, all of which have noted in the table gestures 
for Expressions of Emotion. This choice has been guided not only by the 
contents of the fieldnotes but also by the high concentration of gestures noted 
for Intensity of Involvement and/or Territorial Orientation, as these 
dimensions may have significance for the interaction patterns of interest for 
this thesis. 

In 15 IMs, the gestures are checked as being framed by bodily movements (2, 
5, 10, 28, 32, 42, 43, 45, 46, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, and 63), and 13 IMs are checked 
as being framed by body position (2, 5, 6, 17, 28, 41, 44, 45, 49, 51, 52, and 
54). Moreover, seven of the homogeneous IMs are checked for both bodily 
movement and body position (2, 5, 28, 45, 49, 51, and 52). The gestures 
checked for the interactional configuration suggest that the interaction patterns 
and social positions (race and age) are framed by both bodily movement and 
body position of the riders. That is, the movement (e.g., walking, waving, and 
pointing) and the position (e.g., sitting, standing, and proximity) of the riders’ 
bodies seem to influence what kind of gestures seems to be carried out and 
what social positions are involved in the interaction.  

To look into how movement and position of the riders’ bodies are related to 
where on the bus they are located requires examining the conditions of the 
space and the gestural repertoire applied. The gestural repertoire in regard to 
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what action is approved in the public space in question can be closely con-
nected to a particular spot and its conditions inside a bus, which can be illu-
strated by extracts from fieldnotes on two IMs (53 and 63):  

Extract from IM 53, WS, HO: […] Today is a very warm day and one side of 
the bus is therefore quite hot to sit in. It looks like NWYF1 intentionally 
deselects this sunny side of the bus taking a seat in the window seat on the 
shaded side of the bus […]. NWYM1 boards the bus, takes the window seat in 
the sunny wheel seat area simultaneously putting a card (I assume that it is a 
bus card) in his wallet. After a while NWYM1 switches to the window seat in 
the four-seat area on the shaded side of the bus. 

Extract from IM 63, WS, HO: […] WYF1 takes the aisle seat close to the exit. 
WYF2 boards the bus, looks forward towards the back of the bus and walks in 
the aisle. WYF2 walks by me and I cannot see where she sits, because I do not 
want to turn around in my seat, a movement that would be strange in the 
setting. It seems to me that one has to have eligible/appropriate, for the setting, 
reason to change [seats], for instance: one’s seat is broken, it is too sunny, 
giving up a seat for someone else, getting ready to get off the bus. 

In IM 53, Non-White Younger Female 1 seems to deselect the “hot” side of 
the bus. What is more interesting, however, are the actions of the Non-White 
Younger Male 1. This rider seems to be preoccupied with props (a card and 
his wallet) simultaneously as he takes a seat on the “hot” side of the bus. After 
a while, he changes the seats to the “shaded” area of the bus, presumably while 
not fiddling with his wallet. That is, initially, he seems preoccupied with his 
wallet, so he was unaware of his surroundings–i.e., he selected the “hot” side 
of the bus. This analysis is supported by the fact he was recorded as shielding 
himself from involvement and using props. This in turn supports the sugges-
tion presented in relation to IM 2 fieldnotes that a rider should have a valid 
reason to discontinue with a gestural repertoire (such as changing seats), recal-
ling the IM described in IM 63: “one has to have an appropriate [reason], for 
the setting, reason to change [seats], for instance: one’s seat is broken, it is too 
sunny, giving up a seat for someone else, getting ready to get off the bus.”  

Clearly, the conditions of the space of the bus can affect the non-verbal 
interaction patterns displayed in that space. How the riders share the territory 
of the bus space is another question as offering territory is more common in 
the bus-riding phase Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat than the phase 
While Seated. Of the 20 IMs fieldnotes, only IM 5 was checked for offering 
territory. IM 5 is also homogeneous in regard to both age and race. Moreover, 
IM 5 is one of two interaction moments (the other being IM 45) in this phase 
that have gestures checked for opening techniques. Therefore, first step in this 
analysis examines the fieldnotes on this IM, especially looking at the gestural 
sequences connected to offering territory, opening techniques, and intensity 
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of involvement in order to later compare IM 5 with IM 45. The IM 5 fieldnotes 
seem to reveal gazes exchanged between White Older riders in relation to their 
bodily movements and body positions:       

IM 5, WS, HO: Two WOF (WOF2 and WOF3) sit in the seats in front of me. 
WOF4 approaches in the passage. She has just boarded the bus. WOF4 secures 
herself on a bar on one side of a seat and the handle of the other seat. After a 
little while WOF2 who seats in the window seat gives WOF4 who is standing 
a longer look. The standing WOF4 looks out the window, but she meets the 
gaze of the sitting WOF2. The sitting WOF2 looks away, prepares to rise 
(changes body position from resting her back onto backrest of her seat to sitting 
straight, slightly leaning forward and to the side). WOF3 sitting in the aisle 
seat notices the rider next to her rising and rises as well. WOF2 who initiated 
the procedure locks her gaze at the standing WOF4 and says that she is getting 
of the bus shortly anyway so, perhaps she would like to sit down. There is a bit 
of spatial reorganizing. The standing WOF4 squeezes herself between the two 
rising females and takes the window seat thanking them for their kindness. The 
one who sat in the aisle seat (WOF3) sits down in her seat. WOF3 and WOF4 
start a relaxed small talk conversation. They do not look at each other directly. 
WOF3 and WOF4 switch between a gaze at one another, a look forward to the 
front of the bus, a look outside the window.   

Here, White Older Female 2 who occupies a window seat, which is the least 
convenient seat in terms of moving from a seat, offers her seat to someone 
standing in the aisle, an action noted as Prompting the Change in this IM. 
When the aisle seat is occupied, the rider sitting in the window seat has to 
involve the rider sitting in the aisle seat in any spatial rearrangement, so a rider 
in this seat has to consider a risk of being misunderstood or even ignored when 
requesting this kind of spatial rearrangement. The risk of misunderstanding in 
this context is similar to the risk of collisions when walking against the flow 
on a city sidewalk during rush hour (see Wolfinger, 1995). However, the 
fieldnotes indicate that interaction was smooth, even performed with a certain 
amount of grace, as if choreographed. That is, the bodily entanglement in a 
small space seemed to be solved through interactional synchrony, the bodies 
moving as if their actions were practiced, predetermined, or choreographed.  

5.3.3. Gestural Sequences and Direction of Gestures 

The fieldnotes on IM 5 reveal a gesture sequence consisting of an initiation of 
the interaction sequence: “WOF2, who seats in the window seat, gives WOF4, 
who is standing, a longer look.” This gesture that may be categorized as a 
response: “The standing WOF4 looks out the window, but she meets the gaze 
of the sitting WOF2.” The gestural sequence ends when “[t]he sitting WOF2 
looks away.” In addition, the opening technique mentioned earlier is compo-
sed of gestures defined as the initiation of the interaction sequence. The 
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arrangement of the gestures outlined here follows the non-verbal interaction 
pattern discovered in the section on the bus-riding phase Boarding the Bus and 
Finding a Seat. That is, the gestural sequence refers to sequentially organized 
positions of gesture units within the interaction moment. The first position of 
the gesture unit consists of a gesture of one person, the second position con-
sists of the response of another person to that gesture, and the third position 
consists of a gesture unit where the movement is completed (i.e. gesture 
ending the sequence). In the IM 5 fieldnotes, the non-verbal exchange between 
WOF2 and WOF4 does not end when the gestural sequence ends. Instead, 
another gestural sequence is initiated when the sitting WOF2 prepares to rise. 
The outcome of the gestures performed during this interaction moment (i.e., 
offering a seat to someone who is standing) seems connect to the changes in 
the body position and the bodily movement of the sitting interactant: 

Extract 1 from IM 5, WS, HO: (…) The sitting WOF2 […] prepares to rise 
(changes body position from resting her back onto backrest of her seat to sitting 
straight slightly leaning forward and to the side). WOF3 sitting in the aisle seat 
[seems to notice] the rider next to her rising and rises as well. WOF2, who 
initiated the procedure, locks her gaze at the standing WOF4 and says that she 
is getting of the bus shortly anyway so, perhaps she would like to sit down. 
There is a bit of spatial reorganizing. The standing WOF4 squeezes herself 
between the two rising females and takes the window seat thanking them for 
their kindness. The one who sat in the aisle seat (WOF3) sits down in her seat. 

The gestural sequence registered in this fieldnote can be described using the 
earlier proposed outline for sequencing of gesture units: 1.) gesture; 2.) 
response-gesture and determination of meaning of the gestures; and 3.) gesture 
ending the sequence. Here, the “preparation to rise” from the seat consists of 
a sequence: 1) a change of position and direction of the body as well as the 
direction of the gaze; 2) a recognition of the meaning of these performed 
gestures signified by the recipient’s bodily movement; and 3) a gesture ending 
the sequence (change in body position).  

Note that the White Older Female 2 interacts non-verbally with White Older 
Female 3 (by a change in body position), but the gestures directed at the 
standing rider (White Older Female 4) are both non-verbal and verbal: “locks 
her gaze at the standing White Older Female 4 [. . .] and says that she is getting 
of the bus shortly anyway so, perhaps she would like to sit down.” These 
gestures are recorded as interactional configurations–body position and bodily 
movement. That is, both body position and bodily movement with a direction 
were identified in the fieldnotes as configurations from which other gestures 
seem to be derived.  
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In the sections on Waiting for the Bus and on Boarding the Bus and Finding a 
Seat, I argue the following:  

1. Interactional configuration frames the single acts that people perform by 
pointing to whether the acts are connected to a specific body position or 
to a specific bodily movement.  

2. The interaction process is sensitive to changes in orientation (direction) of 
the gesture and the gaze and this combination means that reflexive 
awareness (cf. Goodwin, 2000) is applied by the actor to switch from one 
interactional configuration to another.  

3. Reflexive awareness in the context of non-verbal interaction is labeled 
‘other-awareness’ because the gestures are identified as being specifically 
directed at others.  

With these three points in mind, an analysis of Table 4 and the corresponding 
fieldnotes for IM 5 reveal that the riders switch from one interactional 
configuration to another because ‘other-awareness’ is made visible in con-
junction with movements of the riders. That is, ‘other-awareness’ is made 
visible in the second position of the gestural sequence in IM 5. Because the 
second position determines the meaning of the carried out gestures, the efforts 
to overcome the obstacles to offering a seat as well as the distinction of the 
non-verbal gestures can be said to be recognized by the originator of the 
sequence and the recipient of the initiating gestures:  

Extract from IM 5, WS, HO: “[…] The standing WOF4 looks out the window, 
but she meets the gaze of the sitting WOF2. […] The standing WOF4 squeezes 
herself between the two rising females and takes the window seat thanking 
them for their kindness. The one who sat in the aisle seat (WOF3) sits down in 
her seat […].”  

This example supports the suggestion made earlier that in non-verbal interac-
tion in the public space of a city bus the well-being of others is a common 
consideration that is reproduced, and it is connected to ‘other-awareness.’ 

The IM 45 fieldnotes presented next are divided into four parts to make it 
easier for the reader to follow. This division was inspired by the checks for 
gestural sequences found in Table 4, where four checks (4X) are recorded for 
gestural sequences in the column labelled Temporal Aspects. These four 
checks signify that the IM 45 fieldnotes reveal four distinct incidences of 
gestural sequences. Moreover, these gestures are connected to prompted 
changes in the interaction moment and therefore connected to bodily 
movement and gestural orientation of the riders, because, as suggested earlier, 
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the interaction process is sensitive to the orientation of the gesture and the 
gaze.  

The IM 45 fieldnotes show an opening technique being carried out by Non-
White Older Male 2 towards Non-White Younger Male 3. The extract from 
part 3 of the fieldnotes reveals how direction of two interactional 
configurations (bodily movement and body position) seems to be used in this 
opening technique:   

Extract from Part 3 of IM 45, WS, HO: (…) NWOM2 leaves his seat and sits 
in the aisle seat next to NWYM3 looking straight at him and saying something 
in a non-Swedish language. NWYM3 does not seem to react with any 
enthusiasm. NWYM3 gives NWOM2 a small glance and a small smile leaning 
his head to the side a bit, towards NWOM2 (…).       

Here, a Non-White Older Male is described walking towards a Non-White 
Younger Male before “looking straight at” him with a gaze that is combined 
with a verbal address. The Non-White Younger Male is described as “leaning 
his head to the side […], towards the NWOM2.” The opening technique in IM 
5 was described as a “longer look” and the fieldnote emphasizes the amount 
of time the gesture lasted. In IM 45, the opening technique is a similar gesture–
“looking”; however, rather than emphasizing the length of the gaze, the 
description in the fieldnote emphasizes the direction of the gaze. Therefore, 
opening techniques in the bus-riding phase While Seated can be said to be 
carried out through gestures showing intensity of involvement either by the 
how long a gesture lasts (time) or by the direction of the gesture (space).   

For IM 5, the intensity of involvement includes gazing at but not gazing direc-
tion; for IM 45, the intensity of involvement includes both gazing at and 
gazing direction (Table 4). These data suggest that the opening technique is 
related to how long a gesture lasts and in what direction the gesture is carried 
out. In addition, a gestural sequence is seen in part 3 of IM 45. However, to 
explore the gestural sequences in this interaction moment requires focusing 
on how direction of gestures seems to be used (as recorded in the fieldnotes), 
because the interaction process (and therefore also the gestural sequences) is 
sensitive to changes in orientation of the gesture. The extract presented earlier 
illustrates how the direction of gesture is used in homogeneous non-verbal 
interaction, which is recorded in the fieldnotes on IM 45 in the bus-riding 
phase While Seated.  

All four highlighted parts in IM 45 fieldnotes indicate incidences of recorded 
direction of gestures. Part 1, for example, reveals how taking a seat seems to 
create a spatial distance between two riders (an Non-White Older Male and a 
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Non-White Younger Male), but simultaneously this distance seems to be redu-
ced by one of the riders’ gesture: the Non-White Older Male crosses his legs 
and therefore points in the direction to the other rider (the Non-White 
Younger) with his knee:     

Part 1 of IM 45, WS, HO: (fr City Square) NWYM1 boards the bus and stands 
still hesitating in the aisle in the middle of the bus. NWYM2 walks by 
NWYM1 and takes a window seat further in the back. NWOM1 walks by 
NWYM1 and takes a window seat across the aisle from NWYM2. NWOM2 
boards the bus and, simultaneously, NWYM1 takes the window seat in the 
wheel area giving NWOM2 a gaze with a small smile. NWOM2 takes the 
window seat across from NWYM1, crosses his legs pointing to the aisle with 
his knee, looks at NWYM1 shaking his head (seemingly disapprovingly) and 
smiling. I cannot make a clear connection to what kind of relationship is 
displayed, because the space between them is too wide for me to make any 
conclusion […].  

In the highlighted section in part 2 below, a verbal address is made without 
any response noted in the fieldnotes: Non-White Older Male 2 is described to 
“say something directed to” a Non-White Younger Male 1. What follows in 
the highlighted section is a description of how two riders–a Non-White 
Younger Male 3 and Non-White Younger Female 1–place themselves in seats 
seemingly in relation to one another and how they seem to shield themselves 
from involvement by either gazing out the window or texting on a phone:    

Part 2 of IM 45, WS, HO: […] NWOM2 says something directed to NWYM1. 
NWYM3 boards and takes the window seat in the four-seat area next to the 
wheel area. NWYM3 looks immediately out the window. NWYF1 boards, sits 
in the window seat in the four-seat area across from NWYM3 and starts texting 
on her phone. The 3 scattered males seem to have some kind of connection, 
but I am uncertain […].  

There is a difference between part 2 and part 3. Part 2 depicts an interaction 
between the riders that seems to limit how they orient themselves in the bus 
space using spatial distance in relation to each other when taking a seat, and 
Part 3 depicts an interaction where the riders seem to move towards each other 
creating spatial proximity. For IM 45, personal space orientation and spatial 
distance are checked for in Table 4, which is reflected in part 3 of IM 45:  

Part 3 of IM 45, WS, HO: […] Suddenly NWOM2 leaves his seat and sits in 
the aisle seat next to NWYM3 looking straight at him and saying something in 
a non-Swedish language. NWYM3 does not seem to react with any 
enthusiasm. NWYM3 gives NWOM2 a small glance and a small smile leaning 
his head to the side a bit, towards NWOM2. NWYM1 follows NWOM2, 
leaving his seat and instead taking the aisle seat next to NWYF1 and smiling. 
NWOM2 crosses his legs outwards towards the aisle and says something to 
NWYM1 in the aisle seat across the aisle. NWYM1 responds with a smile and 
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simultaneously leans his head a bit to the side towards NWOM2. NWYF1 
[sitting in the window seat next to NWYM1] seems preoccupied with her 
phone. NWOM2 and NWYM1 talk and laugh a little. Now they act as if they 
were related to each other in some way, with a small amount of attention 
towards each other, and some attention to where they are placed in the bus-
space […].  

While the interactions in part 2 and 3 bring out either spatial distance or proxi-
mity, the interactions in part 1 and part 4 reveal that the movements of the 
riders seem to reduce the spatial distance between them. In the highlighted 
section of part 3, the bodily movement of Non-White Older Male 2 seems to 
be reducing the distance between him and the Non-White Younger Male 1, 
who is, in the fieldnotes on IM 45, described as being seated in the area 
towards which the movement of Non-White Older Male 2 seems to be 
directed:  

Part 4 of IM 45, WS, HO: […] Suddenly, NWOM2 rises from his seat and 
walks to the door area pointing to NWYM1 who, as a response, pushes the stop 
button, rises and walks towards NWOM2. I watch curiously whether the others 
[…] in the company will also rise to walk towards the door. NWYM1 rises 
when the bus starts to slow down. NWYM3 rises last. NWYM3 walks slowly 
towards the door area as the doors open and gets of the bus as the last of the 
company. 

The events recorded in part 1 and part 2 of IM 45 fieldnotes can be compared 
to the card game “Go fish” or a game of chess. Imagine that the bus is a chess-
board and the players (i.e., riders) want to disguise their strategy of how they 
plan to move their pieces (i.e., their bodies) by placing their bodies in 
seemingly random spots (seemingly randomly choosing the seats). They are 
limited to the playing area (the available space on the bus). At this stage, for 
a layman, it is almost impossible to decipher what moves of what pieces will 
be the most significant for the outcome of the chess game. In the card game 
“Go fish,” this would be even harder, as players have no insight into the value 
of the cards placed with their faces down. Therefore, it is difficult to see how 
the pieces or cards may relate to each other, which piece or card will make a 
move following another piece of the same color or value. All four parts of the 
IM 45 fieldnotes have a note regarding the relationship between the riders:  

Extract from Part 1 of IM 45, WS, HO: […] I cannot make a clear connection 
to what kind of relationship is displayed, because the space between them is 
too wide for me to make any conclusion […]. 

Extract from Part 2 of IM 45, WS, HO: […] The 3 scattered males seem to 
have some kind of connection, but I am uncertain […]. 
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Extract from Part 3 of IM 45, WS, HO: […] Now they act as if they were 
related to each other in some way, with a small amount of attention towards 
each other, and some attention to where they are placed in the bus-space […].  

Extract from Part 4 of IM 45, WS, HO: […] I watch curiously whether the 
others (and who they are) in the company also will rise to walk towards the 
door […]. 

Like in a game of chess, the moves of the riders might, however, be deciphered 
considering how close the riders are placed in relation to each other and the 
gestures that are “possible” to carry out. When investigating non-verbal 
interaction, one feature that can assist in looking into how the riders seem to 
relate to each other is the intensity of involvement in an interaction moment. 
As outlined in the Chapter 3, according to Goffman (1966), when participants 
express or gesture the purpose or aim of their activity, they are obliged to 
sustain a minimal amount of involvement to avoid the appearance of being 
disengaged. What can be said about the intensity of involvement when there 
are several instances of using shields from involvement recorded in the 
fieldnotes? Following Goffman’s argument, the riders in IM 45 are using 
props to shield their involvement.  

Moreover, the question inspired by the fieldnotes, i.e., how to resolve whether 
the actors know each other or not (examining non-verbal interaction) could be 
important for the dimension labelled intensity of involvement.  

5.3.4. Connecting Involvement to the Direction and Rhythm of 
Gestures   

In the context of looking into the direction of gestures, illustrated by the IM 
45 fieldnotes, the changes in the distance between the bodies of the riders (as 
they move towards and from each other) also seem to concentrate the intensity 
of interaction in different spots in the bus space:  

Extract from Part 4 of IM 45, WS, HO: […] Suddenly, NWOM2 rises from his 
seat and walks to the door area pointing to NWYM1 who, as a response, pushes 
the stop button, rises and walks towards NWOM2 […].    

The Non-White Older Male moves from one spot to another and points at the 
Non-White Younger Male sitting in another spot in the bus space (aisle seat 
in the four-seat area), who in turn pushes the stop button. Although there is no 
information in the fieldnotes on the exact spot where this stop button is 
located, presumably the Non-White Younger Male moves his body in the 
direction towards the stop button, while also shifting his focus to the same 
spot. A similar event was discussed in the section describing the homogeneous 
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interaction in the bus-riding phase Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat: the 
driver uses a hand gesture directing the riders towards the aisle of the bus. 
Generally, the IM 45 fieldnotes suggest that a relatively large space existed 
between the riders, so it is difficult to see them as a group carrying out actions 
directed at each other; however, the gestures seem to be carried out shortly in 
conjunction with their movement towards each other in the bus space, which, 
in a sense, may suggest they belong to a group. Moreover, although the 
interactional space is large in this interaction moment, it does not extend to 
the entire bus space; instead, the intensity of interaction flows between 
different actors in an area that is limited to the riders’ placement both in the 
bus space and their placement in relation to one another.  

In Chapter 3, which relies on Eriksson  (2007) and Goffman (1966), it was 
noted that the acting “flows” between actors, moving back and forth like a 
pendulum.  Moreover, an actor does not need to act to be part of the interaction 
flow. Based on this and the analysis of IM 45 fieldnotes, it can be concluded 
that interaction moments seem to be embedded in their spatial element–i.e., 
the distances and directions of the carried out gestures. This argument is 
developed based on Goffman’s (1966, p. 127) discussion of what 
unacquainted people do if someone unknowingly drops something in a public 
space “since anyone has a right to tell him what has happened” (1966, p. 127). 
For example, most people waiting in a lobby of a movie theater would let 
someone who is nearby know if they dropped something, such as their movie 
ticket, either by telling the person what happened or by retrieving the ticket 
and handing it to the person. However, if the person who drops the ticket is 
located ten meters away, the probability of engaging in interaction with that 
person is perhaps smaller because the effort required to interact is significantly 
larger. That is, distance and direction seem to influence an interaction moment 
in a public place as well as the gestural repertoire chosen by the actors. 
Therefore, this thesis emphasizes how the interactional space is actively and 
constantly shaped and sustained in the interaction moments (as illustrated by 
IM 45 fieldnotes) by the participants’ bodies, gazes, gestures, changes in their 
body positions, and the directions of the carried out gestures. Moreover, the 
limited space of a bus can be seen as contributing to the intensity of 
involvement. 

Because gesturing involves the visual and rhythmic structure of the gesturing 
body, gestural sequences in IM 45 and IM 49 may relate to the territorial 
orientation and intensity of involvement displayed by the riders. As alluded to 
in IM 45, the direction of gestures can be an important element in the recog-
nition of meaning of gestures in a gestural sequence.  The gestural sequences 
in the IM 49, highlighted in the fieldnotes presented next, involve four riders 
who seem to be strangers, but sitting in the same area of the bus. These riders 
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simultaneously stare at a Non-White Older Female walking towards “their” 
area, until she sits down and “immediately” seems to direct her attention to 
her newspaper:     

IM 49, WS, HO: (fr Bandstolsv.) NWOF1, NWOM1, NWOM2, NWOM3, that 
[do not seem to be] in company, sit scattered furthest in the back when I take 
my seat in the middle area, facing the back of the bus. NWOM1 is chewing 
gum very fast. I can smell a scent of perfume. NWOF2 in black clothes boards 
and walks to sit in the aisle seat diagonally from NWYF1 [who is] wearing a 
very red headscarf, sunglasses and earpieces. While NWOF2 walks in the aisle, 
NWOF1, NWOM1, NWOM2 and NWOM3 simultaneously lift their gaze and 
stare at NWOF2. They drop their stare when NWOF2 sits down, immediately 
picks out a newspaper from her bag that she places in her lap and starts reading. 
NWOF2 does not stare back at the four in the back. 

As direction of gaze and bodily movement are important aspects of the 
gestural sequences, the action of walking towards the area that may be 
considered occupied is noted in Table 4 as a territorial orientation characte-
rized as personal space orientation and claiming territory. In addition, the 
action of walking is checked for as an intensity of involvement characterized 
as staring, gazing away, lack of gaze, using props, and shielding from involve-
ment. These gestures are classified as both indicators of intensity of involve-
ment and territorial orientation because in my pilot study I noted that most 
people seem to prefer to sit alone. From this observation, it follows that riders 
choose their seats based on individual preferences when the bus is empty; of 
course, as the bus fills up, riders must sit next to one another (cf. Evans & 
Wener, 2007).  

In the interactional space of a bus, spatial distance, proximity, and direction 
influence how and where riders claim temporary ownership of a territory, 
leading to ‘other-awareness’ made visible in conjunction with movements of 
other riders. In other words, the movement of the Non-White Older Female 2 
in the aisle seems to be responded to as a “threat” as the four riders seem to 
be claiming temporary ownership of the area as signified by their stares. The 
fieldnotes seems to indicate that the claim of territory is for an unspecified 
area in the back of the bus, not connected to a specific seat. In Chapter 3, 
territoriality is described as helping to regulate social interaction (cf. Knapp et 
al., 2013, pp. 11, 124) and points to the human tendency to stake out personal 
territory, “untouchable space.” A deeper insight into these kinds of territorial 
gestures can be obtained by applying the proposed outline for sequencing of 
gestural units. The territorial gestural sequence recorded in the fieldnotes on 
IM 49 can therefore be described by following sequencing of gestural units: 
1.) a gesture–bodily movement with a direction; 2.) a response gesture and 
determination of meaning of the gestures–a higher intensity of involvement 
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through staring; and 3.) A gesture ending the sequence–lower intensity of 
involvement by gazing away. 

In this IM, staring seems to be used by the four riders in the back area as a 
response to a kind of territorial contest (see Wolfinger, 1995). As previously 
noted for sequencing of gestural units on a micro-level, staring placed in the 
second position signifies a seated riders’ claim to a territory as their extended 
personal space and conveys information about ‘other-awareness’ of the riders 
in this phase. In addition, the termination of a stare in conjunction with the 
contestant’s termination of the claim to their territory may be seen as 
confirming the meaning of the gestures displayed in the gestural sequence. 
Moreover, the lack of gaze from the ‘contestant’ may be seen as confirming 
the riders’ previous claims (staked-out personal space) on the territory as 
valid. This analysis suggests that under these conditions the response-gesture 
related to territorial orientation and intensity of involvement of the riders is in 
the third position of the gestural sequence.  

The gestural sequence (labelled territorial while coding the fieldnotes) 
consists of the following sequencing of gestural units: 1.) a gesture–a bodily 
movement with a direction and an opening technique; 2.) a response gesture 
and determination of meaning of the gestures–a body position reducing spatial 
distance and a verbal address with a direction; and 3.) a gesture ending the 
sequence–an expression of emotion and bodily movement with a direction 
reducing spatial distance. In regard to this gestural sequence, the confirmation 
of the meaning of a response gesture, which in this gestural sequence is a 
reduction of spatial distance, can be assigned to the gestures’ similar 
intensities of involvement. In other words, pointing, verbally addressing, and 
leaning towards each other may be the kind of actions that reduce spatial 
distance between riders. Therefore, how the riders orient themselves in 
relation to each other can be said to convey information about how intensely 
they are involved in the interaction moment. If this analysis is correct, a 
confirmation of the meaning of the response-gesture related to territorial 
orientation and intensity of involvement of the riders occurs in the third 
position of the gestural sequence.   

5.3.5. Ritual Elements in Managing Territory through Gazing 

As in IM 2 (where stares signify the villains and victims), in IM 46 the riders 
engage in a gestural sequence that includes staring. In addition, IM 46 includes 
eight of the 12 gestures for Intensity of Involvement (Table 4). In contrast to 
IM 2 and IM 49, IM 46 has no gestures for territorial orientation checked for 
in the table. Nevertheless, the interactional configuration framing the gestures 
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carried out in this interaction moment is assigned to a bodily movement of the 
Non-White Older Female 1 taking a seat and “fiddling with her wallet.” In this 
gestural sequence, staring is terminated as soon as it seems to be noticed by 
the rider at whom it seems to be directed. Unlike in IM 2, when staring seems 
to be noticed, a similar stare is returned:     

IM 46, WS, HO: (fr Gottsunda) WYM1 sits in the wheel seat; WYF1 
with earpieces sits in the window seat, NWYF1 in the window seat in 
the four-seat area, NWYM1 sits across from NWYF1 in a window seat. 
NWOF1 with earpieces boards and takes the window seat in the four -
seat area. NWOF1 fiddles with her wallet. NWYM2 with earpieces 
sitting across from her stares at her for a while as she sits down. 
NWOF1 does not look back. No one else looks at her besides NWYM2. 
NWYM2 looks away to the window in the exact moment when NWOF1 
looks up from her wallet. NWOF1 stares at NWYM2 as he looks out 
the window. After a moment of staring NWOF1 turns her gaze out the 
window. 

Here, the sequencing of gestural units takes on a slightly different character: 
1.) a gesture consisting of an interactional configuration–a bodily movement 
and intensity of involvement signified by staring; 2.) a response gesture and 
determination of meaning of the gestures–staring back; and 3.) a gesture 
ending the sequence–termination of the stare and gazing away.  

In contrast to what has been suggested about staring in relation to territorial 
orientation of the gestures (i.e., staring might be seen as staking out a personal 
space in the bus-riding phase While Seated), in IM 46 the staring carried out 
by the Non-White Older Female 1 seems to accentuate the intensity of 
involvement. That is, here the meaning of the initiating stare (in the second 
position of the gestural sequence), which was determined by the immediate 
staring back, also conveys information about the rider being aware that she is 
stared at and about what location the staring was delivered from. In this sense, 
staring back also makes ‘other-awareness’ visible as the ‘other-awareness’ is 
considered to arise in conjunction with the movements of the riders. In this 
context, it is appropriate to readdress Goffman’s (1966) understanding of the 
norms that guide non-verbal interaction in public places: the degree of 
approval that a certain action gets from others. Considering this in relation to 
‘other-awareness’ and to the discussion above, staring back carried out as a 
response to staring seems to be a negative sanction. Moreover, looking into 
the third position (ending of the sequence), the stare back seems to confirm 
that staring can be seen as a violation (because it is met with a negative 
sanction) of the codes for interaction in this context.    
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‘Other-awareness’ is related to the switches from one interactional con-
figuration to another, but it can also be used to apply an involvement shield, 
as exemplified in the following fieldnote from IM 17:  

IM 17, WS, HO: NWYF1 takes the window seat facing me as I sit in the four-
seat area in the back. She gazes out the window and has her earpiece in. 
NWOF3 boards and walks through the aisle towards the back area catching her 
breath. NWOF3 gazes at NWYF1 in front of me. NWYF1 does not gaze back. 
NWOF3 takes the aisle seat next to her, looks forward into the front and again 
glances at NWYF1, who does not respond. 

Here, the Non-White Younger Female 1 wearing earphones61 takes a seat and 
gazes out the window. As in IM 5 (the IM where a seat was offered to a 
standing rider), the ‘other-awareness’ is made visible in conjunction with the 
movements of the riders. In IM 17, ‘other-awareness’ is made visible by 
seemingly using a lack of gaze as an involvement shield, responding as it were 
to another’s gazing.  

To explain how these gestures (specifically, a lack of gaze and ‘other-
awareness’) are used as isolation techniques requires revisiting Goffman’s 
(1966) and Eriksson’s (2007) conclusion that one’s actions are always 
responses to some other action, thing, or situation. In IM 17, for example, the 
lack of gaze is identified as a response to gazing. The “rules of conduct” 
(Goffman, 1967, p. 51) or the codes for the non-verbal interaction (as it is 
conceptualized in this thesis) on a bus consider both action and the lack of 
action as expressions. Furthermore, sequencing of the gestural units in IM 17 
follows previously defined gestural sequence: 1.) gesture; 2.) response gesture 
and determination of meaning of the gestures; and 3.) gesture ending the 
sequence. More specifically, the first position’s gesture consists of when 
“NWOF3 gazes at NWYF1”; the response gesture and determination of 
meaning of gestures is when “NWYF1 does not gaze back”; and the gesture 
ending the sequence is when “NWOF3 takes the aisle seat next to her, looks 
forward into the front.” As already clarified, it is the second position, the 
response gesture, that determines the meaning of a gesture, so the lack of gaze 
becomes imbued with meaning, suggesting that an isolation technique is 
carried out. Strikingly, in a non-verbal interaction, gestures can be used as an 
isolation technique: 

Extract from IM 17, WS, HO: NWOF3 takes the aisle seat next to her 
[NWYF1], looks forward into the front and again glances at NWYF1, 
who does not respond. 

 
61 In this fieldnote (IM 17), although the rider comes with props in the form of earphones, she 
does not use them explicitly in relation to others. They are instead viewed as a part of her person 
in the same sense as a shirt or shoes would be. 
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The first part of the extract from IM 17 illustrates that the third position of the 
gestural sequencing outline, the gesture signifying the end of the IM  
(“NWOF3 takes the aisle seat next to her [NWYF1]”), is in the first position 
in the extract immediately above (“looks forward into the front and again 
glances at NWYF1”). Here, the interaction moment becomes more complex 
as positions of one gestural sequence become part of other gestural sequences 
but at different positions. That is, under these circumstances, riders respond to 
other riders’ gestures as well as simultaneously (or at least within a very short 
time) respond to the interactional space (e.g., NWOF3 sitting down and 
looking forward to the front), a phenomenon that will be discussed further. In 
addition, in this extract, the third position of the gestural sequence is signified 
by a non-action response: “[NWYF1] does not respond.”   

As with IM 45, which is used to illustrate the interaction flow in the interaction 
moment to emphasize how the important features of interaction moments are 
embedded in their spatial elements, in IM 17, the proximity of the bodies 
seated next to each other seem to prompt responses towards the interactional 
space. IM 17 does not include territorial orientation, but IM 45 does (i.e., 
personal space orientation and spatial distance are checked for in Table 4). 
However, IM 17 has a checkmark for having a tense style of movement as an 
expression of emotion.  
 
Sitting next to each other on a bus seat means that there is seldom a space 
between riders. This kind of physical proximity might also suggest that there 
are limitations to what gestural repertoires are available in the interaction as 
there is simply not enough space to be creative in this manner. This condition 
is similar to sitting in a movie theater where the audience’s attention is 
physically directed toward the movie screen as a result of the orientation of 
the seats. This distinctive feature of the space promotes certain activities such 
as looking forward and sitting down and limits others such as dancing, waving, 
and looking to the back of the room, interactions that could be disturbing 
during the show. A similar feature of the space is found when riding a bus. 
The seats are fixed to the floor and paired facing the front of the bus, with a 
few exceptions where seats are arranged facing each other. In the Chapter 2, 
it was argued that certain objects and elements of a public landscape support 
the function, expectations, and social interaction in a public place. Moreover, 
these spatial features of the interaction space seem to influence codes for 
interaction in an interaction moment.  
  
In IM 5, 17, and 45 fieldnotes, gazing is described as being carried out in 
relation to the proximity and distance between the riders. In IM 5, the gazing 
was a “longer look” directed at a White Older Female rider, emphasizing the 
amount of time the gesture lasted. The IM 5 fieldnotes registered that there 
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was a physical distance between two of the riders being observed, an occupied 
seat. In the IM 17 fieldnotes, the Non-White Older Female 3 sits next to the 
Non-White Younger Female 1 and “looks forward into the front” before 
“glanc[ing] at” the Non-White Younger Female 1. The proximity of the riders 
is also at play in IM 45: the Non-White Older Male 2 looks “straight at” the 
Non-White Younger Male 3 before closing the distance between them and 
taking the seat next to the Non-White Younger Male. The “longer look” at and 
“looking straight at” a rider are both responded to with actions recorded as 
ritual elements in the interaction moment and as opening techniques. In 
contrast, the “glance” described in IM 17 is noted as a response to a non-
action, suggesting that the proximity between the riders sitting next to each 
other might have significance for the response to a gesture. Goffman (1967, 
p. 51) reflects on this possibility: “Rules of conduct transform both action and 
inaction into expression, and whether the individual abides by the rules or 
breaks them, something significant is likely to be communicated”. The 
analysis suggests that the shorter the distance between bodies, the smaller 
amount of time the gazing gesture lasts. That is, this interrelation between 
space and time is connected to the gazing patterns in the bus riding phase 
While Seated. Based on this analysis, proximity and distance between bodies 
in homogeneous interaction under the observed conditions seem to promote 
some interaction patterns and limit others.  

Before the next section, it seems prudent to review some of the similarities 
between the three tables constructed for the interaction moments labeled as 
homogeneous: Table 2 (WFB), Table, 3 (BBFS), and Table 4 (WS). Most the 
recorded gestures are for Intensity of Involvement and Territorial Orientation. 
This pattern suggests that the gestures in homogeneous interaction during bus-
riding phase While Seated are similar to the gestures in the two other bus-
riding phases, WFB and BBFS, but display different aspects of intensity of 
involvement and territorial orientation. This would confirm what has been 
highlighted in this thesis (see Goffman 1966, 1967, 1971) about the features 
of the non-verbal interactions in public places.  

5.4. Summary of the Chapter on Homogeneous 
Interaction 

In this chapter, I have described what the systematic analysis of the obser-
vations conducted suggests about how homogeneous (phenotypical similarity 
based on social positions labeled race and age) non-verbal interaction are con-
structed from different symbolic interaction components.  
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The application of the theoretical framework was elaborated on in the analysis 
in each of the sections of this chapter in relation to the interaction moments 
labeled as homogeneous. However, guided by the contents of the fieldnotes, 
the analysis also uncovered patterns (visualized in the tables). From these 
analyses, four new theoretical concepts grounded in the data have been 
identified: 1) adjustment techniques; 2) other-awareness; 3) direction; and 4) 
an outline for sequencing of gestural units. Therefore, these four concepts are 
the theoretical contribution of this thesis. These four concepts will also be 
examined further in the next chapter with respect to heterogeneous inter-
actions. At this point it is time to recall the research questions that guide this 
thesis: 

1. What can a Goffmanian informed micro-analysis of non-verbal 
interaction in city bus riding offer to our understanding of mundane 
interaction in everyday life? 

2. What are the non-verbal interaction patterns in the different phases 
of bus-riding (WFB, BBFS, and WS)?  

3. Are there differences (or similarities) in the patterns observed in 
homogeneous and heterogeneous non-verbal interaction and does 
the systematic analysis of these observations expand our under-
standing of mundane interaction in everyday life? 

Question 3, in particular, is dealt with in the next chapter, which deals with 
heterogeneous interaction (i.e., phenotypical differences between social 
positions), and question 1 will be combined with question 3 and answered in 
the Chapter 7. This summary is concerned with the second research question. 
Because the third research question is aimed at investigating differences 
(and/or similarities) in the non-verbal interaction patterns, in this section I 
formulate analytical questions that will be explored in the next chapter, which 
focuses on heterogeneous interaction. This means that these questions will 
assist in answering the third question in the next chapter.     

The analysis shows that the gestures recorded during the phase WFB seem to 
display different aspects of intensity of involvement and territorial orientation. 
In addition, these gestures seem to point to intensity of involvement in the 
interaction moment that are carried out in combination with territorial 
orientation of these gestures, in particular, gestures that prescribe how a 
specific space is shared in relation to others (spatial distance, claiming 
territory, possessional actions, and personal space orientation). That is, in the 
majority of the interaction moments recorded during the phase WFB, the 
riders move their bodies to share the area of the bus stop. Furthermore, the 
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majority of territorial gestures recorded during the WFB seem to involve 
laying claims on space rather than volunteering space. Chapter 3, the outline 
of the theoretical framework, suggests that different gestures resulting in 
territorial claiming help regulate social norms in a public place such as a bus 
stop. Therefore, the unwritten codes for homogeneous interaction during the 
phase WFB include gestures resulting in temporal ownership of a spot in the 
bus stop area. This understanding leads to the formulation of a question that 
addresses how to analyze heterogeneous interaction moments: What can be 
said about territorial gestures in heterogeneous interaction moments during 
the bus-riding phase WFB in relation to laying claims to space and to 
volunteering space?  

The analysis of the homogeneous interaction moments observed during the 
phase WFB suggests that the core of the gesture units seems to lie in how 
riders organize their gestures. Since gestural sequences are part of the 
temporal aspects (gestural sequences, frequency, and rhythm) of interaction 
moments that were coded, this kind of sequential organization of gestural units 
was found in the empirical material. In this context and for the analytic 
purposes in this thesis (which is outlined in Chapter 3), I argue that the 
interactionist perspective can be broadened to further consider the non-verbal 
interaction and therefore focus on the mutual exchange of non-verbal gestures. 
Therefore, I propose for the analysis of this mutual exchange of non-verbal 
gestures in public places, we may use the conceptual toolkit developed for 
studying non-verbal communication (see Kendon et al., 1981; Kendon, 2004). 
In addition, the analysis of the data suggests that a micro-level examination of 
gesture units brings to the fore an outline of sequentially organized positions 
of gesture units within the interaction moment: the first position of the gesture 
consists of a gesture of one person; the second position consists of a response 
from another person to that first gesture; and the third position consists of the 
gesture unit that terminates the sequence.  

The analysis of the data indicates that the dimension of the interaction 
moments labeled Intensity of Involvement is important for sharing the space 
of the bus stop. Some of the gestures that fall under the dimension Intensity of 
Involvement are related to gazing. Therefore, applying the proposed outline 
of sequentially organized positions of gesture units within the interaction 
moment, I suggest that gazing (i.e., gazing at and lack of gaze) in this phase 
seems to be carried out in a specific sequence. The background for these two, 
which I label “positions,” can be found in Chapter 3. I propose a third 
position–disinvolvement/disengagement in the interaction sequence, which 
means that disinvolvement signifies the end of a gestural sequence. For the 
analysis of data from the interaction moments labeled heterogeneous, the 
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following question is posed: What does this gaze-related pattern look like in 
heterogeneous interaction moments?  

The process of analysis of the data labeled homogeneous for the bus-riding 
phase Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat (BBFS) contributed to further 
development of this proposed outline that can be applied in the analysis of 
gestural sequences of non-verbal interaction moments. It is proposed that 
gestural sequences in non-verbal interaction in the bus-riding phase BBFS 
consists of three positions: gazing at (with a recorded gazing direction); a 
ritual element depicted as an inviting technique involving the driver’s nodding 
and hand gesture in the bus space (a territorial orientation) offering territory, 
as when directing the rider forward in the aisle; and gazing away, depicting 
the end of the gestural sequence. Based on this outline, it is proposed that age 
could be seen as a factor in how the gestures are recognized and responded to. 
For example, in the phase BBFS, the older riders in particular influenced the 
course of the non-verbal interaction (i.e., they prompted a change). Moreover, 
the concept direction is emphasized in the analysis of homogeneous inter-
action moments in the bus-riding phase BBFS. Direction is a concept added 
to the theoretical framework of this thesis and derived from the analysis as it 
turned out to be significant in the analysis of bodily movements of the riders 
during this phase. I will come back to the direction of gestures, as this concept 
proved to be important in relation to intensity of involvement. First, however, 
I will summarize the non-verbal interaction patterns in relation to gaze-related 
gestures.   

Several aspects of intensity of involvement and territorial orientation are 
addressed in the analysis of the empirical data collected from the three bus-
riding phases. One of these aspects in the bus-riding phase WFB is the use of 
gazes as a form of reciprocity of the appropriateness of the intensity of in-
volvement in the interaction moment. Moreover, while waiting for a bus, the 
gazes seem to either signify approval or disapproval of the space division in 
the bus stop area. In the bus riding-phase BBFS, a connection is noted between 
staring in particular and the gestures that point to the territorial orientation of 
the gestures recorded in the interaction moments. Here, questions can be 
directed at the analysis of heterogeneous interaction moments: How are gazes 
used in heterogeneous interaction moments in relation to the territorial orienta-
tion of the recorded gestures? What normative connotations are signified by 
these gazes? 

In the analysis of homogeneous interaction moments, gazes were suggested to 
be used as a form of reciprocity in the bus-riding phase WFB. This form of 
reciprocity relates to what the intensity of involvement in the interaction 
moment is deemed appropriate. For example, the appropriateness of a specific 
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intensity of involvement could be communicated in the mimicking of gestures. 
In the context of WFB, it has been suggested that mimicking is a reciprocity 
demand (cf. Goffman, 1966, 1967) visible in an interaction moment as mi-
micking seems to invite further reciprocity when seen.  

The analysis of the data of homogeneous interaction during the bus-riding 
phase WFB emphasizes that the riders’ gestures carried out in the space of the 
bus stop reinforced the impression that one should have a valid (in the space 
of the bus stop) reason to discontinue a gestural repertoire when  arriving at 
the bus stop area (e.g., to move from a temporarily claimed space or to mimic 
others’ gestures). The data suggest that a certain kind of gaze, such as repeated 
staring, might be an expression of disapproval in relation to violation of terri-
torial norms. Moreover, in this context, it was also suggested that staring, as a 
form of overinvolvement carried out in an interaction moment, can be used as 
a way to uphold the norms (e.g., territorial norms) valid in the public space in 
question (i.e., the bus stop area). However, while waiting for a bus, the actions 
upholding the chosen gestural repertoire of the rider seem to outweigh 
territorial rules of the setting, such as proximity to others or territorial 
encroachments such as contamination of space. These analyses suggest a 
question posed in the next chapter regarding heterogeneous interaction 
moments: What does this pattern concerning upholding a gestural repertoire 
in relation to territorial rules look like in heterogeneous interaction moments?       

While staring as a form of overinvolvement might be said to uphold territorial 
norms while waiting for a bus, the analysis of the data from bus-riding phase 
BBFS suggests that the interior of the bus promotes a shift in the response to 
a stare. In the context of waiting for a bus, a stare seemed to be responded to 
as an overintense involvement in the interaction; however, in the context of 
boarding a bus and finding a seat a stare seemed to be responded to as an 
accepted form of looking. However, the analysis also suggests that during the 
BBFS phase staring is connected to the bus-space (territorial orientation), 
specifically a territorial encroachment: violation. A similar suggestion is made 
in regard to the bus-riding phase While Seated (WS): different types of gaze-
related gestures connected to seat selection (thus related to the territorial orien-
tation of the gestures), for example, seem to confirm the social norms 
connected to these events because staring in a homogeneous interaction while 
seated on a bus can be used as a form of negative sanction directed at the rule 
breaker. The analysis of data from the WS phase also suggests that the shorter 
the distance between bodies, the less time the gazing gesture seems to last; 
that is, this condition of space is connected to the homogeneous gazing pat-
terns evident during the WS phase. 
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The physical feature of gazing–i.e., a connection between gazing–while 
waiting for a bus suggests that the gestures performed in this context and the 
kind of props present in the interaction moment are significant, which is 
especially true in the interaction between non-white and younger riders. 
However, this physical feature of gazing was not found in the analysis of 
fieldnotes for BBFS and WS. To analyze heterogeneous interaction moments, 
the following question is posed: What can be said about the relation between 
gazing and what kind of props are used (and if they are present) during 
heterogeneous interaction moments?    

The outline proposed for the analysis of gestural sequences was developed 
even further for the bus-riding phase While Seated. This analysis emphasized 
the third position, the response gesture, as a path to the production of meaning 
of a gesture. The first position of the gesture unit is a gesture of one person, 
the second position is the response of another person to that gesture, and the 
third position is the gesture unit that signifies end of the interaction. Based on 
the analysis of the homogeneous interaction moments in the phase WS, it is 
proposed that the function of the third position in the outline for sequencing 
of gestural units is not only to end the sequence but also to confirm the 
meaning of the gestures displayed in the gestural sequence. This meaning is, 
determined in the second position of the sequencing of gestural units. 
Therefore, the second and third position in the outline for sequencing of 
gestural units seem especially important for the homogeneous non-verbal 
interaction in the context of riding a city bus. Here, again, more questions for 
the analysis of heterogeneous interaction moments are posed: How is meaning 
produced and confirmed in the gestural sequences? What can be said in 
relation to the second and third position of the proposed outline when applied 
to heterogeneous interaction moments? 

Here, I have summarized the contribution of the analysis in relation to the 
sequencing of the gestural units in non-verbal interaction in a public place 
such as a city bus. Up to this point, the three positions of the sequencing of the 
gestural units have been visualize the application of the theoretical framework 
outlined for this thesis. In line with the theoretical and conceptual framework 
presented in Chapter 3, when applying the concepts on the micro-level, I have 
proposed an outline for sequencing of gestural units in the three positions. This 
is a combination of Mead’s triadic relationship between gestures (an initial 
gesture, a response gesture that signifies the meaning of the first gesture, and 
a gesture ending the act) and the conceptual toolkit derived from Kendon (a 
gesture unit–a movement from a relaxed home position, which in Mead’s 
expression is the beginning/end of an act) toward a region of space and 
eventually a movement back to the home position of rest or relaxation. The 
proposed outline for sequencing of gestural units is my contribution, as I 
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combine Mead’s and Kendon’s models to create a more nuanced analysis of 
the situations I am considering. This elaboration emphasizes the significance 
of the second and third position of sequencing of gestural units. More 
specifically, this thesis proposes that within a gestural sequence there is a 
varying element, what I label a position, where the meaning of the gesture is 
produced and varies both in terms of social positions, as suggested by Crossley 
(2001), and in terms of what “line” (cf. Goffman, 1967) seems to be carried 
out in the gesture. In addition, this thesis proposes the function of the third 
position in the outline for sequencing of gestural units as not only signifying 
an end of the sequence but also confirming the meaning of the gestures carried 
out in the gestural sequence. That is, the second position of the gestural 
sequence defines the meaning of the gesture.  

Therefore, the analysis of the data suggest that staring placed in the second 
position of the proposed outline may be seen as both staking out personal 
space (i.e., making a claim to space) during the seat selection in the bus riding 
phase While Seated and conveying information about the other-awareness of 
the riders in this phase. In addition, the termination of a stare in conjunction 
with the contestants’ termination of their claim to territory may be seen as 
confirming the meaning of the gestures carried out in the gestural sequence. 
Moreover, the lack of gaze from the contestants may be seen as confirming 
the riders’ previous claim (i.e., staked out personal space) to the territory as 
valid in the bus-riding phase While Seated. That is, in the homogeneous 
interactions during the bus-riding phase While Seated, a confirmation of the 
meaning of the response gesture related to territorial orientation and intensity 
of involvement is found in the third position of the gestural sequence.   

In the analysis of the BBFS data, it was concluded that Non-White Younger 
riders seemed to both initiate the gestural sequence and follow an inviting 
technique and the Non-White Older driver “responds” to the gestural sequence 
by applying an inviting technique and completing the sequence. Based on the 
analysis of the data of the bus-riding phase BBFS, the social position age could 
be recognized as a factor in how the gestures might be recognized and 
responded to. Again, these findings prompted another question, which will be 
answered in the next section on heterogeneous interaction moments: What can 
be said about response and meaning recognition in the gestural sequences 
when related to social positions in heterogeneous interaction moments?  

As we have seen so far, the second position of gestural units–the response 
gesture–in homogeneous non-verbal interaction may contain gestures related 
to ritual elements as well as gestures related to territorial orientation. Regar-
ding possible patterns in how ritual elements relate to territorial orientation in 
homogeneous non-verbal interaction, the analysis of data from the bus-riding 
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phase WFB illustrates how the riders handle co-presence of other riders in 
relation to their temporal ownership of the spot in the bus stop area. It is 
concluded that instead of moving away and thus freeing the territory, the co-
presence prompts the adjustment of the angle of all present bodies with the 
result that no one’s view is obstructed. In this context, a ritual element of these 
sets of gestures is recognized in the analysis of the empirical data and labeled 
adjustment technique. In the analysis of data on BBFS, a similar adjustment 
technique can be observed. However, this technique is connected to the 
intensity of involvement more than to the interactional configuration 
movement of the riders’ bodies. Thus, while boarding a bus and finding a seat, 
a gazing adjustment technique can be observed. In this context, a definition of 
adjustment techniques as a ritual element of non-verbal interaction moments 
is refined in relation to Goffman’s definition of what characterizes an 
interaction technique. Goffman (1967, p. 57) defines an interaction technique 
as a ceremonial activity used by an individual to guard and design the 
symbolic implications of his or her act. The adjustment technique as defined 
by this thesis fits into the requirements of Goffman’s definition of an 
interaction technique. In relation to how the riders seem to handle the presence 
of others (co-presence) in the context of BBFS, this thesis concludes that the 
other-awareness arises and is made visible in conjunction with the movements 
of the riders that board the bus and that in this context the riders may use an 
adjustment technique. To analyze heterogeneous interaction moments, the 
following question is posed: How does this pattern concerning adjustment 
techniques and other-awareness manifest in heterogeneous interaction 
moments?       

Previously, I mentioned how the analysis highlighted that gazes can be used 
as a form of reciprocity pointing to the intensity of involvement that is 
appropriate in the interaction moment. I also mentioned that the direction of 
gesture proved to be significant in the displayed intensity of involvement 
within the homogeneous interaction moments. The analysis pointed attention 
to staring as a gesture directed at someone, displaying a particular intensity of 
involvement but, more importantly, conveying information about other-
awareness of the riders in an interaction moment. In the analysis of data from 
WFB, this other-awareness was suggested to be connected to a form of con-
sideration for the wellbeing of others, displayed as the bodily movements of 
the riders. In this context, the analysis points to a subtle and implicit recogni-
tion of each other’s presence. In line with this suggestion, the analysis of data 
on BBFS seems to reveal a connection between adjustment techniques and 
other-awareness, because other-awareness is specifically directed at other 
riders. The consideration of wellbeing of others was suggested to arise through 
sequenced movements of the riders in the aisle as they boarded a bus and 
looked for a seat. This consideration for wellbeing of others seems to call for 
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the performance of an adjustment technique. This line of reasoning was further 
elaborated in the analysis of data from bus-riding phase WS, suggesting that 
other-awareness, as in WFB, is made visible through the gazing adjustment 
techniques of the riders. As the analysis of data on the bus-riding phase WS 
brought the sequencing of gestural units to the fore, a more detailed suggestion 
was made possible in terms of an investigation of where in a gestural sequence 
other-awareness is made visible: the other-awareness is made visible in the 
second position of the gestural sequence. In this context, it is also concluded 
that the second position in the proposed outline for sequencing of gestural 
units is connected to other-awareness because it is in this position the meaning 
of the gestures is produced.  

In regard to how the limited space of the bus relates to the interactions 
recorded in the fieldnotes from the bus-riding phase WS, the analysis suggests 
that proximity and distance between bodies in the homogeneous interaction 
WS promote some interaction patterns and limit others. For example, in regard 
to opening techniques, these seem to be performed using gestures showing a 
particular intensity of involvement, emphasizing either how long a gesture 
lasts (time) or the direction of the gesture (space). In relation to the ritual ele-
ments labeled opening techniques and inviting techniques, the analysis of the 
data shows that expressions of emotion such as smiles seem to be used by the 
riders in homogeneous interaction moments. However, in comparison with the 
checkmarks in other sections of the tables, expressions of emotion seem to be 
sparsely used in the displayed gestures, confirming that non-verbal interaction 
in public space seems to a certain degree to exclude expression of emotional 
states. Nevertheless, facial expressions such as smiles as well as repetitive and 
tense movements are the expressions of emotion recorded as being used most 
often, especially during the phase WS. In this context, another question can 
be posed for the analysis of heterogeneous interaction moments: What 
expressions of emotion are used in heterogeneous interaction and how are they 
used?  

Moreover, it is concluded that the intensity of involvement while seated on a 
bus flows between different actors in an area that is limited to riders’ place-
ment both in the bus space and in relation to one another. For the analysis of 
heterogeneous interaction moments, the following question is posed: What 
can be said about the length and direction of gestures in relation to the intensity 
of involvement and the ritual elements of the gestures recorded as hetero-
geneous interaction moments?       

The analysis of data from the phase WFB suggests that when gazing is used 
as a form of interaction technique that initiates contact, the riders seem to use 
involvement shields (also by displaying disinvolvement in the interaction 
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sequence) to avoid initiating contact. In the phase BBFS, props were not ne-
cessarily used as shields from involvement or to claim territory. However, in 
the phase WS, the majority of the riders used props as shields from involve-
ment. Here, once again, two questions are directed at the heterogeneous inter-
action moments: What gestures are used to shield the riders from involvement 
in the interaction moments? How are props used in the heterogeneous inter-
action moments?  

The analysis of homogeneous non-verbal interaction in the bus riding context 
suggests that the phenotypical characteristics associated with race and age are 
factors related to territorial orientation of the riders and ritual elements 
displayed in the interaction. Moreover, the analysis suggests that these social 
positions (i.e., race and age) might be of importance in the second and third 
position in the sequencing of the gestural units. 
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6. Heterogeneous Interaction 

In this chapter, I describe what the systematic analysis suggests about how 
heterogeneous interaction moments are constructed from symbolic interaction 
components. Like homogeneous interaction moments, heterogeneous 
interaction moments are defined by phenotypical variations (i.e., here 
differences in social positions are in focus): younger and older riders and white 
and non-white riders. 

Of the 136 interaction moments recorded, 86 were categorized heterogeneous 
(HE) (Figure 3). These heterogeneous interaction moments are analyzed in 
light of the same patterns identified in the three bus-riding phases for 
homogeneous interaction moments: non-verbal interaction patterns evident in 
bodily movements, territorial orientation, intensity of involvement, and 
sequencing of gestural units. These patterns are analyzed in light of the 
questions posed at the end of the summary.  

As noted for homogeneous interaction moments, two main conditions for 
identifying an interaction moment are used: one person must be present in 
addition to the observer and at least one rider’s actions (or driver) must change 
the course of the interaction. That is, the same condition applies in the analysis 
of the heterogeneous interaction moments as the homogeneous moments as 
the data were collected through participant observation. Therefore, one might 
expect that my gestures and shifts in body position could influence what 
happens in the interaction moment. Furthermore, the temporal and spatial 
conditions for the non-verbal heterogeneous interaction moments are similar 
to the temporal and spatial conditions for the homogeneous interaction 
moments. That is, heterogeneous interaction moments, like homogeneous 
interaction moments, are “meeting[s] of strangers” in unfocused encounters 
“without a future” (Bauman, 2000) where things have to be settled on the spot 
and cannot be left for “the next time” (Goffman, 1966). The significance of 
this condition in the bus-riding context seems to vary in the interaction 
moments in the three bus riding phases. 

Heterogeneous interaction is here described by looking at each of the three 
bus riding phases: Waiting for the Bus (WFB), Boarding the Bus and Finding 
a Seat (BBFS), and While Seated (WS). Simultaneously, the heterogeneous 
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interaction moments recorded are analyzed using the theoretical framework 
outlined for this thesis. However, the theoretical framework has been 
developed further in the previous analysis chapter. Moreover, the four new 
theoretical concepts–adjustment techniques, other-awareness, direction, and 
gestural sequencing–will be incorporated into the analysis of heterogeneous 
interaction moments from the beginning. 

6.1. Heterogeneous Non- verbal Interaction While 
Waiting For the Bus 

The non-verbal interaction moments in the context of bus-riding consist of 
contextually-bound, spatially-bound, and time-bound activity phases. This 
context also prescribes a structure or an order [to use Goffman’s (1983) label] 
as to how the non-verbal gestures are carried out, a series of actions that is 
analogous to choreography. The rules of conduct are expressions of the 
symbolic meaning of the interaction ritual related to the micro-processes by 
which interaction order is constructed and maintained (Chapter 3). Because 
this analysis gives special attention to gestural repertoires, the analogy of 
choreography seems to be suitable for setting the stage for the analysis. 

The idea that interaction moments in public spaces are choreographed is often 
expressed in various websites associated with architecture,62 most notably by 
American architect Antoine Predock, who captures the interplay of the built 
environment with the everyday mundane movement of bodies in public 
spaces:  

The body moves through space every day, and in architecture in cities that can 
be orchestrated. Not in a dictatorial fashion, but in a way of creating options, 
open-ended sort of personal itineraries within a building. And I see that as akin 
to cinematography or choreography, where episodic movement, episodic 
moments, occur in dance and film.  

Seeing this interplay between the public space and the movements of those 
who use this space as a choreography with episodic movements and moments 
is very much in line with what lies at the core of this thesis and, consequently, 
of this analysis: interaction moments, phenotypical variations, and 
organization of non-verbal gestures in an urban bus-riding context. 
Choreography may here be defined as a spatially-bound element in non-verbal 
interaction that “designs” sequences of movement carried out by several 
actors. Moreover, using the prism of Lefebvre’s (1991) argument about 

 
62 Architecture and performance: http://www.alanmcleodarchitect.com/staged-performance/ 
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space,63 choreography can be defined as an activity that creates space through 
the organization of moving bodies.  

As the stage is now set for the analysis in this section, it is time to consider an 
analysis of the gestural repertoires of the heterogeneous interactions between 
riders waiting for a bus (Table 5). This bus-riding phase is composed of 22 
recorded heterogeneous (HE) interaction moments (IMs) of the total 38 IMs 
recorded in this phase and of the total number of 136 IMs analyzed in this 
thesis. These 22 heterogeneous interaction moments are numbered as they are 
presented in Table 5: 26, 28, 33, 23, 24, 14, 22, 7, 8, 12, 16, 20, 21, 25, 27, 30, 
34, 32, 11, 2, 4, and 6. They will be described in detail in this section. 

As noted earlier, the heterogeneity of the interaction moment is defined by the 
phenotypical differences in social positions between those involved in the 
interaction. That is, the interaction is between Younger and Older riders and 
White and Non-White riders. The use of ethnographic characterization (cf. 
Emerson, et al., 1995) and relational categorization based on phenotypical 
variations means that my presence and actions (as both a participant in the 
interaction and an observer collecting data) are also noted in the table. That is, 
when employing relational categorization based on phenotypical variations in 
one IM, my bodily characteristics are recorded as a Non-White Younger 
Female, while in another IM they may be recorded as a White Older Female, 
depending on the social positions of the other riders that are registered in the 
fieldnotes of the interaction moment under scrutiny.  

Table 5 shows that in seven of the 22 recorded interaction moments Non-
White riders prompted a change in the course of an interaction moment64 (26, 
28, 33, and 24 Non-White Younger riders and 23, 14, and 22 Non-White Older 
riders). As the social positions were unresolved in three of the 22 IMs in Table 
5, the remaining 12 IMs with noted social position prompting a change in the 
course of the interaction moment were White riders: 7, 8, 12, 16, 20, 21, 25, 
27, 30, 34, 32, and 11. 

Of the 22 IMs, 11 were changed by Younger riders (26, 28, 33, 24, 7, 8, 12, 
16, 27, 30, and 34) and eight were changed by Older riders (23, 14, 22, 20, 21, 
25, 32, and 11). This quite even division between social positions prompting 

 
63 A definition that is also applied by Stanger (2014) in her discussion of the socio-aesthetics of 
dance. 
64 Of the 22 interaction moments in this particular phase, I had a difficulty identifying the social 
position for three. As in the homogeneous bus-riding phase Waiting For the Bus, one of the 
reasons for this could have been my “untrained observer-gaze” in this initial phase of data 
collection, where the choice where to focus my gaze was between the newly arrived riders and 
those already present in the bus stop area. 
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a change of an IM suggests that the phenotypical differences in social 
positions (race and age) might be of importance in relation to what gestures 
are recorded to be displayed in the interaction moments. As previously noted, 
the heterogeneity and homogeneity of the interaction may affect the 
interactional processes analyzed in this thesis. Here, the focus of analysis is 
on whether and, in such a case, how the heterogeneity and homogeneity of the 
interaction may be of importance for the interactional processes. 

In Chapter 3, I suggested that the gestures carried out in an interaction moment 
may vary depending on the phenotypical characteristics of the actors, that is 
their assigned social positions. Crossley (2001, p. 152) extends this idea: 
“[A]spects of the body become signs within the symbolic domain of culture 
and thereby have consequences in the organization of conduct” (my italics). 
Following this line of thought, this section looks into the sequences of gestures 
that were recorded in the fieldnotes to map out their components. Therefore, 
heterogeneity in regard to age and race may be seen as playing a part in the 
interactional processes analyzed in this section. 

The fieldnotes and the patterns visualized in Table 5 reveal the general 
patterns observed. As direction of bodily movement was emphasized in the 
previous chapter (Homogeneous Interaction), it seems advisable to examine 
Table 5 as it records when direction is a part of the interactional configuration 
conceptualized as bodily movement and intensity of involvement 
conceptualized as gazing direction. Gazing direction, the intensity of 
involvement in the interaction moment, was recorded in seven IMs: 23, 14, 
12, 16, 20, 11, and 2. In addition, the gazing direction was recorded in the bus-
riding phase more often in the heterogeneous (seven of 22) than in the 
homogeneous interaction moments (one of 16). This suggests that gazing 
direction plays a greater part in the interaction patterns in heterogeneous than 
in homogeneous interaction moments. 

Table 5 shows 11 IMs with direction of bodily movement (28, 33, 14, 22, 12, 
16, 20, 25, 27, 30, and 32), while only seven IMs for body position (26, 14, 
12, 20, 21, 34, and 2). Three IMs are marked both for interactional 
configurations body position and bodily movement with a noted direction: 14, 
12, and 20. Moreover, IMs 14, 12, and 20 are marked for direction of bodily 
movement and gazing direction. As emphasized earlier, gazing direction 
seems to play a great part in the interaction patterns in heterogeneous 
interaction moments, so they are included in a more detailed examination of 
the fieldnotes analyzed in this section. This distribution of checks suggests 
that the phenotypical differences together with bodily movement may be seen 
as important for the analysis of non-verbal interaction in this bus-riding 
phases. In other words, the heterogeneity of interaction moment seems to be 
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important for what bodily movements and responses to those movements are 
recorded in the gestural repertoires under analysis. Heterogeneity seems to 
influence what people are recorded doing when other people move their 
bodies in the bus space as a part of their gestural repertoire. 

As described in the beginning of the previous chapter, the recorded data are 
sorted into codes that are organized under main categories, such as 
Interactional Configurations. As outlined earlier, interactional configurations 
are viewed as framing the single acts that people perform by connecting the 
acts to a specific body position or to a specific bodily movement. This 
dimension of the non-verbal interaction can assist in an examination of, for 
example, whether it is a particular bodily movement or a particular bodily 
position that plays a part in a gestural sequence recorded in the fieldnotes. In 
Table 5, for example, a majority of interactional configurations are connected 
to bodily movement: 21 of 22 IMs are categorized as heterogeneous in the 
bus-riding phase WFB, whereas only seven of the 22 IMs are categorized for 
body position. Of the 22 heterogeneous IMs for WFB, six are marked for both 
body position and bodily movement: 26, 14, 12, 20, 21, and 34. The data 
visualized in Table 5 suggest that the majority of the gestures recorded in the 
fieldnotes for WFB heterogeneous interaction moments may be seen as 
framed by the bodily movements of the riders with a specific direction, which 
was also the case in the homogeneous interaction moments recorded in this 
phase. Therefore, the analysis in this section pays attention to how gestures 
carried out in the heterogeneous interaction moments are framed by bodily 
movements with a specific direction. Here, the interest is in how people move 
their bodies and in what directions in the bus space as a part of their gestural 
repertoires and how these movements frame other gestures that are carried out 
in these interactional contexts. 

Table 5 indicates that four dimensions dominated: Ritual Elements (especially 
the subcategories depicting inviting, isolation, and hailing techniques); 
Intensity of Involvement (and especially the subcategories gazing at, gazing 
direction, gazing away, lack of gaze, shielding from involvement, mimicking 
and using props); Territorial Orientation (especially the subcategories 
personal space orientation, spatial distance, claiming territory, using props and 
territorial encroachment/contamination); Temporal Aspects (especially 
gestural sequences). A less dense cluster of checkmarks is visualized in the 
table in the section for Expressions of Emotion (repetitive movements, facial 
expression: smile, and sudden, tense, and unsteady movement styles. 
However, the dimension Expressions of Emotion seem to be sparsely used in 
the recorded gestures, confirming what was pointed out in regard to WFB 
homogeneous interactions–i.e., non-verbal interaction in public space seems 
to a certain degree to exclude expressions of emotional states. However, 
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following the guidelines for ethnographic analysis (Chapter 4), this includes 
reporting interpretively and reflexively. Therefore, in relation to the 
observation that expressions of emotion seem to be sparsely used in the 
recorded gestures in both homogeneous and heterogeneous interaction 
moments, this should be further examined because both presence as well as 
absence of something can help us in understanding a social phenomenon such 
as the non-verbal interaction patterns in a public space. If this does not happen 
very often, it may mean it only happens as a feature of specific gestural 
repertoires in relation to specific spatial arrangements, in relation to specific 
bodily movements, or in relation to something heretofore unconsidered. In 
other words, some of the contexts of expressions of emotional states seem to 
be included and some seem to be excluded. This section as well as following 
sections explore the types and the use of expressions of emotion in the 
heterogeneous interaction moments. 

6.1.1. Strength of a “Signal” 

Two intensities of involvement seem to be enacted by the potential riders 
waiting for a bus. Fieldnotes on IM 6 represent one of the heterogeneous 
interaction moments that do not record expressions of emotions (Table 5). 
Although IM 6 (as well as IM 2 and IM 4) is noted with a question mark in 
the fourth column of the table, which indicates social positions as part of the 
context of recorded gestures that prompt a change, the IM 6 fieldnotes suggest 
that the reason for this question mark is the distance between me (the 
participating observer) and the potential riders: 

IM 6, WFB, HE: It’s cold, but sunny. I arrive to the stop and place myself [in] 
the usual spot, leaning on the [right edge] of the bus booth slightly turned 
towards the traffic. The riders arrive one at a time. Space is evenly divided 
between them. They stand in a line beginning 10 meters from the bus stop 
facing the street. Two WYM (WYM1, WYM2) are standing the furthest from 
the booth. The white stripe marking the biking lane is like a magical divider 
between the seven people standing there and the street.  

The fieldnotes on IM 6 describe a division of space in a context where spatial 
distance seems to be one of the conditions for the registered gestures–walking 
and taking a spot in the bus stop area. Moreover, the fieldnotes on IM 6 seem 
to record the spatial context for the gestures described in the fieldnotes on IM 
7. That is, IM 6 sets the stage or provides the conditions for the non-verbal 
interaction described in IM 7. Moreover, IM 7 is recorded in the table as 
having a firm style of movement:  

IM 7, WFB, HE: The two WYM (WYM1, WYM2) standing the 
furthest from the booth seem to see the bus coming and start to walk 
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firmly towards the sign. The others just seem to follow the movement 
without looking at the approaching bus. When the bus starts to slow 
down to stop, then, one after another everyone glances at the 
approaching bus. They board. 

The fieldnotes on IM 7 show how the potential riders are described to 
seemingly react to the movement of the White Younger Male 1 and 2, 
although the riders are not registered in the fieldnotes to be looking at either 
the White Younger Male 1 or 2 or at the approaching bus before they 
themselves move across the dividing biking lane and towards the street. The 
potential riders may be said to mimic the movement as they seem to recognize 
the White Younger Male 1 and 2 walking towards the bus stop sign as a 
“signal” to get ready for an approaching bus.  

The bodily movement of the White Younger Males 1 and 2 evokes a similar 
movement in the other riders. In the fieldnotes on IM 7, the unspecified riders 
described in IM 6 (labeled UNSPEC in Table 5) are not noted to be looking at 
the approaching bus in conjunction with the bus coming into view; rather, the 
they are described to be “one after another” glancing at the bus slowing down 
after they have approached the bus stop sign. This suggests that it is not the 
bus, but rather the bodily movement of the White Younger Males 1 and 2 that 
evoke this response (i.e., the riders moving towards the street). Moreover, as 
mentioned earlier, a firm movement style was recorded in the table as an 
expression of emotion. Does firmness of bodily movement say something 
about registered bodily movements that seem to be carried out in the bus stop 
area?  

Consider for a moment that a skillful dancer has a capacity to express emotion 
without saying anything. When several people try to synchronize their 
movements, at first perhaps their focus is on keeping their mutual positions 
while moving in accordance to what is required for the context. However, this 
would seemingly require a visual check and adjustment of bodily positions in 
relation to others. However, no such visual check was recorded to be carried 
out in the IM 7 fieldnotes. Moreover, the non-verbal interaction while WFB 
seems to include this form of collaboration (cf. Wolfinger, 1995) where the 
riders (“dancers”) contribute to the choreography by shaping the performance 
with their sensibility and skills. That is, the riders (“dancers” or as Wolfinger 
labels walking pedestrians, “competent pedestrians”) are not passive actors. 
The riders seem to interpret the indications from the context that they may 
“ask” other riders to move in a more or less “dance-like” fashion (in strict 
conjunction with the context and its rhythms) or reflect a particular intensity 
of involvement. In IM 7, this intensity of involvement is a lack of gaze and 
mimicking. The riders are registered to move seemingly without conducting 
the visual check mentioned earlier. Therefore, the firmness of the bodily 
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movement may be seen as contributing to how intensely (Table 5) the “signal” 
seems to be carried out and, consequently, responded to, as it is registered in 
the IM 7 fieldnotes. Thus, spatial distance between the riders has a kind of an 
“echo” effect as the riders placed several feet away mimic other riders’ 
simultaneous movements. In this case, bodily movement would be this kind 
of indicator or “signal” that “asks” the other riders to move in more or less 
conjunction with the context and its rhythms (e.g., the rhythms of the other 
riders moving or a bus coming into view). 

 

This choreographic movement suggests yet something else in relation to the 
bodily movements of the potential riders in the bus stop area. The movement 
of bodies in a space like the bus-riding context could be interpreted as other-
awareness, resembling the adjustment techniques of homogeneous interaction 
WFB: the riders move seemingly without looking at each other, adjusting their 
bodies through small movements of their feet so no one’s view of the street is 
obscured. This synchronous adjustment resembles a dance performance with 
multiple dancers. In such a performance, action flows (cf. Eriksson, 2007) 
between one dancer who moves and others who follow. That is, one dancer 
carries out a movement and another movement follows from the other dancers, 
and again and again, with varying levels of synchronicity and more 
importantly with these movements carried out without looking at the other 
dancers. However, in this analysis, following a movement does not mean that 
the gestures of leading and following are fixed (i.e., someone always leads, 
others always follow). Rather, leading and following could be related to the 
emotions expressed by the impression of firmness of bodily movement as they 
are registered in the fieldnotes. Leading and following, firmness, switches 
between activity and passivity, tension and relaxation, spatial context, and 
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rhythmic awareness all may be seen as if they are choreographed dance 
moves, especially in IM 16 fieldnotes where a “bench dance” is registered 
(this example is discussed later in the section). That is, these qualities are 
concerned with the production and confirmation of the gestural sequences and 
can be said to relate to the second and third position of the gestural sequence. 

The analysis of other fieldnotes collected in this bus-riding phase also address 
space division as an aspect of territorial orientation in non-verbal interaction 
carried out by the riders (i.e., territorial orientation has the most checks in 
Table 5). For example, ten of 22 IMs depict gestures pointing to a spatial 
distance (28, 33, 22, 12, 20, 25, 34, 11, 2, and 6) and eight of the 22 IMs depict 
gestures claiming territory (28, 14, 8, 12, 16, 27, 34, and 32), but only one IM 
depicts a rider offering territory (16). Based on these data, it seems that the 
majority of the heterogeneous interaction moments for WFB are recorded as 
riders moving their bodies to establish a spatial distance and to display 
gestures laying claims on a territory rather than volunteering space to others. 

In the IM 20 fieldnotes, spatial distance seems to interplay with personal space 
orientation as potential riders are registered as dividing the sitting space on the 
bench between them (the highlighted area in the fieldnotes). In addition, both 
spatial distance and personal space orientation are recorded, whereas in IM 21 
these are not recorded (Table 5). Here, examining the flow of events in the 
fieldnotes is helpful. IM 21 fieldnotes were written-up directly after IM 20, so 
gaps between the contexts of two interaction moments can be considered. The 
above elaboration of how leading and following, firmness, switches between 
activity and passivity, and especially tension and relaxation are expressed in 
the fieldnotes provide a way into the analysis of non-verbal interaction while 
riders wait for a bus. 

In Chapter 3, I presented what Goffman argues are the rules for the allocation 
of involvement. In this context, I also outlined what may be considered as 
involvement shields (i.e., the attempt to conceal involvement) (cf. Goffman, 
1966) in situations where a certain level of involvement might be considered 
inappropriate and lead to negative sanctions. Six of the 22 heterogeneous IMs 
involved shielding from involvement (28, 33, 8, 20, 27, and 34) (Table 5). 
Note that IM 21 is not among these. The IM 20 fieldnotes show how personal 
space orientation together with spatial distance seems to interplay with the 
intensity of shielding from involvement: 

 

IM 20, WFB, HE: When I arrive, at first, there are not many people at the bus 
stop. I can see that a bus recently has left the stop as it disappears uphill the 
Carolina Rediviva Hill in the horizon. It does not take long for the bus stop 
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area starting to fill. At first, there are eight people sitting evenly distributed on 
the long, curved bench in the bus booth. NWYF1 approaches and takes the seat 
to the left, at the end of the bench. She is wearing a distinctively red-orange 
warm jacket (down jacket) and a white scarf tightly covering her hair. NWYF1 
has a bag and places it on her knees. WOM1 approaches. He takes a seat 
between NWYF1 and WYF1 on NWYF’s right. I notice that he also wears a 
down jacket. His jacket is black. WOM1 sits for a while looking straight 
forward. NWYF1 looks (in a pattern) to the front and to her left, meeting my 
scanning gaze from time to time. WOM1 looks at NWYF1 and says something 
first pointing to her jacket and then patting himself on the sleeve of his jacket. 
NWYF1 looks at him with a small smile and gives him a short answer. WOM1 
talks again and repeats the procedure of pointing and patting. NWYF1 replies.  

Here, the sitting space of the bench is described to be evenly distributed 
between the arriving riders who are waiting for the bus. The Non-White 
Younger Female 1 takes a seat at the end of the bench and shortly after the 
White Older Male 1 takes a seat next to her. What is at the core of IM 20 and 
consequently also at the core of IM 21, which will be addressed shortly, are 
the elements of the exchange between these two riders. 

The opening technique used here consists of the White Older Male 1 that seem 
to be Directed at the Non-White Younger Female 1. In this case, the pointing 
and patting seem to assist in the understanding of the verbal exchange and a 
smile reflects an expression of emotion (Table 5). This interaction can be seen 
in light of the sequencing of gestural units proposed in the previous chapter: 

 
Position 1: initiating gesture–gazing at with a gazing direction and 
personal space orientation initiates the sequence (“WOM1 looks at 
NWYF1 and says something first pointing to her jacket and then 
patting himself on the sleeve of his jacket”); 
 
Position 2: response gesture–smiling determines the meaning of the 
gestures (“NWYF1 looks at him with a small smile and gives him a 
short answer”); 
 
Position 3: ending gesture–ends the sequence and confirms the 
meaning of the carried out gestures (“WOM1 talks again and repeats 
the procedure of pointing and patting. NWYF1 replies”). 

The repetition of the gestures (gazing at and gazing direction and personal 
space orientation) seem to contribute to the confirmation of the meaning of 
the gestures. Moreover, smiling seems to be used in the production of the 
meaning of the gestures and seems to be assisted by the contextual personal 
space orientation. In other words (excluding the possible ingredients of what 
may have been communicated verbally in the IM 20), the gestures of gazing, 
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pointing, and patting seem to be responded to as if the riders are 
communicating that ‘this is my space, and that is your space.’ Because the 
third position in the outline addressed here consists of a repetition of a series 
of gestures (gazing at, gazing direction, and personal space orientation), this 
points to the connection between temporal aspects (gestural sequences) and a 
particular intensity of involvement in the interaction moment. In other words, 
the data suggest this connection is relevant in the confirmation of the meaning 
of the gestures in heterogeneous interaction moments when riders are waiting 
for a bus. 

Switches between activity and passivity and tension and relaxation can also 
be used in the analysis of non-verbal interaction. The shielding from 
involvement in IM 20 seems to be carried out through a gazing pattern, 
whereas in IM 21 the shielding from involvement seems to be a contextual 
condition for what expressions of emotion seem to be carried out and 
registered in the fieldnotes:   

IM 21, WFB, HE: During the exchange I notice WYF1 with an earpiece sitting 
next to WOM1, erecting her body a bit and getting a hint of a smile on her face. 
WYF1 does not say anything, but it seems like she is listening attentively to 
the conversation next to her. WYF1 might as well be reacting to something she 
hears in her earpiece. I register that her body relaxes a bit as the conversation 
comes to an end and WOM1 leaves to board a bus.  

Here, the White Younger Female 1 seated next to the White Older Male 1, 
who was previously noted as “pointing” and “patting” seemingly expresses 
different emotional states while the interaction between the White Older Male 
1 and the Non-White Younger Female 1 is taking place. As IM 21 fieldnotes 
indicate, I do not know whether the White Younger Female 1’s expressions of 
emotion are connected to “something she hears in her earpiece,” or to the 
exchange between the White Older Male 1 and the Non-White Younger 
Female 1 taking place next to her. However, at one point her body position 
becomes more tense (“erecting her body”) before relaxing (“her body relaxes 
a bit”) simultaneously as the exchange ends (i.e., when the White Older Male 
1 leaves); it would seem that these two interaction moments are connected. 
That is, she switches from passivity to tension and then back to relaxation 
(Table 5). This sequence of events resembles what Goffman (1966) calls “an 
involvement contour,” a line that starts at the beginning of a gestural sequence 
and marks the end of a gestural sequence. 

As with IM 20, the temporal aspects of the interaction moment can be mapped 
as gestural sequences: 
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Position 1: initiating gesture–same as in IM 20 that initiates the 
interaction; 

 Position 2: response gesture (“During the exchange I notice 
WYF1 with an earpiece sitting next to WOM1, erecting her 
body a bit and getting a hint of a smile on her face” [. . .] 
“WYF1 does not say anything, but it seems like she is listening 
attentively to the conversation next to her”); 

Position 3: ending gesture–ending the sequence (“her body 
relaxes a bit as the conversation comes to an end and WOM1 
leaves to board a bus”). 

In the second position, where meaning of the initiating gesture is produced or 
determined, the switch of interactional configuration (framing the gestures 
carried out in an interaction moment) suggests that an adjustment technique is 
applied in “response” to the gestures. However, tension in the movement style 
and the smile suggest a high intensity of involvement, despite the lack of gaze 
(which could signify a level of disinvolvement or disengagement). 
Nevertheless, because of the switch in the interactional configuration, the 
expressions suggest a switch from passivity to activity, tension. Generally, 
tension in a body signifies a form of preparation for an act, but tension may 
also signify an expectation of some kind of threat, an expectation that 
something may happen that would encroach on the territorial norms for the 
interaction in the bus stop area. Here, however, the tension is accompanied by 
a “hint of a smile.” In a sense, the tension in the body is “smoothed” by the 
smile on the face of the rider. The switch to relaxation in the third position 
highlights and confirms the meaning of the gestures registered in the gestural 
sequence, suggesting that a perceived threat to the territorial norms is now 
over. 

There is a considerable difference in the distribution of space between the 
potential riders seated on the bench and me (I am standing to the left of the 
bus booth) because I am at a greater distance from Non-White Younger 
Female 1 compared to the distance between the seated riders, which is evenly 
distributed. The shielding from involvement registered in the IM 20 fieldnotes, 
which can be contrasted with IM 21, seems to be a complex process of non-
verbal interaction. Its complexity seems to be related to the territorial 
orientation of the non-verbal gestures being intricately intertwined with the 
intensity of involvement. That is, the IM 20 fieldnotes suggest that the bag 
placed on her knees is shielding the younger Non-White Younger Female 1 
from involvement in the interaction with the White Older Male 1 because her 
hands would be preoccupied with holding the bag in place. However, their 
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proximity and the design of the bench seems to direct their gaze forward. What 
I earlier suggested about the territorial orientation being connected to the 
intensity of involvement as an influence of the design is not applicable here. 
Rather, the data suggest that it is the pattern of gazing that influences the 
intensity of involvement: “NWYF1 looks (in a pattern) to the front and to her 
left, meeting my scanning gaze from time to time.” That is, the gazing space 
of the White Older Male 1 seems to be avoided by the Non-White Younger 
Female 1 as it is described in the fieldnotes. The gazing pattern excludes thus 
the gazing direction that risks colliding with the White Older Male 1’s gazing 
space, therefore this avoidance of direction is noted as shielding from 
involvement. Although there is no record of the Non-White Younger Female 
1 looking at the White Older Male 1 to assess his gazing space, the White 
Older Male rider is noted as approaching, taking a seat, and “for a while 
looking straight forward,” thus occupying a particular gazing space. 
Furthermore, it seems that the Non-White Younger Female 1 shields herself 
from involvement through a realization of gestures that exclude encroachment 
on the White Older Male 1’s gazing space, a type of adjustment technique 
noted in the homogeneous interaction moments in the bus-riding phase 
Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat. This gazing pattern is connected to 
intensity of involvement rather than the movement of the riders’ bodies, an 
interactional configuration. However, in the homogeneous interaction 
moments in the bus-riding phase WFB, this connection to the intensity of 
involvement seemed vaguer although more firm in relation to movement of 
bodies. 

The adjustment technique Non-White Younger Female 1 uses seems 
connected to the intensity of involvement (gazing range) and the third position 
both highlights and confirms the meaning of the gestures carried out in the 
gestural sequence, suggesting that the threat to the territorial norms is related 
to the intensity of involvement, but this threat is now over. Therefore, recalling 
the analysis of heterogeneous interaction moments while waiting for a bus, the 
riders adjusted their gazing pattern as a consequence of both temporal aspects 
and territorial orientation.   

In contrast to IM 20 and IM 6, Table 5 (WFB, HE) does not record the IM 8 
fieldnotes as having spatial distance as one of the conditions for the registered 
gestures, but, as in IM 7, Table 5 reveals that mimicking was involved in the 
IM 8. The IM 8 fieldnotes reveal how bodily movements are registered as 
gestures conceptualized as isolation, inviting, and hailing techniques. These 
ritual elements are recorded in Table 5 (WFB, HE) as part of the temporal 
aspects that relate to frequency (the rate at which something occurs over a 
particular period or in a given sample) and rhythm (a “strong”, seemingly 
regular repeated pattern of movement). Greeting techniques used when a 
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person recognizes another person is also seen as a sequence of techniques, 
often initiated with a verbal “hello” that is followed by a variety of bodily 
movements (e.g., handshakes or nods). The fieldnotes below, describe a 
sequence of greeting gestures:  

IM 8, WFB, HE: WYM3 walks over the street and stops standing in the other 
outer [edge] (perhaps because I am occupying the other one) of the booth. 
Another WYM4 approaches, and they start to talk. I miss out on the greeting 
gestures. They seem to know each other. WYF1 approaches the booth and sits 
on the bench a bit towards the right. WYF1 crosses her legs and seems to text 
on her phone. After a while, the two talking males (WYM3 and WYM4) move 
together towards the street crossing the biking lane stripe. A bus approaches. 
One NWOF1 with an orange headscarf stands alone the furthest from the 
booth. The 8 waiting people form an irregular cluster (not a line!). 
NWYM1approaches NWYM2 in the cluster and they greet each other with a 
kind of incomplete handshake, squeezing each other’s fingers and not the 
whole hand. NWYM2 in the cluster boards, NWYM1 remains on the sidewalk. 
The bigger one (WYM3) of the males who were talking to each other leaves 
towards the bus. Before he leaves, I notice, they’ve been accompanied by 
another, longer, male (WYM5) of similar age and the males (WYM3, WYM4, 
WYM5) are talking to each other facing the street. The bigger one leaving 
(WYM3) bids them farewell with a hand and arm raised high. The remaining 
(WYM4, WYM5) look after him and say something. They do not wave.   

Here, greeting gestures between the riders in the bus stop area are noted to be 
carried out three times (Table 5). One exchange, a hailing technique, is the 
“incomplete handshake” recorded to be carried out by the Non-White Younger 
Males 1 and 2 when the Non-White Younger Male 1 approaches the Non-
White Younger Male 2. The other greeting gesture takes place when White 
Younger Male 3 leaves the company of the White Younger Male 4 and, who 
are seemingly engaged in conversation but facing the street instead of each 
other, suggesting that their attention is divided between the verbal exchanges 
and looking for the approaching bus. This other greeting gesture, in this case 
a farewell-gesture, is recorded as being carried out by the White Younger 
Male 3 “with a hand and arm raised high” when leaving towards the bus. 

It might seem that gesturing with a hand and raising the arm to a higher 
position would be overly explicit; however, if these gestures are put in the 
context of divided attention of the company, White Younger Male 3’s farewell 
gesture might be appropriate as White Younger Male 4 and 5 are looking at 
the White Younger Male 3 as he leaves. Interestingly, the riders numbered 4 
and 5 do not perform a similar set of hand and arm gestures: “The remaining 
(WYM4, WYM5) look at him and say something. They do not wave.” As 
noted in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4, gesturing involves a visual and rhythmic 
structure of the gesturing body (Goodwin, 2000). In IM 8, the context of 
exiting a situation and carrying out farewell gestures is sensitive to changes in 
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orientation of the gesture and the gaze–i.e., reflexive awareness (Goodwin, 
2000). Here, reflexive awareness is used to switch from one interactional 
configuration to another, but it can also be used to shield involvement by not 
responding to another person’s bodily movements–i.e., greeting and farewell 
gestures. The actions recorded in IM 8 suggest that the interactants engaged 
in an interactional configuration (i.e., bodily movement) when performing 
ritual elements (i.e., hailing and exiting techniques), suggesting that greeting 
and farewell gestures are framed by the bodily movements of the actors (Table 
5).  

Exiting (i.e. closing) techniques in a public space seem to inspire the one 
leaving to carry out a combination of gestures because of the possibility of the 
divided attention of their fellow interactants (the one left behind in a context 
when the riders seem to know each other as in IM 8). On the other hand, an 
exiting situation also suggests that the riders left behind use reflexive 
awareness to apply an involvement shield through a lack of bodily movement 
as a response to bodily movements, indicating a farewell gesture. As the rules 
of conduct (Goffman, 1967) require transforming both action and inaction into 
expression, it may seem that the public context of the non-verbal interaction 
while waiting for a bus opens up for the possibility of not waving when waved 
at or not raising one’s arm as a response to a hailing gesture. That is, gesture 
does not have to be mimicked. The gestural repertoire seems, in other words, 
to be broader or more loosely applied in this context. In addition, there is a 
difference in how mimicking is registered in the fieldnotes to be carried out. 
For example, both in IM 6 and IM 7 mimicking is registered as a strong 
response with respect to spatial distance conditions; however, in IM 8, the 
hailing gesture seems to be a “milder call” for a mimicking response, 
especially as compared to IM 7, where the bodily movement of the riders 
seems to suggest that a bus is approaching. 

In other words, the data suggest that riders waiting for a bus use gestures that 
may be connected to a gestural repertoire of other riders such as in the case 
when a bus is approaching and a bus rider is distracted by searching pockets 
or a bag for a bus card or moving toward the bus stop sign, which is a scenario 
that seems to inspire similar gestures as a response to greeting gestures. These 
scenarios reflect the leading and following and firmness expressed by bodily 
movement. Thus, the gestures from this gestural repertoire carried out in the 
bus stop area may be seen as a stronger call for mimicking gestures than 
gestures that are not specific for the WFB context. As mentioned earlier 
(Chapter 4), the familiarity with the unwritten codes for interaction while in 
the bus riding context (cf. Nash, 1975) is here conceptualized as a gestural 
repertoire used while riders wait for a bus where it is the custom to sit or stand 
in the bus stop area. In addition, gestures carried out when a bus is approaching 
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the bus stop area seem to play an important part in being recognized as a 
potential bus rider. 

6.1.2. Gestural Repertoires and “Deception” 

A bodily movement “signals” to other potential riders that it is time to bring 
out a bus card because a bus is approaching, the scenario described the IM 24 
fieldnotes below. Here, one bodily movement seems to be misread as this kind 
of a “signal” and seemingly leads to the execution of a series of gestures 
associated with an approaching bus. These series of gestures are 
conceptualized as gestural sequences recorded in Table 5 (WFB, HE) with 
respect to temporal aspects of this interaction moment: 

IM 24, WFB, HE: Everything is still for a while. When I make a move with 
my hand towards the mobile in my shoulder-bag, the females (NWOF1 and 
WYF1) suddenly rise and quickly approach the bus stop sign. I look towards 
the street. No bus. They seem surprised and look far out towards the traffic for 
the absent bus. I think that [it] was the movement [of] my hand into my bag 
that made them think that I was looking for the bus-card and a bus was 
approaching. Finally, the bus arrives and everyone boards. I rest my eyes 
during the ride and make notes in my notebook.  

Here, the context is when “everything is still for a while” and the movement 
of my hand towards my shoulder bag is “suddenly” followed by the Non-
White Older Female 1 and White Younger Female 1 rising from the bench and 
“quickly” approaching the bus stop sign. Looking at the fieldnotes there is no 
information about whether the Non-White Older Female 1 and White Younger 
Female 1 actually look at me and register my movement. However, because I 
am the only one registered in the IM 24 fieldnotes carrying out a gesture that 
is described being followed by a series of gestures carried out by other riders, 
this description can assist the analysis in connecting gestures in this context. 
Moreover, the interactional configuration gesture is recorded as bodily 
movement: my bodily movements seem to prompt the change in the 
interaction moment as the intensity of my involvement is recorded as gazing 
at and using props, suggesting that my gazing at the horizon where the bus 
may come into view could be connected to my reaching into my shoulder bag 
by the other two riders, who “quickly” move (Table 5). Furthermore, the 
gestural sequences seem to describe temporal aspects of the interaction 
moment (Table 5). The two respondents’ bodily movements are not recorded 
as mimicking my actions as they do not reach into their shoulder bags or their 
pockets. In the context of IM 8 and IM 7, for example, mimicking of gestures 
was related to the gestural repertoires connected to territorial orientation. In 
this sense, my reaching into my shoulder bag and the two other potential riders 
rising and quickly approaching the street seem to belong to the same gestural 
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repertoire–i.e., the unwritten codes for interaction while waiting for a bus. 
However, as noted earlier, gestures that could be associated or not with the 
bus riding context, such as reaching inside a shoulder bag, can be 
misinterpreted, suggesting unfamiliarity with these unwritten codes (cf. Nash, 
1975), leading to confusion or perhaps conflict. This confusion is reflected in 
the surprise registered in IM 24 (“they seem surprised”). Moreover, in IM 24, 
Non-White Older Female 1 and the White Younger Female 1 seem to linger 
in their looking “far out towards the traffic,” suggesting that they desire 
additional confirmation that the bus is approaching. This series of events 
suggest that reaching into a shoulder bag alone is not interpreted as a signal to 
get ready for an approaching bus. 

Moreover, in IM 24 fieldnotes, a “sudden” movement of the Non-White Older 
Female 1 and the White Younger Female 1 is followed by my gazing at the 
street, seemingly looking for a confirmation that the bodily movement of the 
riders is connected to a bus coming into view. However, in contrast to the 
gesture reaching into the shoulder bag, the bodily movement towards the bus 
stop sign area where the bus is supposed to stop seems to be responded to as 
a signal that the bus is approaching, as noted IM 7 and IM 8: 

IM 7, WFB, HO: […] The two WYM (WYM1, WYM2) standing the furthest 
from the booth seem to see the bus coming and start to firmly walk towards the 
sign. The others just seem to follow the movement without looking at the 
approaching bus [….]  

Extract from IM 8, WFB, HO: [… the two talking males (WYM3 and WYM4) 
move together towards the street crossing the biking lane stripe. A bus 
approaches […].   

In IM 7, the other riders’ bodily movements towards the street are carried out 
after the two White Younger Male riders begin to move. In IM 8, the White 
Younger Male 3’s and 4’s bodily movements are followed by the bus 
approaching. These scenarios suggest that in heterogeneous interaction 
moments in the bus-riding phase WFB, bodily movement toward the street 
seems to be the most intense signal to other riders to prepare to move towards 
the street (to ultimately board a bus), while other gestures (such as reaching 
for a bus card) seem to require visual confirmation that a bus is coming as 
these gestures seem to communicate multiple meanings. 

The gestural sequences provide further information into how to understand the 
gestures observed in IM 24: 

Position 1: initiating gesture (“[…] I make a move with my 
hand towards the mobile in my shoulder bag […]”); 
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Position 2: response gesture (“[…] the females (NWOF1 and 
WYF1) suddenly rise and quickly approach the bus stop sign 
[…]”); 

Position 3: ending gesture (“I look towards the street. No bus. 
They seem surprised and look far out towards the traffic for the 
absent bus […]”). 

 Because the second position determines the meaning of the gestures placed 
in the first position, the second position confirms that the gesture “reaching 
into the shoulder bag” seems to have been interpreted as an indication that a 
bus is approaching. For this analysis, the third position is the most significant, 
as its function, in addition to ending the sequence, is also to confirm the 
meaning of the gestures in the gestural sequence. The third position seems to 
convey plural meanings as the riders seem “surprised” (i.e., confused) by the 
gesture; they look for whether “the bus is coming.” My gestures, however, 
could be seen as a deception tactic, albeit in this case unintentional. That is, 
my reaching into my shoulder bag (the first position of the gesture sequence) 
unintentionally deceives in the same way as the bodily movements together 
with the gazing at the horizon “deceives” (the third position of the gesture 
sequence). Following this interpretation, the third position of the gestural 
sequence highlights and confirms these deceptions (defined in the second 
position). This confluence of events suggests that a gestural repertoire of a 
heterogeneous interaction moment in the context of waiting for a bus includes 
multivalent gestures with varying intensities that indicate, for example, that a 
bus is approaching. This interpretation, however, also applies to homogeneous 
interactions during the phase WFB. Moreover, these multivalent gestures can 
be responded to with gestures that may indicate disorientation or confusion 
because they may be deceiving. This idea of deception will be discussed 
further later in the chapter. 

6.1.3. Leading-and-following in a “Bench Dance” 

People use their bodies to non-verbally maneuver, negotiate and 
communicate. For example, altering the posture, the range and dynamics of a 
movement of limbs are used to extend personal space in relation to other 
people. The IM 16 fieldnotes describe a “bench dance” where the organization 
of gestures and movements in relation to other riders is apparent. 

Unlike the multivalent gestures described erlier, the IM 6 fieldnotes describe 
gestures that can only be responded to (i.e., interpreted) in one way–i.e., they 
are univalent gestures. Here, the intensity of involvement combines with 
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territorial orientation through how gazing, rising, and taking a seat on the 
bench takes place in relation to the approach of the bus and the approach of 
other riders:   

IM 16, WFB, HE: Two NWYM (NWYM1 and NWYM2) sit on the bench 
talking. One of them is slightly turned towards the other one who is facing 
forward towards the street. Simultaneously as they look up and [seem to] notice 
an approaching bus, five WYM approach the bus booth and the bench. The two 
NWYM rise and three of the five WYM sit on the bench evenly spread. The 
event is very well coordinated and smooth.  

The gestural repertoire links the sight of the bus to the rising and taking a seat 
on the bench. The Non-White Younger Male riders, who are seated, seem to 
rise “simultaneously” as five White Younger Male riders approach the bus 
booth, although the groups are not registered in the fieldnotes to be looking at 
each other. As noted in the chapter on homogeneous interaction, most gestures 
recorded while WFB seem to display different aspects of intensity of 
involvement and territorial orientation. IM 16 is the only heterogeneous 
interaction that includes the territorial orientations offering territory as well as 
claiming territory (Table 5); however, eight IMs (28, 14, 8, 12, 16, 27, 34, and 
32) include gestures only associated with claiming territory. How does all of 
this relate to the analysis of gestural repertoires and to the coordination of the 
“bench dance”? 

Temporal aspects of an interaction moment provide a clue. Table 5 records 
IM 6 as using both gestural sequences and frequency and rhythm (Table 5), 
suggesting that the gestural sequence may be applied: 

Position 1: initiating gesture (“they look up and [seem to] 
notice an approaching bus, five WYM approach the bus booth 
and the bench”); 

Position 2: response gesture (“The two NWYM rise”); 

Position 3: ending gesture (“three of the five WYM sit on the 
bench evenly spread”). 

In what ways can the actions of the three White Younger Males be seen as 
claiming territory? Temporary claim over a territory can be compared to the 
activity of queuing. In such a case, the body, in this case especially the 
direction of the bodily movement, becomes of prime importance in defending 
a claim of a territory (see Britton, 2008a). Forming a queue in front of a cash 
register, for example, requires that one makes a bodily movement with a 
direction towards a spot near the cash register. Similarly, the first position of 
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the bench dance determines the second position and the third position 
confirms the second position through a coordinated territorial orientation and 
the direction of bodily movements. 

6.1.4. Sustaining Gestural Repertoires  

Intensity of involvement influences how riders share the space at the bus stop 
(i.e., territorial orientation of the gestures registered in an interaction moment). 
In IM 11, several gestures registered in Table 5 (WFB, HE) seem to point to 
gaze-related levels of intensity of involvement. The IM 11 fieldnotes reveal 
that the riders divide the space inside the bus booth and respond to my 
presence (standing outside the bus booth) with an extensive stare:  

IM 11, WFB, HE: Two NWYF (NWYF1 and NWYF2) sit on each side of the 
bench (the bench is big enough for three or four adult people). WOF3 with a 
walker approaches slowly aiming for the left side of the booth. She maneuvers 
the walker into the left corner of the booth, parking it next to the bench. 
NWYF1 sitting on the bench to the left, with her legs crossed, is the closest 
one and receives a longer gaze from WOF3. NWYF1 does not respond. WOF3 
slowly turns over and takes a seat on her walker. People come and go with the 
bus. WOF3 stares at me for five minutes straight without taking her eyes of 
me, while I am taking my notes in the small black notebook. When the bus 
stop area is empty, after a while, WOF3 takes her eyes off me, looks the other 
direction for a while and leaves the bus stop with her walker. It seems like she 
didn’t wait for a bus.  

The sitting space seems to be divided between the Non-White Younger 
Females 1 and 2, as they are described to be seated at each end of the bench. 
In addition, two gestural repertoires seem to be used. The first gestural 
repertoire starts when Non-White Younger Female 1 sits on the bench and 
seemingly responding to the longer gaze from the White Older Female 3 with 
a lack of gaze. The second gestural repertoire may be found in the description 
of how the White Older Female 3 seems to stare at me while I am taking notes. 

IM 11 includes several gestures associated with intensity of involvement 
(especially staring, gazing at, gazing direction, gazing away, and lack of gaze) 
even though the fieldnotes seem to describe how the potential riders manage 
space (Table 5). Here, territorial orientation is only indicated by one incidence 
of spatial distance (Table 5). As most people seem prefer to sit alone, (cf. 
Evans & Wener, 2007), the potential riders probably choose where to sit on 
the bench based on individual preferences in regard to what seems as an 
estimated appropriate proximity between bodies when the bus booth is empty. 
When the bus booth starts to fill up, as the last option the potential riders stand 
or take a seat on the bench that means they must share sitting space. 
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IM 11 includes several gestures associated with intensity of involvement 
(especially staring, gazing at, gazing direction, gazing away, and lack of gaze) 
even though the fieldnotes seem to describe how the potential riders manage 
space (Table 5). Here, territorial orientation is only indicated by one incidence 
of spatial distance (Table 5). As most people seem prefer to sit alone, (cf. 
Evans & Wener, 2007), the potential riders probably choose where to sit on 
the bench based on individual preferences in regard to what seems as an 
estimated appropriate proximity between bodies when the bus booth is empty. 
When the bus booth starts to fill up, as the last option the potential riders stand 
or take a seat on the bench that means they must share sitting space. Although 
no gestures are noted as claiming territory, the lack of gaze on the part of the 
sitting Non-White Younger Female 1 when gazed at might be connected to 
the division of space as the White Older Female 3 approaches the bench and 
parks her walker next to the bench. 

Before the spatial distance between the potential riders in the bus booth is 
about to be reduced, the White Older Female 3 gives the already seated Non-
White Younger Female 1 “a longer gaze,” but this White Younger rider “does 
not respond.” The Non-White Younger Female 1 seems to uphold the gestural 
repertoire (the first one of the two mentioned earlier) chosen before the arrival 
of the White Older Female 3. In the previous chapter, several examples were 
given that show how riders seemingly maintain the chosen gestural repertoire 
while waiting for a bus, especially when potential riders sit close together on 
the bench and remain in the same position. This was the case even when more 
sitting space was made available on the bench; riders only moved if there was 
a “valid” reason to move and therefore ending the chosen gestural repertoire. 
One explanation for sustaining the chosen gestural repertoire might be that an 
approaching rider with a walker is not seen as a “valid” reason for 
discontinuing with the chosen gestural repertoire, neither by bodily movement 
(e.g., “walking”) nor by changing the intensity of involvement by gazing. 

The second gestural repertoire described in the IM 11 fieldnotes also involves 
the White Older Female 3. She might be recognized as a potential rider as she 
seems to abide by the unwritten rules for the gestures that are appropriate to 
carry out in the bus stop area. This rider is “inside” the bus booth and faces 
the street; however, rather than looking forward scanning the area or looking 
in the direction of the approaching traffic, she stares at me (a Non-White 
Younger Female rider). Her gazing direction turned in the opposite direction 
of the coming traffic (as I am leaning on the right edge of the booth and the 
bus is expected to come from the left). The fieldnotes do not indicate what 
type of gestures I am carrying out besides taking notes, but as I also am 
recorded in the interaction moments in all three bus riding phases as a potential 
rider in addition to an observer, I try to “blend in.” 
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In the extract presented next we can see this second gestural repertoire as it is 
described in the fieldnotes on IM 11: 

Extract from IM 11, WFB, HE: (…) WOF3 stares at me for five minutes 
straight without taking her eyes of me, while I am taking my notes in the small 
black notebook. When the bus stop area is empty, after a while, WOF3 takes 
her eyes off me, looks the other direction for a while and leaves the bus stop 
with her walker. It seems like she didn’t wait for a bus.  

The White Older Female 3 stares at me for a long time “without taking her 
eyes off me.” The previous chapter (Homogeneous Interaction) suggests that 
the intensity of involvement labeled staring is a form of overinvolvement 
displayed in an interaction moment used to admonish others to uphold the 
norms valid in the public space in question. 

In an interaction moment, there is typically an agreement about the obligation 
to convey certain information and to conceal other information (Goffman, 
1966), which was highlighted in Chapter 3. Moreover, recall also the argument 
about how intensity of involvement in an interaction moment, especially 
staring, can be seen as reproducing norms and defining what may be seen as 
norm violations. Similarly, as in the analysis of the fieldnotes on IM 20 and 
IM 21, the contents of the fieldnotes on IM 11 can be seen from two angles in 
order to understand, using Goffman’s terminology, what may be seen as being 
“conveyed” and what may be seen as being “concealed.” 

The first angle is the perspective of the White Older Female 3 carrying out 
gestures that are recorded in the fieldnotes to be directed at me (a Non-White 
Younger Female rider). The second angle is the perspective of the Non-White 
Younger Female (me) carrying out gestures that can both be seen as following 
the territorial and involvement norms while waiting for a bus and as violation 
of the same norms. 

From my perspective, I know that I am in the bus-riding context trying to abide 
by the rules of the context, which is why my gestures consist of leaning on the 
right edge of the bus booth with my body half-turned to the left and in the 
direction of the coming traffic. Furthermore, these gestures can be 
complemented with the fact that I also switch between making notes and 
scanning of the surroundings65. However, the gestural repertoire that was 
registered in the fieldnotes on IM 11 to be carried out by me is accompanied 
by continuous staring from the White Older Female 3, but, as you can see in 
the fieldnotes, I am not registered to discontinue with the chosen gestural 

 
65 These gestures are not recorded in the fieldnotes; they were however a part of the note-taking 
strategies outlined in the Methodology Chapter in the section on writing fieldnotes. 
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repertoire. Therefore, these circumstances and my lack of gaze suggest that 
staring is not responded to as a valid reason to change the previously chosen 
gestural repertoire. However, considering that gestures have multivalent 
meanings, gestures can be used for “deception” in an interaction moment. On 
the one hand, knowing that I am making fieldnotes while the White Older 
Female 3 is staring at me might suggest that my lack of gaze is both 
“concealing” the gestures’ true purpose and defining writing notes as a 
legitimate activity in the context of waiting for a bus. On the other hand, my 
lack of gaze may also suggest an acknowledgement that the territorial norms 
have been violated. Because I do not stare back, it would seem that following 
through with the chosen gestural repertoire in this context may be seen as at 
least equally or more important than engaging in a staring contest. 

From the White Older Female 3’s perspective she seems to follow territorial 
norms by placing herself in the vacant spot in the bus booth and sitting on her 
walker facing the street. In this sense, as highlighted before, she seems to abide 
by the unwritten rules for the gestures that are appropriate to carry out in the 
bus stop area. However, both her long gaze at the Non-White Younger Female 
1 seated on the bench, and the continuous staring at Goffman’s “line” (cf. 
1967), which is a pattern of non-verbal acts that expresses the rider’s view of 
the situation. In this sense, the gestural repertoire carried out by the White 
Older Female 3 seems to be about admonishing others to uphold the norms 
valid in the public space in question (Chapter 3), because the judgement 
whether the act is valid or not is governed by the territorial rules of the public 
setting. Additionally, this gestural repertoire is sustained in the light of the fact 
that the White Older Female 3 is in the fieldnotes on IM 11 registered leaving 
the bus stop area without boarding the bus.   

In relation to staring (on the part of White Older Female 3), the lack of gazing 
(at me) and gazing away illustrated in the extract we might look into both how 
the gestural repertoire of the White Older Female 3 seems to be sustained, as 
well as how staring relates to the norms regulating this repertoire. The 
following is the sequencing of gestural units of this interaction moment: 

Position 1: initiating gesture–intensity of involvement 
conceptualized as staring and gazing direction (“WOF3 stares 
at me for five minutes straight without taking her eyes off me”); 

Position 2: response gesture–intensity of involvement 
conceptualized as lack of gaze “(“while I am taking my notes 
in the small black notebook [I do not return a stare]”); 
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Position 3: ending gesture–intensity of involvement 
conceptualized as gazing away and gazing direction (“after a 
while, WOF3 takes her eyes off me, looks the other direction 
for a while and leaves the bus stop with her walker”). 

Because lack of gaze, which is in the second position, can be said to determine 
the meaning of gestures in the gestural sequence, the non-verbal gestures 
carried out here seem to be about negotiating if the staring and the writing in 
a notebook are following the existing norms for the context of waiting for a 
bus (i.e., negotiating whether these actions are valid for the context). If the 
rider writing in a notebook stared back, then perhaps the gesture in the first 
position in the proposed outline would be assigned the meaning that staring 
was an over-intense involvement (i.e., a violation of territorial norms recorded 
as territorial encroachment). Nevertheless, as alluded to earlier, in a context 
when staring is carried out, the lack of gaze can also be seen as a gesture with 
a high intensity of involvement. In this sense, and when a particular gestural 
repertoire seems to be sustained in the context when lack of gaze is a response 
to staring, the high intensity of involvement may outweigh the territorial 
norms for non-verbal interaction in heterogeneous interaction moments while 
waiting for a bus. Therefore, the lack of gaze may be seen as confirming the 
riders’ previous admonishment of territorial norms as valid in the 
heterogeneous interaction moments while waiting for a bus. This would mean 
that staring may be seen as a valid gesture as it cautions other riders about 
territorial norms (in regard to what gestures may be considered appropriate in 
this context). However, unlike homogeneous interaction moments while 
waiting for a bus, staring as conveying information about other-awareness 
through bodily movements of the riders and thus a consideration of others’ 
well-being does not seem to be the case in heterogeneous interaction moments 
recorded in this phase. 

When approaching movement and direction as important for how certain 
gestures are directed at others (i.e., in a direction towards others) in public 
spaces, gestures become meaningful through their dynamic form. People who 
have had dance training perhaps talk about dance in terms of dynamics, 
fluidity, tenseness, and energy level (see Brownlow, Dixon, Egbert, & 
Radcliffe, 1997). In line with this analogy, this thesis understands intensity of 
involvement associated with staring and lack of gaze in the first and second 
position of the gestural sequence as characterized by high dynamics and 
energy–i.e., intensity. Moreover, in line with Goffman (1967, p. 1), the 
analysis of gestural repertoires suggests that the riders sustain their particular 
gestural repertoires while at the bus stop area and that these repertoires seem 
to assist in regulating the dynamics and flow of events. This adherence to 
chosen gestural repertoires resembles Goffman’s claims about face-to-face 
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interaction (1959, 1967); that is, following a code for any interaction moment 
means that a people maintain their self-image as expressed through their facial 
expressions and ‘fluently’ act according to these expressions. 

Therefore, the gestural repertoire that a rider seems to use in an interaction 
moment can be connected to the pattern of the non-verbal acts that expresses 
the rider’s view of the situation. Goffman (1967) calls this the ‘line’ theory of 
face-to-face interaction. Furthermore, as shown in IM 8, 24, and IM 11, a 
gestural repertoire can also be regulated by rules of conduct (Chapter 3). These 
rules of conduct are guided by the evaluation of the actions that are deemed 
possible and appropriate to carry out in a particular public place and at a 
particular interaction moment. Additionally, and more importantly, the rules 
of conduct are coordinated by their essential property, which is to transform 
both action and the lack of action into expression. In other words, a potential 
rider guided by the interactional (therefore also ritual) as well as temporal and 
spatial contexts of WFB (denoted as dimensions in the tables) may be seen as 
evaluating interaction alternatives by linking this context and the sight of other 
riders with a framework of information concerning each other and then 
deciding on a which gestural repertoire to use. Moreover, when conflicting or 
different views of a situation (such as in IM 11) are presented in the carried-
out gestures, staring might be “overthrown” by a lack of gaze. In this sense, 
lack of gaze can be seen as giving off a similar intensity of involvement that 
may be assigned to staring.            

6.1.5. Territorial Encroachments and Interactional Space 

The fieldnotes for the homogeneous interaction moments observed during the 
phase WFB describe gazing patterns and contamination of the bus stop with 
spit from a rider (IM 29). In IM 28, the heterogeneous interaction moment is 
registered in the same context. That is, IM 28 belongs to the group of IMs 
observed to have many gestures associated with the dimensions Intensity of 
Involvement (gazing at, gazing away, lack of gaze, shielding from 
involvement, and using props) and Territorial Orientation (spatial distance, 
claiming territory, using props, and territorial encroachment: contamination). 
In addition, overall these gestures may be seen as breaking norms or, as it is 
conceptualized in this thesis, territorial encroachments. Therefore, IM 28 will 
be discussed in terms of the territorial encroachment contamination and IM 12 
will be discussed in terms of the territorial encroachments: violation and 
contamination. 

Moreover, IM 28 was observed to have three occurrences of gazing at and four 
occurrences of lack of gaze, whereas IM 12 was observed to have only one 
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occurrence of each. This means that IM 28 had four occasions noted in the 
fieldnotes for gazing at and one occurrence of bodily movement in a particular 
direction accompanied by a lack of gaze. Similarly, in regard to IM 12, there 
was only one such instance noted. Furthermore, IM 28 was observed to have 
three occurrences of gazing at, and IM 12 was observed to have only one. IM 
12 also had one observed occurrence of gazing away, shielding from 
involvement, and gazing direction and three occurrences of scanning the 
surroundings and no observed actions associated with shielding from 
involvement. These gazing patterns as described in the fieldnotes relate to 
what may be said about territorial encroachments registered in the fieldnotes 
on IM 28 and IM 12.  

As with IMs 20, 11, and 6, IMs 28 and 12 depict actions associated with spatial 
distance (Territorial Orientation) and bodily movement (Interactional 
Configuration). These elements of non-verbal heterogeneous interaction 
frame the recorded sets of gestures and therefore the discussion of gestural 
repertoires. In IM 28, space seems to be divided between the arriving riders in 
relation to the spitting female. Moreover, the highlighted areas indicate how 
different gazing patterns seem to be carried out in relation to bodily 
movements of the riders:   

IM 28, WFB, HE: WYM1 with a hat approaches and sits down approximately 
1, 5 meters from the spitting WYF4. The spitting is as energetic as it was a 
while ago and perhaps even more frequent. Always one to the left followed by 
one to the right. Two NWYF (NWYF1 and NWYF2) together with two 
NWYM (NWYM2 and NWYM3) approach the bus booth. They stand and talk 
with loud and cheerful voices furthest out on the left, outside the booth. No one 
is looking at them. NWYM4 approaches and sits furthest out on the left side 
of the bench. The group of the non-white young people (NWYF1, NWYF2, 
NWYM2 and NWYM3) sit down between NWYM4 and the male with the hat 
(WYM1). The spitting female (WYF4) still spits energetically and firmly 
between her teeth. One of the females (NWYF1) gazes at WYF4 from time to 
time as she talks to her company. The spitting female (WYF4) does not look 
back. WYM2 approaches the bench with a sport-bag. He hesitates and stops 
next to the bus stop sign simultaneously as he looks at the bench seat. There is 
a large wet spill that is left after the unsteady males from before. WYM2 looks 
away from the spill, makes a wobbly move forward towards the bench and 
gazes at the spitting female (WYF4). She still spits alternately to her left and 
to her right. He (WYM2) hesitates again and stops/ freezes in a forward move. 
WYM2 turns away from the bench and remains in his spot next to the sign 
instead. WYM2 puts down his bag on the ground next to his feet. No one is 
looking at him. All of the people sitting on the bench have earpieces in and 
look down into their mobiles. 

Here, potential riders, alone and in company of others, are described arriving 
to the bus stop area and choosing a spot to sit or stand. It seems that the 



 Moments on a City Bus  
      

 216 

“spitting,” the stains on the bench (“a large wet spill”), and the spitting White 
Younger Female 4 evoke gazes from other potential riders.  

In addition, the IM 28 fieldnotes describe an unusual course of events in 
relation to the other interaction moments in terms of actions recorded being 
carried out in the bus stop area. This was also noted in the section on 
homogeneous interaction WFB when analyzing fieldnotes from another 
interaction moment recorded in the same context. As this thesis focuses on 
mundane and ordinary non-verbal interaction, it is not interested in analyzing 
why someone spits on the ground. Rather, this thesis is interested in what may 
be said about this interaction in light of the conditions of the bus stop area, the 
gestures carried out by the waiting riders in this context, and whether and how 
these gestures are related to the race and age of those involved in the 
interaction moment. 

The White Younger Male 1 rider with a hat is in the fieldnotes on IM 28 
described taking a seat at a distance from the White Younger Female 4 who is 
frequently spitting to her left and to her right on the ground. The two Non-
White Younger Females (1 and 2) arriving together with the two Non-White 
Younger Males (2 and 3) stand outside the booth on the left, where they remain 
talking with “loud and cheerful voices” until the Non-White Younger Male 4 
approaches and takes a seat. The bench is described to be occupied by White 
and Younger riders when the four Non-White Younger riders seem to choose 
to stand outside the booth. Moreover, as soon as the Non-White Younger Male 
4 takes a seat at the left side of the bench (closest to the standing riders) the 
standing group of Non-White Younger riders (the Non-White Younger 
Females 1 and 2 and the Non-White Younger Males 2 and 3) take their seats 
on the bench. This series of events might reveal how race and age (especially 
race) are made visible in regard to how and when gestures related to seat 
selection seem to be carried out in the bus-riding phase WFB. These gestures 
may be seen as shortening the distance between the Non-White Younger 
Females 1 and 2 and the Non-White Younger Males 2 and 3, and the space of 
the bench that seems to be responded to as a contaminated space.  

Furthermore, when the White Younger Female 4 sits near the contamination, 
she seems aware of this territorial encroachment as she repetitively gazes at 
the spitting White Younger Female 4:  

Extract from IM 28, WFB, HE: (…) One of the females (NWYF1) gazes at 
WYF4 from time to time as she talks to her company. The spitting female 
(WYF4) does not look back (…). 

In the extract from the fieldnotes on IM 28, besides the gazes from the Non-
White Younger Female 1 there is also the absence of gazing back being 



 Moments on a City Bus  
      

 217 

registered. As noted in Chapter 3, gunk, dirt, filth, grime, bodily fluids, and 
other organic and mineral stains, when encountered in public places, are 
recorded evoke actions of avoidance (see Douglas, 1969; but especially Knapp 
et al., 2013; and Perry et al., 2010 in relation to dirt in public places). In other 
words, contamination, similarly defined Chapter 3, is the presence of a minor 
and unwanted element in the interactional space. In the recorded fieldnotes on 
IM 28, contamination seems to be reacted to by a bodily movement away from 
it. This seems especially to be the case when looking at the recorded fieldnotes 
on IM 28 and the section of the fieldnotes describing a gestural sequence 
carried out by the White Younger Male 2. For example, the White Younger 
Male 2 is described to “hesitate”, “make a wobbly move towards the bench” 
where the spitting White Younger Female 4 is sitting, “gaze at the spitting 
female”, “freezes in the forward move” and “turns away” from the bench, 
actions that seem a part of gestural sequence, which will be discussed shortly.  

The highlighted sections of the recorded fieldnotes on IM 12 describe the 
gazing patterns together with bodily movements carried out when “a bike runs 
through” and a rider sneezes “suddenly” and “loudly” in the bus stop area. 
These movements and gazing patterns, similar to the IM 28 fieldnotes, are 
connected to the territorial orientation associated with gestures related to 
encroachment, specifically contamination and violation. However, whereas 
violation is not noted to be the case in IM 28 fieldnotes, it is noted to be the 
case in the IM 12 fieldnotes:    

IM 12, WFB, HE: Several people gather in the bus stop area. A bike runs 
through, crossing the bus stop area, passing close by to some of the gathered 
people. One of them, NWYF3, who stood with her back to the quickly 
approaching bike, turns around, like if checking if there are more bikes coming 
that she should be aware of. A long WYM1 stands in the close proximity to 
the bus sign. A round WYM2 approaches the bus stop area and stands on the 
other side of the bus sign in relation to the long WYM1. Most of the gathered 
people follow the routine [of what is often done in the bus stop area], looking 
at their mobiles, picking with their pockets, scanning the scenery with their 
eyes. The round WYM2 suddenly sneezes very loudly. Several of the riders 
look up and look around searching for the source of the noise. The long 
WYM1, standing in the proximity of the sneezing male, immediately turns 
around and takes a couple of steps away from the sneezing WYM2. The long 
WYM1 turns back, stands in the new spot for a second and moves back to the 
original position. 

The bike running “quickly” through the bus stop area seems to startle the Non-
White Younger Female 3. The Non-White Younger Female 3 is in the 
fieldnotes recorded turning around and seemingly checking if there are more 
bikes coming. Because she turned and “checked” seemingly as a response to 
the bike, the event with the bike can be seen as a violation of the territorial 
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norms valid for a bus stop area. The routine of what potential riders do when 
they wait is also described: “looking at their mobiles,” “picking with their 
pockets,” and “scanning the scenery.” In other words, the gestures riders carry 
out suggest low energy levels are required to follow the territorial norms of 
the bus stop area in this interaction moment. What may be called a ‘low energy 
level co-presence’ is also discernable in other recorded fieldnotes from 
interaction moments analyzed in this section. 

In addition to gestures associated with contaminating the territory of the bus 
stop, gestures associated with temporarily claiming the territory are evident in 
both IM 28 and IM 12 (Table 5). How is contamination or violation of 
territorial norms related to claiming territory? Once again, the dance analogy 
can be helpful. A dancer (i.e., a rider) sweeps his outstretched arms around 
him and makes elongated steps to the sides, forward and to the back, in a 
choreography with high energy levels. If other dancers (i.e., riders) are to 
accompany this high intensity movement in the same space, they either have 
to move with equal intensity and force or at least they have to adapt their 
movements in this space to avoid collisions. Here, it is helpful to keep in mind 
Goffman’s claim that people usually strive to make interaction in public places 
as smooth as possible (1966, 1971). In this case, the dancer (i.e., a rider) 
moving with higher intensity claims the territory and prescribes the rules for 
the bodily movements as long as he sustains this intensity. As soon as these 
levels are reduced, his claim on the territory is also reduced or vanishes 
altogether unless he does something else. In this sense, contamination, 
violation, and laying temporary claims on the territory may be seen as 
communicating similar intensities of involvement in an interaction moment. 

That is, low-energy co-presence frames the sets of gestures carried out. In the 
IM 28 fieldnotes, the riders seated on the bench “have earpieces in and look 
down into their mobiles,” which is also similar to what is present in IM 12 
fieldnotes where the riders are described to be seemingly preoccupied with 
“looking at their mobiles,” “picking with their pockets,” and “scanning the 
scenery,” also low energy activities. Therefore, as the analogy of a dancer 
claiming a territory through high intensity movement suggests, the data 
suggest that the gestures described as emanating from a “slow trot” eventually 
turn into high intensity gestures. For example, in the previous discussion of 
the role of race and age it was noted that a low-energy co-presence seemed to 
be carried out, but with higher intensity of involvement as gazing at was 
observed three times and lack of gaze was observed four times (Table 5). In 
regard to the energy levels outside the booth, the four Non-White Younger 
riders were talking with “loud and cheerful voices.” The prism of interactional 
space used in this thesis reveals that interactions are being actively and 
constantly shaped and sustained by the participants’ bodies, glances, and 
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gestures as well as by the volumes, directions, and the physical aspects of a 
place (cf. Mondada, 2009); therefore, the interactional space outside the booth 
is separated from inside by the difference in levels or volumes of energy that 
seem to be emanating from the carried out gestures. This suggests that both 
gazing at and lack of gaze seem to raise the intensity of involvement in these 
heterogeneous interaction moments. This confluence of events is an example 
of how intensity of involvement may be related to the territorial orientation of 
the gestures. 

According to Goffman (1966), involvement in an activity expresses the 
purpose or aim of the participant. To investigate in more detail how the higher- 
or lower-energy level co-presence (related to intensity of involvement) is 
related to territorial orientation of the gestures and what it seems to be doing 
with the gestures recorded in the fieldnotes, the gestural sequence needs 
further examination. The gestural sequence noted in the IM 28 fieldnotes 
consists of gestures carried out by the White Younger Male 2 in relation to the 
area of the bench than may be seen as claimed by the White Younger Female 
4 and seemingly reacted to as contaminated.  

To assist in understanding how the different elements of this gestural sequence 
seem to be organized the sequencing of gestural units is described below:  

Position 1: initiating gesture–bodily movement with a direction 
(Interactional Configuration), gazing at (Intensity of 
Involvement); spatial distance and territorial encroachment: 
contamination (Territorial Orientation); and movement style: 
unsteady (Expressions of Emotion) (“[…] WYM2 approaches 
the bench with a sport-bag. He hesitates and stops next to the 
bus stop sign simultaneously as he looks at the bench seat. 
There is a large wet spill […]”); 

Position 2: response gesture–gazing away and gazing at 
(Intensity of Involvement); bodily movement with a direction 
(Interactional Configuration); claiming territory and territorial 
encroachment: contamination (Territorial Orientation); and 
movement style: unsteady (Expressions of Emotion) (“[…] 
WYM2 looks away from the spill, makes a wobbly move 
forward towards the bench and gazes at the spitting female 
(WYF4). She still spits alternately to her left and to her right. 
He (WYM2) hesitates again and stops/freezes in a forward 
move. […]”); 
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Position 3: ending gesture–bodily movement with a direction 
(Interactional Configuration); lack of gaze and using props 
(Intensity of Involvement); spatial distance and claiming 
territory (Territorial Orientation) (“[…] WYM2 turns away 
from the bench and remains in his spot next to the sign instead. 
WYM2 puts down his bag on the ground next to his feet. No 
one is looking at him”). 

As previously discussed, the second position determines the meaning of the 
gestures. Therefore, the dimension Intensity of Involvement (gazing away and 
gazing at) together with the dimension Expressions of Emotion (movement 
style: unsteady) can be seen as determining the meaning of the gestures carried 
out in the interactional space. This suggests that hesitating and stopping, 
together with a particular gazing pattern (gazing away and gazing at) define 
the territory as contaminated. Similarly, the third position’s lack of gaze on 
the part of other riders seated on the bench, the rider’s movement away from 
the contaminated space, and claiming a spot distant from the bench suggest 
confirmation of these territorial gestures as valid in the bus-riding phase WFB. 
Moreover, the second position in the outline contains an element that varies 
not only in terms of age and race as suggested by Crossley (2001) but also in 
terms of what “line” (cf. Goffman, 1967) seems to be carried out in the 
gestures. Because “line” is connected to a gestural repertoire carried out in an 
interaction moment, following through with the chosen gestural repertoire 
may be seen as connected to the dimension Intensity of Involvement (gazing 
at, gazing away, and lack of gaze) in an interactional space. Suppose that a 
rider moves closer to the bench and then gazes at the stained bench and at the 
rider spitting on the ground. Then, his hesitation and “freezing” in a forward 
move would define the territory as contaminated similarly as reasoned earlier. 
However, because of the supposed proximity to the contaminated territory and 
the interactional space of the seated riders, the rider would be “forced” to carry 
out the gestural repertoire (perhaps with some adjustments) initiated by his 
approach; that is, he is obliged to take a seat somewhere on the bench. This 
would be the case because he would then be placed “inside” the interactional 
space with a different intensity of involvement than the one that may be seen 
as emanating from his own gestural repertoire. 

As with the intense dancer who claims the space and “forces” others to adjust 
their movements, the riders in a bus stop area might be seen as located in 
different interactional spaces depending on where they are located in the bus 
stop area, what gestures are carried out during the interaction, and depending 
on the volumes, directions, and the physical aspects of a place (such as a 
bench, the bus booth, and bus stop sign). In other words, the analysis suggests 
that in this context high intensity of involvement may both be seen as 
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connected to an interactional space and confirming the territorial orientation 
of gestures. In a public space such as the area of the bus stop, there are 
limitations to the expressions of approval that can be displayed, so Goffman 
(cf. 1966) argues that expressions of approval are seldom visible in these 
spaces. However, as shown earlier in this analysis (i.e., higher vs. lower 
energy co-presence), the elements of a gestural sequence can be understood 
according to their intensity of involvement and their confirmation of territorial 
orientation of the gestures in non-verbal interaction. 

Moreover, as outlined in the Chapter 3, because one perceives an individual’s 
involvement in reference to the whole context of his activity, involvement can 
be shielded by “blocking perception of bodily signs of involvement or objects 
of involvement or both” (cf. Goffman, 1966, p. 39). In addition, the data 
suggest that involvement may be shielded by lack of action as a response to a 
gesture. Moreover, when a conflicting view of a situation seems to be 
presented in the carried-out gestures, a lack of gaze might be seen as 
“overthrowing” staring. That is, a lack of gaze can be seen as a gesture with 
similar intensity of involvement in an interaction moment as that assigned to 
staring. In several IMs (e.g., IMs 21 and 28), lack of gaze together with the 
expressions of emotion that were registered in the fieldnotes when placed in 
the second position in the outline for gestural sequences suggest higher 
intensity of involvement. This seems to contradict what most people expect: 
that a lack of gaze would signify disengagement in an interaction moment. 

This section on heterogeneous interaction moments WFB provides some 
examples of how the intersections of race and age influence gestures framed 
by body position or bodily movements, using of props, gazing, personal space, 
orientation, to name a few.  
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6.2. Heterogeneous Non-verbal Interaction While 
Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat 

 

The focus of this section is on heterogeneous non-verbal interaction in the bus-
riding phase Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat (BBFS), which is the second 
of the three bus-riding phases where data was collected. While boarding a bus 
and finding a seat, the bus rider is in an in-between context that is at once 
inside and outside the bus space, because it is in this phase that a potential 
rider “becomes” a rider by carrying out gestures that are expected of him in 
this particular context. 

The non-verbal interaction of interest for this thesis is the mundane, ordinary, 
everyday non-verbal interaction, the interaction labeled by Goffman (cf. 1966) 
as “unfocused.” This kind of temporary meeting between strangers is 
illustrated in the quotation from Bauman (2000) at the beginning of the 
Chapter 5. Here, it is appropriate to revisit this quotation as this temporality 
and meetings “on the move” have proven to be of significance when 
examining the data on heterogeneous interaction in this phase. Therefore, 
temporality is given particular attention in this section. Bauman describes 
these meetings “on the move” as follows:        

The meeting of strangers is an event without past. More often than not, it is 
also an event without future (it is expected to be, hoped to be, free of future) – 
a story most certainly “not to be continued”, a one-off chance, to be 



 Moments on a City Bus  
      

 223 

consummated while it lasts and on the spot, without delay and without putting 
off the unfinished business to another occasion. (2000, p. 95) 

Once again, an analogy choreography will be helpful. In a way, there is 
nothing solid in movement and sometimes such fluidity is desirable, but 
sometimes it is not. For example, people on vacation who are photographing 
a scene often direct others to get into the frame of the shot so as to make the 
photograph more “interesting.” The photographers assume that the spaces, 
things, and locations become “alive” when people are placed in the tableau. 
The people in the photograph make paths by walking and highlight a space by 
sitting down or by moving on a spot. In this sense, dancing as well as other 
non-verbal interaction can be about the organization of steps, gestures, and 
their positions, but it is also a temporally-bound movement of bodies through 
space. Moreover, in line with this and in relation to the bus space, the riders 
boarding a bus and looking for a seat bring the bus spaces (the entrance, the 
aisle, the exits, and the sitting areas) “into being” through their bodily 
movements in these spaces. This metaphor will be further developed in the 
analysis of the recorded fieldnotes. 

The bus-riding phase Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat is composed of 16 
recorded heterogeneous IMs of the total 29 IMs recorded in this phase and of 
the 136 IMs analyzed in this thesis. These 16 IMs are numbered as follows 
(listed as they are presented in Table 6): 18, 14, 7, 16, 21, 23, 5, 1, 6, 17, 27, 
3, 3x, 4, 9, and 15. 

Before we continue on to examining the recorded fieldnotes on Heterogeneous 
interaction moments recorded while Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat, we 
begin with a closer look at the more general patterns visualized in Table 6. 
BBFS, HE, which will give us some guidelines for the analysis of the 
fieldnotes. In addition, addressing the first part of the second research question 
for this thesis namely: Are there similarities/differences in the patterns 
observed in Homogeneous and Heterogeneous interaction? for comparison, 
here we will also look back at some of the general patterns discovered 
examining Table 6, BBFS, HO, that is, the table describing Homogeneous 
interaction moments recorded in the bus riding phase Boarding the Bus and 
Finding a Seat. 

6.2.1. Comparing General Patterns in Homogeneous and 
Heterogeneous Phase of Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat 

All of the 16 interaction moments registered as heterogeneous and recorded 
in the bus riding phase concerned with Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat 
(BBFS) can be considered heterogeneous in regard to both race and age.  
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Six IMs were changed in their course by Non-White and Younger riders, four 
IMs by Non-White Older riders (IM 5, 1, 6 and IM 17), six IMs by White and 
Younger riders (IM 27, 3, 3x, 4, 9 and IM 15), and zero by White and Older 
riders. However, White and Older riders are noted to be involved in as many 
as seven IMs (IM 18, 14, 7, 16, 21, 23, 17 and IM 9). This could mean that 
although White and Older riders are present in heterogeneous interaction 
moments, they are not noted to be influential in prompting a change in the 
interaction moments in this bus riding phase.  

The metaphor of the “bench dance” could be used to describe the interactants 
in the heterogeneous interaction in this phase as “followers” rather than 
“leaders” of the “dance” although this will be investigated further in the pages 
that follow. In this context, most the riders who prompted a change in an 
interaction moment were Younger (18, 14, 7, 16, 21, 23, 27, 3, 3x, 4, 9, and 
15), whereas in the homogeneous BBFS, most the riders who prompted a 
change were Older (eight of 13) (Table 3). 

Non-white riders prompted a change in action in ten of 16 IMs (18, 14, 7, 16, 
21, 23, 5, 1, 6, and 17) and White riders prompted a change in the remaining 
six IMs (27, 3, 3x, 4, 9, and 15). Therefore, the data suggest that, although the 
interaction recorded in the fieldnotes can be categorized as heterogeneous, the 
riders categorized as Younger and the riders categorized as Non-White 
influenced the interaction moments to a greater extent than those categorized 
as Older and White. Moreover, similarly as it was concluded in the previous 
section (concerned with heterogeneous interaction while Waiting For the 
Bus), the data suggests that the phenotypical differences in social positions 
(race and age) might be of significant importance in relation to the gestures 
and responses to these gestures that were recorded being carried out in the 
interaction moments in the bus riding phase Boarding the Bus and Finding a 
Seat.  

Goffman’s definition of an interaction ritual is used in this thesis: “[an 
interaction ritual] is a ceremonial activity that represents a way in which the 
individual must guard and design the symbolic implications of his act [while 
in the immediate presence of another]” (1967, p. 57). However, non-verbal 
interaction in the context of riding a bus includes gestural elements that may 
imply that a ceremonial activity is carried out. Five IMs depict gestures that 
are categorized as ritual elements: IM 16 (inviting techniques), IM 5 (closing 
and inviting techniques), IM 17 (opening techniques), IM 3 (opening, closing, 
and inviting techniques, and using props), and IM 3x (opening techniques). 
Compared to the homogeneous interaction moments recorded for BBFS 
(Table 3), there are slightly more heterogeneous interactions moments 
recorded for BBFS that include gestures considered ritual elements: two of 13 
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in the homogeneous IMs and five of 16 in heterogeneous IMs. Thus, there are 
slightly more gestural elements that may implicate that a ceremonial activity 
seems to be carried out in heterogeneous interaction moments than in 
homogeneous moments while BBFS. 

Two patterns make themselves apparent when comparing Table 3 with Table 
6. The first pattern reveals differences in the gestures related to using props. 
In heterogeneous interactions while BBFS, many IMs included the use of 
props with respect to intensity of involvement and territorial orientation (Table 
6). In contrast, in homogeneous interactions while BBFS, few IMs included 
the use of props with respect to intensity of involvement and territorial 
orientation (Table 3). The second pattern relates to the number of interaction 
moments framed by the interactional configuration labeled bodily movement 
with a direction. In heterogeneous interactions while BBFS, only three of 16 
IMs were not observed with a direction (denoted as D) for bodily movement 
(6, 4, and 9) (Table 6). In contrast, in homogeneous interactions while BBFS, 
six of 13 IMs were observed to have bodily movement with a direction (Table 
3). Therefore, this section focuses on how gestures carried out in 
heterogeneous interaction moments while BBFS are framed by bodily 
movements with a specific direction. 

Since Direction has been emphasized in the chapter on Homogeneous 
Interaction, the second pattern is the amount of interaction moments that may 
be said to be framed by the Interactional Configuration labeled bodily 
movement with a Direction. Looking at Table 6, BBFS, HE, we can see that 
only three out of 16 IMs are not noted with a D for Direction of the bodily 
movement (IM 6, 4 and IM 9). Thus, the majority of Heterogeneous 
interaction moments recorded in this bus riding phase the non-verbal 
interaction recorded in the fieldnotes may be seen as framed by the 
Interactional Configuration labeled bodily movement with a Direction of the 
involved riders. Comparing this with what may be said about Interactional 
Configuration looking at Table 3, BBFS, HO, we can see that only in six out 
of 13 Homogeneous IMs the interaction is noted to be framed by the bodily 
movement with a Direction. Therefore, it seems necessary in the analysis in 
this section to focus on how gestures carried out in Heterogeneous interaction 
moments while Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat are framed by bodily 
movements with a specific Direction.    

The homogeneous (Table 3) and heterogenous (Table 6) observations for the 
dimensions Temporal Aspects and Expressions of Emotion are very similar. 
For the dimension Temporal Aspects, the gestural sequences for both 
homogeneous and heterogeneous BBFS are numerous (Table 3 and 6), 
whereas none of the IMs for either homogeneous or heterogeneous BBFS was 
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observed to have frequency and rhythm (Temporal Aspects) (Table 6). Both 
Table 3 and Table 6 have similar general patterns for the dimension 
Expressions of Emotion. Therefore, the data compiled in Table 3 and Table 6 
show differences between heterogeneous and homogeneous interaction 
especially in regard to Interactional Configuration (bodily movement with a 
direction) and the Intensity of Involvement and Territorial Orientation and 
similarities regarding Temporal Aspects and Expressions of Emotion. These 
patterns will be further elaborated on in the summary of this chapter. 

6.2.2. Mimicking and Delayed Rhythms  

As previously discussed, especially with respect to heterogeneous interaction 
while WFB, high intensity of involvement can be connected to an interactional 
space and confirm territorial orientation of gestures carried out in 
heterogeneous interaction moments. In three heterogenous BBFS IMs (16, 21, 
and 3), interactants make gestures that seem to offer territory. IM 21 also 
included the use of props and a violation of territorial encroachment 
(Territorial Orientation) and a tense movement style four times (Expressions 
of Emotion). To investigate violation of territorial encroachment requires 
looking closely at the IM 21 fieldnotes. The highlighted areas in the fieldnotes 
describe what may be called be a “preparedness” to act. This “preparedness” 
can be connected to the tense bodily movement and tense changed body 
position of the riders: 

IM 21, BBFS; HE: At one of the stops NWYF2 boards the bus with a stroller. 
In the stroller area of the bus sits WYF1 with a stroller. She is reading a book 
with her head down. As NWYF2 boards the bus, the space in the aisle seems 
too small for her to pass through with the stroller. The wheels get stuck on the 
seats and on the wheels of the other stroller. NWYM2 seated closest to the 
stroller area, but across the aisle, looks up from his mobile at NWYF2 and at 
the stroller. He moves his upper body from the backrest; turns his body towards 
the event and seems ready to take some action. NWYM2 looks up at NWYF2, 
down at the stroller, and up again. WYF1 sitting and reading a book looks up 
and responds to the event by staring at NWYF2 and getting a tenser expression 
in the body (erect back, the body turned towards the event). WYF2 sitting in a 
window seat behind NWYM2 stares at NWYF2 and erects her back, turning it 
slightly towards the event. She seems to evaluate the situation. Next to her in 
the aisle seat sits WOF1. She looks at the event as well. NWYF2 and WYF1 
help each other with lifting over the stroller that has got stuck and placing it in 
the stroller area.  

A similar bodily “preparedness” was revealed in the analysis of homogeneous 
interactions While Seated (IM 5). In this IM, a rider seemingly initiated an 
interaction by fixing her gaze at another rider and erecting her back in 
preparation to rise from her seat. These moves made it apparent that she was 



 Moments on a City Bus  
      

 227 

engaged in other-awareness as her preparedness was made visible in 
conjunction with movements of the riders. The IM 21 fieldnotes depict the 
Non-White Younger Female 2 entering the stroller area with a stroller (using 
props) and the stroller does not seem to fit into the available space in the 
stroller area. The gestures that follow can be seen as responses to this event: 
the Non-White Younger Male 2, who is described gazing at the Non-White 
Younger Female 2 and switching to a tense body position, the White Younger 
Female 1 who is described staring at the Non-White Younger Female 2 and 
seemingly expressing tension in her body, the White Younger Female 2 is 
described to stare at the Non-White Younger Female 2 and “evaluate the 
situation”, and a White Older Female 1 who is noted gazing at the event.  

At first, what is recorded does not reveal how the gestures reflect a violation 
of territorial encroachment. However, upon closer examination, the territorial 
gestures such as using props and claiming territory are related to the intensity 
of involvement and the expression of tension in the bodily movements of the 
riders. To better understand these different elements of this interaction 
moment, the gestural sequence needs further examination: 

Position 1: initiating gesture–using a stroller to claim the 
territory of the aisle and using props to establish territorial 
orientation (“[…] As NWYF2 boards the bus, the space in the 
aisle seems too small for her to pass through with the stroller. 
The wheels get stuck on the seats and on the wheels of the other 
stroller […]”; 

Position 2: response gesture(s)–a change from low intensity co-
presence to high intensity co-presence through staring, gazing, 
and mimicking as well as tension in the bodily movement with 
a direction (“[…] WYF1, sitting and reading a book looks up 
and responds to the event by staring at NWYF2 and getting a 
tenser expression in the body (erect back, the body turned 
towards the event). WYF2 sitting in a window seat behind 
NWYM2 stares at NWYF2 and erects her back, turning it 
slightly towards the event. She seems to evaluate the situation. 
Next to her in the aisle seat sits WOF1. She looks at the event 
as well. […]”; 

Position 3: ending gesture–a bodily movement with a direction 
that establishes an interactional configuration, offering 
territory as part of territorial orientation (“[…] NWYF2 and 
WYF1 help each other with lifting over the stroller that has got 
stuck and placing it in the stroller area”). 
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Gazes, especially in the bus-riding phase while WFB, are used as a form of 
reciprocity pointing to what kind of intensity of involvement is appropriate in 
a homogeneous interaction moment. Moreover, in the analysis of 
homogeneous interaction moments in the bus-riding phase WFB, the gazes 
were used either to express approval or disapproval of the space division in 
the bus stop area. Also, in the homogeneous interaction moments during the 
phase BBFS, a connection was noted between staring in particular and the 
gestures classified as Territorial Orientation. It was also concluded that during 
the phase BBFS staring is connected to the bus space (Territorial Orientation) 
and may be reacted to as a violation of territorial encroachment. 

In the above sequencing of gestural units, the second position (the response 
gesture where the meaning of carried out gestures is determined) contains 
gestures pointing to changed intensity of involvement: from low intensity co-
presence to high intensity co-presence. This suggests that staring together with 
a mimicked tension in the movements of the riders’ bodies may be seen as 
determining the gestures claiming territory in the first position as a territorial 
encroachment violation. However, the gesture that ends the sequence, 
confirming the meaning of gestures carried out in the gestural sequence, 
results in something new, the offering of territory. 

The third position of the gestural sequence conforms the meaning of the 
response gesture related to the territorial orientation and the intensity of 
involvement of the carried-out gestures, which was the case in the 
homogeneous interaction moments in this bus-riding phase. Here, in a 
heterogeneous interaction moment, the third position (gestures carried out in 
relation to the territorial encroachment defined in the second position) reveals 
a gesture offering territory and a bodily movement with a direction. This raises 
the following question: Is the definition of the spatial rearrangement caused 
by the Non-White Younger Female 2 with the stroller a violation of territorial 
norms or does it say something about how heterogeneous interaction differs 
from homogeneous in this bus-riding phase?   

This question can be addressed using Collins’ (2004) (Chapter 3) argument 
about how a mutual focus of attention is an important element of an interaction 
ritual (in Collins’ definition, one of three). This mutual focus of attention 
occurs when people are co-present and focus their attention on a common 
object or activity, and by communicating this focus become mutually aware 
of each other’s focus of attention. In this thesis, this mutual focus of attention 
is made visible in high intensity of involvement in an interaction moment. 
Moreover, in the second position of the gestural sequence, a similar set of 
gestures seems to be carried out, which is labeled mimicking (Table 6): “[…] 
WYF1 sitting and reading a book looks up and responds to the event by staring 
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at NWYF2 and getting a tenser expression in the body (erect back, the body 
turned towards the event). WYF2 sitting in a window seat behind NWYM2 
stares at NWYF2 and erects her back, turning it slightly towards the event 
[…].” Here, mimicking relates to Collins’ argument: mimicking is a way to 
communicate a mutual focus of attention. However, this does not explain why 
a violation of territorial norms seems to be followed by gestures of offering 
territory. To understand this, a detour is needed that is similar to what was 
suggested in the previous section in regard to intensity of involvement. That 
is, to fully grasp the complexity of an interaction moment, a closer 
examination is needed of how the dimension Expressions of Emotion is 
connected to sets of gestures. 

Once again, the dancing analogy should be helpful in analyzing how 
collaboration is carried out when leading and when following. A dancer moves 
and others follow, and again a dancer carries out a movement and yet another 
movement follows from the other dancers, and again and again, with varying 
levels of synchronicity. The dancers (i.e., riders) are here seen as actively 
interpreting what the context and its rhythms “ask” of them with respect to 
their movement. So, what characterizes the bus-riding context and what are its 
rhythms? 

The IM 21 fieldnotes indicate that because the space of the aisle is occupied 
in an “inappropriate” way and because it is in all riders’ interest to arrive on 
time (cf. Hjorthol, 2001; Ohmori & Harata, 2008), the event “asks” riders to 
focus on the event and whether it is going to be resolved. In a sense, the norms 
regarding space division in the territory of the bus are put on the line because 
it is unclear whether the other stroller is going to fit in the space assigned to 
strollers.66 Moreover, because the interaction in the context of bus riding is 
influenced by the conditions specific for this context (i.e., limited space and 
limited time), these conditions seem to help define what kind of gestures 
violate the norms guided by these conditions. In other words, the longer the 
interaction involving spatial rearrangements takes, the more likely the 
elements of this interaction will be judged as violating the territory of the bus, 
resulting in negative sanctions such as staring. However, the riders’ focus on 
the event, communicated by the mimicking of sets of gestures and similar 
expressions of emotion, suggests that the territorial norms have been violated 
and other-awareness has been established. This violation of territorial norms 
and the establishment of other-awareness are also evident in the way the riders 
move. That is, in line with the expectations with the third position of a gestural 

 
66 From my experience, based also on the informal pilot study conducted before the data 
collection phase for this project started, in a Swedish city bus it is unlikely that bus drivers start 
to drive before they see that strollers, wheelchairs, or walkers are secured in a way that does 
not interrupt the ride. 
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sequence, the riders’ other-awareness and context-awareness as indicated by 
their gestures confirm that territorial norms have been violated. 

Moreover, the gestures that confer offering territory may be seen as 
confirmation that territorial norms have been violated while simultaneously 
making visible (through directed bodily movement) other-awareness and 
context-awareness. When applying Goffman’s (cf. 1966, p. 136) view that 
gestures such as staring can initiate a ritual, the analysis suggests yet 
something else. In a public space such as the inside of a bus, staring can 
confirm the high intensity of involvement as it can convey information about 
collaborative processes users reproduce as territorial norms. In other words, 
this suggests that the interaction moments where territorial norms are 
threatened, the intensity of involvement increases to a point it “asks” the riders 
to engage in other-awareness and context-awareness through bodily 
movements with a direction. In other words, it seems to be in all riders’ 
interests to act so that territorial norm can be restored. 

The analogy of choreography can help explain how territorial norms are re-
established. When dancers follow choreographed movements in a designated 
space, often the movements of one or two dancers are the center of focus (i.e., 
in the spotlight) for both the audience and the other dancers. Similarly, the 
conditions of the bus-riding context “ask” the other riders to focus their 
attention on one or two other riders in the spotlight and these riders’ 
movements define what kind of gestures are defined as potentially violating 
these conditions and potentially creating delays in the rhythm of bus ride. This 
suggests that when territorial norms seem to be threatened in the 
heterogeneous interaction moments while BBFS, the other-awareness and 
context-awareness place a spotlight on how the space (the dimension 
Territorial Orientation) is handled in relation to race and age. 

In contrast to the majority of heterogeneous IMs recorded for BBFS, five IMs 
(18, 14, 6, 27, and 4) were not recorded as having any gestures related to the 
dimension Territorial Orientation (Table 6). The analogy of choreography can 
be helpful: dancers (i.e., riders) make “paths” and through these movements 
they bring “into being” different areas of the stage (i.e., bus space). The riders’ 
“paths” may be re-enforced by the direction of their gazes at an object or an 
area inside the bus, turning a “spotlight” on what gestures are carried out by 
the riders and what gestures are deemed appropriate for this “new” setting. As 
a participant observer in the bus-riding context, I used the direction of the 
riders’ gazes as proxies for a “spotlight”: that is, the object of their gazes 
mentioned in the fieldnotes are “made into being.” Here, the opposite also 
applies if the gaze or the movement does not have this kind of specific 
directionality. That is, the objects, people, areas, etc. are not “made into 
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being.” (Of course, I do not have the capacity to see or record everything 
taking place on the bus as multiple and overlapping areas and objects can be 
“brought into being” at once). Although I am always present in the interaction 
moments that are recorded, my presence is often not made visible by this kind 
of specific directionality. IM 4, which is presented next, is observed to have 
one gesture associated with the dimension Interactional Configuration (bodily 
movement) but is not observed to have any gestures associated with the 
dimension Territorial Orientation. However, in the recorded fieldnotes on IM 
4, the objects inside the bus, in this case a middle mirror, may be seen as 
“coming into being” through what seems to be this kind of directionality of 
the gestures carried out by the riders walking in the aisle. The riders in IM 21 
stare to communicate a violation of territorial norms, whereas the riders in IM 
4 seem to respond to the gestures of other riders with a lack of gaze. In IM 4, 
the objects in the bus are “made into being” through directionality of 
movement and a particular space is made meaningful in the interaction 
moment:    

IM 4, BBFS; HE: I am sitting in the window seat next to the middle door. 
NWOF1 sits in the single seat in the front, across from WYF1 driver. The bus 
stops. WYF2, WYF3 and NWYF1 with a headscarf board the bus. WYF2 
checks her appearance in the middle-mirror and fixes with her hair while she 
walks in the aisle. NWYF1, walking after her, looks into the mirror and 
reorganizes her scarf while walking in the aisle. No one looks at them. 

Imagine that you walk on a street in a relaxed stroll. You may notice people 
walking in front of you, their pace, compare it with yours, and you may as 
well notice that people often use reflexive surfaces such as store windows to 
check their appearances. This may occur more or less inconspicuously. These 
gestures are rarely met with any visible reactions from other pedestrians. One 
of the norms that guide non-verbal interaction in public spaces (cf. Goffman, 
1966) is the degree of approval others confer on a certain set of gestures, 
although there are limitations to how approval and disapproval can be 
expressed so these gestures are often unnoticed (see Chapter 3). 

In the highlighted portions of the IM 4 fieldnotes the White Younger Female 
2, the White Younger Female 3 and the Non-White Younger Female 1 have 
boarded the bus and they walk in the aisle. As they walk down the aisle, one 
of the White Younger Female riders is recorded looking at the mirror (placed 
roof-high on a bar beside the middle door) as she is “fixing with her hair”.  

No information is recorded about the White Younger Female 3. The Non-
White Younger Female 1, walking behind White Younger Female 2, mimics 
the gesture of looking in the mirror and adjusting her appearance. Both these 
gestures, the original and the mimicked gesture, are met with a lack of gaze 
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(Table 6). That is, the “spotlight” is not turned on in this interaction as these 
gestures seem non-threatening to the territorial norms as they fit into the 
territorial norms of the bus-riding context. Moreover, the mimicking a set of 
gestures such as looking in a mirror and adjusting one’s appearance seem valid 
in this heterogeneous interaction moments. This pattern of a lack of gaze 
confirming carried out gestures as valid has been observed in all the bus-riding 
phases. 

In this context, mimicking may also play into the dimension Temporal 
Aspects. IM 17 describes an interaction seemingly initiated by the Non-White 
Older Female 2’s gaze directed at the White Older Female 7. Both riders 
mimicking the gestures carried out by the baby: eye contact, smiles, staring, 
and air kisses. The gazing seems to be carried out by these two riders in the 
last rows: 

IM 17, BBFS, HE: WOF7 sits in the window seat in the four-seat area in front. 
NWOF2 boards the bus with a stroller and fastens the stroller in the bar in the 
stroller area across the aisle from WOF7. NWOF2 seeks eye-contact with 
WOF7. WOF7 meets her gaze and gives NWOF2 a little smile. WOF7 stares 
at the non-white female baby in the stroller with a smile. The baby throws 
around loud air-kisses with her hand. NWOF2 starts to talk to WOF7 pointing 
to the baby. Both NWOF2 and WOF7 seem to comment the kisses because 
they also mimic the baby. When they seem to be done, NWOF2 and WOF7 sit 
quietly next to each other. NWOF2 gazes at the baby from time to time, smiles 
and nods. In pauses from looking at the baby, NWOF2 looks forward to the 
front. WOF7 in the window seat alternates between gazing out the window and 
looking forward.  

After the riders stop mimicking the baby’s gestures (“When they seem to be 
done”), they sit quietly next to each other and their gazing range seems to be 
adjusted in relation to each other. The Non-White Older Female 2 focuses her 
gaze at the baby to her right and forward to the front, and the White Older 
Female 7, sitting in the window seat, alternates her gaze out the window and 
looking forward to the front of the bus. In other words, their gazes do not cross 
one another. The totality of this interaction, characterized by the temporality 
of the direction of the gazes, spotlights how the space is used (Territorial 
Orientation). 

The IM 17 fieldnotes indicate three incidences of bodily movement with 
direction (the dimension Interactional Configuration) and one incidence of 
gestural sequences (the dimension Temporal Aspects) (Table 6). These 
observations suggest the following gestural sequence: 

Position 1: initiating gesture–opening technique (Ritual 
Element), gazing at (Intensity of Involvement), facial 
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expression: smile (Expressions of Emotion), staring at 
(Intensity of Involvement) and bodily movement (Interactional 
Configuration) (“[…] NWOF2 seeks eye-contact with the 
WOF7. WOF7 meets her gaze and gives NWOF2 a little smile. 
WOF7 stares at the non-white female baby in the stroller with 
a smile. The baby throws around loud air-kisses with her hand 
[…)]”); 

Position 2: response gesture–bodily movement with a direction 
(Interactional Configuration) and mimicking of bodily 
movement with a direction (Intensity of Involvement) (“[…] 
NWOF2 starts to talk to WOF7 pointing to the baby. Both 
NWOF2 and WOF7 seem to comment the kisses because they 
also mimic the baby. […]”); 

Position 3: ending gesture–high through lack of gaze, gazing 
at, nodding, gazing direction, adjustment of gaze (Intensity of 
Involvement) and facial expression: smile (Expressions of 
Emotion) (“[…] When they seem to be done, NWOF2 and 
WOF7 sit quietly next to each other. NWOF2 gazes at the baby 
from time to time, smiles and nods. In pauses from looking at 
the baby, NWOF2 looks forward to the front. WOF7 in the 
window seat alternates between gazing out the window and 
looking forward.”). 

All three positions indicate a high intensity of involvement. Consider the 
analogy to choreography and how the movement of bodies seems to be 
organized in public spaces. For example, people on a crowded street (cf. 
Wolfinger, 1995) create a rhythm as they walk among one another: walking– 
passing by–walking–passing and so on. However, the rhythm can be 
“delayed” by someone tripping, falling down, or stopping. This “delay” to the 
rhythm can be seen in the street dance performance called a “flash-mob,” a 
group of seemingly ordinary people perform a choreographed dance in a 
public space and then immediately blending back into the into the crowd. That 
is, the rhythm of the space changes for a limited period. This kind of rhythm 
could be labelled ‘interactional synchrony’ because the dancers, pedestrians, 
or riders carry out simultaneous rhythmic activity. We will come back to this 
later. Through the micro lens applied to non-verbal interaction in this analysis, 
“walking” and “passing by” corresponds to the gestures of gazing, mimicking, 
gazing direction, and an adjustment of gazing range. 

The gestures carried out in IM 17 resemble Goffman’s (1966) idea about 
bodily movement: bodily activities spread information throughout the whole 
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encounter and provide information about the individual’s involvement. 
Furthermore, as previously described, gestures become meaningful through 
their dynamic form and through the gestural responses of others. With these 
observations in mind, the second position of the gestural sequence suggests a 
mutual definition of the exchange as temporally and spatially bound through 
mimicking and bodily movement with a direction (pointing at and mimicking 
the baby’s gestures). Mimicking makes a reciprocity demand (cf. Goffman, 
1966, 1967) visible in an interaction moment and invites further reciprocity. 
However, the IM 17 fieldnotes seem to indicate a time limit for how long the 
mimicking gestures may be carried out in this bus-riding phase. In fact, one 
particular set of gestures seems to be reproduced, nothing new seems to 
emerge in terms of if new gestures are described to be added in the mimicking 
procedure. 

Therefore, the non-verbal exchange through bodily gestures seems to make 
visible the “acknowledgement” of other’s presence and to indicate the 
intensity of involvement. That is, other-awareness is made visible through the 
mimicking gestures. When other-awareness is established through dynamic 
gesturing (e.g., pointing and throwing air kisses), the gestures the riders carry 
out seem to be (at least eventually) adjusted to the spatial (being seated next 
to each other) and contextual (riding the bus) form. In this sense, the analogy 
of “delays” in the rhythm reveals that the third position in the sequence of 
gestures confirms that the exchange (i.e., mimicking) was a temporary 
“delay.” In the third position, the lack of movement, gazing direction, 
adjustment of gaze, and lack of gaze all suggest a connection to the dimension 
Territorial Orientation as the gestures are categorized as personal space 
orientation (Table 6). The IM 17 fieldnotes record that at the end of the 
interaction the riders adjust their gazing ranges to each other so their gazes do 
not cross (Table 6). Although the mimicking gesturing (i.e., mimicking the 
baby’s gestures) eventually changed into gestures that use less bus space, the 
intensity of involvement remained high. 

This analysis suggests that other-awareness seems to elevate the intensity of 
involvement, which remains the same throughout the interaction moment as 
confirmed in the third position of the gestural sequence. Based on this, the 
lack of action (non-performance) may be seen as confirming the riders’ 
previous high intensity of involvement as valid. This validity would mean that 
temporary mimicking invites further reciprocity, but the reciprocity is carried 
out in the form of other-awareness and context-awareness made visible by an 
adjustment of gazing range and the use of space while gesturing. These 
circumstances suggest that the non-verbal interaction in heterogeneous 
interaction moments while BBFS seems to be temporally and spatially bound. 
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6.2.3. “Use of space” in Gesturing and Questioning Territorial 
Rules 

The IM 1 and IM 18 fieldnotes illustrate two contexts where riders use staring: 
body position (IM 1) and bodily movement with a direction (IM 18). In IM 
18, staring seems to be carried out in an almost “casual” manner. The White 
Older Female 1 seems to stare at all riders who board the bus and move in the 
aisle. In IM 1, on the other hand, staring seems to be carried out in conjunction 
with how a seat is taken.  

IM 18, BBFS; HE: WOF2 boards the bus and NWYM1 after her. WOF2 gazes 
forward to the back. WOF1 already seated on the bus stares at WOF2 carrying 
a suitcase in front of her. WOF1 stares at the short NWYM1 who walks in the 
aisle putting his card into his wallet. NWYM1 looks up and forward to the back 
of the bus. No eye-contact. NWYM1 walks towards the back. 

The White Older Female 1, who is already seated on the bus, stares first at the 
White Older Female 2 and then at the Non-White Younger Male 1 who both 
board the bus and walk in the aisle. The White Older Female 2 walking down 
the aisle gazes forward to the back as soon as she boarded the bus. Similarly, 
the Non-White Younger Male 1 seems preoccupied with his wallet while 
walking towards the back of the bus. He is also described to “look up and 
forward” to the back of the bus. There is no eye contact between the riders 
noted in the recorded fieldnotes on IM 18.  

In contrast to IM 17 fieldnotes, IM 18 fieldnotes do not describe a high 
intensity of involvement despite staring, gazing direction, and gazing away 
(Table 6). As proposed earlier, staring, gazing direction, and gazing away in 
certain contexts can elevate the intensity of involvement. To examine how 
intensity of involvement relates to bodily movement with a direction, the 
gestural sequences is described below. 

Position 1: initiating gesture– bodily movement with a 
direction (Interactional Configuration) and gazing with 
direction (Intensity of Involvement) (“WOF2 boards the bus 
and NWYM1 after her. WOF2 gazes forward to the back 
[…].”); 

Position 2: response gesture– bodily movement with a direction 
(Interactional Configuration) and using props, gazing away, 
and staring (Intensity of Involvement) (“[…] WOF1 already 
seated on the bus stares at WOF2 carrying a suitcase in front of 
her. WOF1 stares at the short NWYM1 who walks in the aisle 
putting his card into his wallet. […]”); 
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Position 3: ending gesture– bodily movement with a direction 
(Interactional Configuration) and gazing with direction 
(Intensity of Involvement) (“[…] NWYM1 looks up and 
forward to the back of the bus. No eye-contact. NWYM1 walks 
towards the back.”). 

Staring in the second position conforms to Goffman’s view of staring (cf. 
1966): staring and gazing with a direction into the bus space seems to be 
carried out as a “casual” activity, as an activity that seems to show a small 
amount of involvement (to use Goffman’s line of reasoning) to avoid the 
appearance of being disengaged. In addition, the gestural sequence bodily 
movement with a direction, gazing away, and staring seem to be used in the 
production of meaning of the gestures in the gestural sequence (in the second 
position). Because staring seems to be carried out in relation to using props 
while moving through the aisle space, the staring seems to be carried out as a 
way to admonish others so they uphold and disapprove of disruptions to 
territorial norms. This would not be the case if, for example, the riders were 
in the second position recorded gazing or staring at the White Older Female 
1. In this case, staring could be defined as a form of overinvolvement, 
transmitting higher intensity of involvement and a violation of territorial 
norms. However, because the intensity of involvement seems to remain 
constant throughout the gestural sequence, staring at riders who are 
temporarily moving with a direction seems to be a valid way to admonish 
others so they disapprove of disruptions and uphold territorial norms in this 
context. 

Moreover, as in IM 21, staring in IM 18 is identified in Position 2, but in IM 
21 staring suggests a high intensity of involvement in the context of bodily 
movement with a direction carried out by the riders. Additionally, in IM 21 
staring conveys information about collaborative processes by which riders 
reproduce territorial norms. However, in IM 18, this information does not 
seem to be provided perhaps due to the low intensity of involvement and the 
lack of any visible threat to the territorial norms (which was the case in IM 
21). Moreover, what the analysis proposes is that the extent in which the space 
of the bus where gesturing is made (e.g., making bodily movements such as 
waving one’s arms or pointing rather than gazing or staring) does not 
necessarily affect the intensity of involvement in a heterogeneous interaction 
moment while BBFS. As in IM 18, the gazing patterns in the IM 1 fieldnotes 
suggest a “threat” to territorial norms. This “threat” consists of laying claims 
to territory when finding a seat. As in IM 21, staring when territorial norms 
seem to be threatened can lead to other-awareness and context-awareness by 
spotlighting the use of space while gestures are carried out. 
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The IM 1 fieldnotes describe another way staring is carried out: in relation to 
body position. In IM 1, the riders seem to make temporary claims to a territory, 
and their gazing patterns seem to be carried out in relation to these gestures:  

IM 1, BBFS; HE: I am sitting in a window seat in the middle of Back Area of 
the bus. I have my backpack in the seat beside me. WYF1 walks quite slowly 
and kind of constrained in the pathway in the bus. She (WYF1) takes the 
window seat in front of me. She (WYF1) picks with her bag and the Palestine-
scarf that she places in her knees. NWOF1 with a strained and angry expression 
on her face, hair covered with a scarf, approaches with a firm/ determined walk. 
Without the usual exchange of looks, that is, a gaze at the seated person or at 
the vacant seat beside the seated person, she (NWOF1) sits down placing her 
handbag in her knees immediately looking straight forward. WYF1 
immediately looks up from her bag and scarf, turning her head to the side and 
stares for a moment into the profile of NWOF1. WYF1 looks down and repeats 
the procedure (staring for a moment). NWOF1 doesn’t look back. NWOF1 
keeps looking straight forward.  

The White Younger Female 1 takes a window seat, placing her bag and a scarf 
in her knees. She seems preoccupied with these props when the Non-White 
Older Female 1 “with a strained and angry expression on her face” takes the 
aisle seat next to her. These gestures in turn seem to be “immediately” 
responded to by a repetitive staring-pattern: the White Younger Female 1 
stares at the Non-White Older Female 1’s profile while the Non-White Older 
Female 1 is “looking straight forward”.  

IM 1 (as well as IMs 16, 21, 23, 5, 3, and 9) included gestures for the 
dimension Interactional Configurations (i.e., body position and bodily 
movement with a direction) (Table 6). These gestures can be seen as framed 
by both how the riders move and how they change their body position. In 
addition, IM 1 has five gestures recorded for the dimension Expressions of 
Emotion (Table 6). 

Recalling that the space of the bus where gesturing is performed does not 
necessarily affect the intensity of involvement. I will lean once more on the 
choreography analogy of the “intense” dancer. The outstretched and forceful 
gestures of the dancer lays claims to a territory both through his use of space 
(the outstretched movements) and the high levels of energy that such gestures 
may be said to be mediating in relation to others in that space. Take now into 
account that the essence of dancing can be seen as a movement of bodies in 
tension. Then (perhaps) the width and height of movement would matter less 
for the levels of energy to be considered high than would the levels of tension 
expressed in the movement of the body or the levels of tension expressed in 
the body position. Applying this line of reasoning means that intensity of 
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involvement of the gesturing and the tension in the expression of emotions can 
be seen as high. 

In IM 1, the relatively large number of gestures recorded for the dimension 
Expressions of Emotion may help explain the organization of gestures in the 
gestural sequence described in the dimension Temporal Aspects. To examine 
this in detail requires describing the apply sequencing of gestures: 

Position 1: initiating gesture– bodily movement with a 
direction (Interactional Configuration), movement styles: 
sudden and firm accompanied by facial expression: grumpy 
(Expressions of Emotion), lack of gaze (Intensity of 
Involvement), use of props personal, claiming territory, and 
space orientation (Territorial Orientation) (“[…] NWOF1 with 
a strained and angry expression on her face, hair covered with 
a scarf, approaches with a firm/determined walk. Without the 
usual exchange of looks, that is, a gaze at the seated person or 
at the vacant seat beside the seated person, she (NWOF1) sits 
down [next to WYF1] placing her handbag in her knees 
immediately looking straight forward. […]”); 

Position 2: response gesture–body position (Interactional 
Configuration) and lack of gaze, staring, and use of props 
(Intensity of Involvement) (“[…] WYF1 immediately looks up 
from her bag and scarf, turning her head to the side and stares 
for a moment into the profile of NWOF1. […]”); 

Position 3: ending gesture–body position (Interactional 
Configuration), staring and lack of gaze (Intensity of 
Involvement), and repetitive movements (staring) (Expressions 
of Emotion) (“[…] WYF1 looks down and repeats the 
procedure (staring for a moment). NWOF1 doesn’t look back. 
NWOF1 keeps looking straight forward.”). 

In Chapter 3, territoriality was seen as regulating social interaction (cf. Knapp 
et al., 2013, pp. 11, 124). Territoriality also relates to the human tendency to 
stake out personal territory or “untouchable space,” but there seems to be a 
difference between what riders do when a seat is claimed and when it is 
temporarily “taken.” The IM 1 fieldnotes describe “taking” a seat as involving 
“usual exchange of looks”: the rider “asks” for a seat and the rider next to the 
vacant seat returns a gaze, confirming that the unoccupied seat is available. In 
the first position above, this procedure does not seem to have been carried out: 
a seat seems to be “taken” without “asking.” However, in the first position, 
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the Non-White Older Female 1 seems to use gestures associated with the 
dimension Territorial Orientation to claim territory. The younger white female 
White Younger Female 1 responds to the gesture by changing her body 
position (she turns her head) and staring at the Non-White Older Female 1. 
Moreover, these territorial gestures seem to be reinforced by the lack of gaze 
from the Non-White Older Female 1 through what seems to be a response to 
the stare. This lack of gaze from the “claimer” may be seen as a way to 
question the validity of repetitive staring as a way to admonish others so they 
uphold territorial norms. 

In Chapter 3, Goffman’s (1967, 1983) and Knapp et al.’s (2013) analyses were 
used to examine the gestures associated with the dimensions Territoriality and 
Intensity of Involvement as moral judgements and negative sanctions. 
Similarly, in the previous section examining the WFB phase, gestures 
claiming territory were seen as connected to gestures violating territorial 
norms through the use of gestures that increased the intensity of involvement. 
In the third position, the lack of gaze can be seen as questioning the validity 
of staring, so an examination is in order that discusses sustaining gestural 
repertoires as it relates to interactional space. Since interactional space was 
earlier discussed in relation to high energy co-presence (in the section on 
WFB), an examination of the gestural sequence in IM 1 is also needed. These 
examinations lead to the same question posed in Chapter 5 for heterogeneous 
interactions while WFB: What does a gestural repertoire for territorial rules 
look like in heterogeneous interaction moments of BBFS? 

The analysis suggests that gestures carried out as a response to a perceived 
violation of territorial rules can in turn be questioned for their validity of 
enforcing territorial rules, a response evident in the third position of gestural 
sequence. The analysis suggests that we may find gestures that may be seen 
as questioning the validity of a gesture that is supposed to reinforce territorial 
rules of the setting in the third position of the outline for sequencing of gestural 
units.  

As asserted in the previous section and in line with Goffman (1967, p. 1), the 
analysis puts forward that the riders sustain their particular gestural repertoires 
they arrive with (e.g., inside of the bus) and that these repertoires seem to 
assist in regulating the dynamics and flow of events. The gestural sequence 
from IM 1 analyzed through the prism of Goffman’s (cf. 1959, 1967) analysis 
of codes for any interaction moment suggest that once a person takes on a self-
image expressed through face, he is expected to ‘fluently’ act according to it. 

This leads me to suggest two things. First, the gestural repertoire described 
being carried out by the Non-White Older Female 1 in the third position seems 
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to be consistent with the gestures described to be carried out in the third 
position. In other words, the levels of tension Expressed in the movement of 
the body (bodily movement with a Direction; sudden and firm movement 
style) of the Non-White Older Female 1 seem to be sustained throughout the 
gestural sequence. Moreover, because the response gestures (the White 
Younger Female 1 turning her head and staring) may be seen as framed by the 
Interactional Configuration labeled body position, the use of space in these 
gestures (compared to for instance bodily movement through the aisle) may 
be seen as emanating less tension.  

Second, as argued in the previous section, a rider moving with a higher 
intensity may be seen as claiming the territory and prescribing the rules for 
the bodily movements as long as he or she sustains these high levels of 
Intensity. Because the Non-White Older Female 1 sustains her gestural 
repertoire with higher intensity throughout the gestural sequence, then she 
may also be seen as prescribing the territorial rules in this interaction moment. 
From this, it follows that when a particular gestural repertoire seems to be 
sustained, in the context when lack of gaze seems to be a response to repetitive 
staring, the high intensity of involvement may outweigh and question the 
territorial norms for non-verbal interaction (i.e., in heterogeneous IMs while 
Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat). Moreover, what was asserted earlier 
about staring, applies here: when territorial norms seem to be threatened or 
questioned, other-awareness and context-awareness place a spotlight on the 
gesturing’s use of space and therefore on the tension these gestures 
communicate. 

6.2.4. Highlighting Spaces and “Timing” Gestures 

This section examines the features that characterize the heterogeneous bus-
riding phase BBFS. Eight of 16 IMs (18, 14, 21, 23, 5, 1, 17, and 4) included 
the use of props associated with the dimension Intensity of Involvement. Of 
these eight IMs, 4, 21, 17, 18, and 1 illustrate how gestures using props are 
connected to the dimensions Intensity of Involvement and Territorial 
Orientation. From Goffman’s (cf. 1966) point of view (Chapter 3), using props 
is often connected to involvement shields–i.e., actors use props to disguise 
their overinvolvement in an interaction moment. This does not seem to be the 
case in the heterogeneous interaction moments while Boarding the Bus and 
Finding a Seat as shielding from involvement associated with the dimension 
Intensity of Involvement is only recorded for IM 16 and IM 9 (Table 6). Based 
on this, using props is rarely connected to shielding from involvement in this 
context although using props is connected to the dimensions Ritual Elements 
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and Territorial Orientation. Furthermore, as direction of movement highlights 
a space, the use of props may also highlight space. 

The IM 5 fieldnotes describe using props connected with the dimension 
Intensity of Involvement and the gestures inviting techniques (Ritual 
Elements) and claiming territory (Territorial Orientation). This interaction 
moment has some similarities with IM 1. For example, as in IM 1, IM 5 
includes repetitive movements (Expressions of Emotion), but the movement 
style gestures are categorized as tense rather than sudden as is the case for IM 
1. In IM 5, directed bodily movement with an adjustment seems to be carried 
out in an inviting technique (Table 6). In IM 5, this combination of gestures 
seems to differ from what was revealed in the analysis of homogeneous 
interaction moments for this bus-riding phase. That is, repetitive inviting 
movement seems to evoke a tense movement style in the driver, whom the 
movement seems to be addressing: 

IM 5, BBFS, HE: I see NWOF1 sitting in the front seat shifting her body 
position and extending her arm over the aisle holding a plastic bag and offering 
WYF1 driver to have some of the contents. WYF1 driver catches the 
movement and gazes quickly at the arm, saying simultaneously: [Nej. Det är 
bra för mig. / No, thanks. I’m good.]. NWOF1 repeats the offering movement 
with her extended arm towards WYF1 driver. WYF1driver responds with more 
firm and cutting off tone of her voice: [Nej. Tack. / No. Thanks.]. NWOF1 
retires to her seat. WYF4 boards and fixes her gaze at the card reader, presses 
a button to pay for the ticket and sits down in the vacant seat behind the driver 
seat, without looking inside the bus. 

The IM 5 fieldnotes describe the Non-White Older Female 1 extending her 
arm over the aisle towards the White Younger Female 1 driver in what seems 
as a gesture to offer the driver the contents of the plastic bag she holds in her 
hand. In light of the different interests of riders and the driver (cf. Slosar, 
1973), the conflicting goals–i.e., the rider wants individualized service and the 
driver wants to follow the bus schedule–may lead the two parties to a variety 
of subtle (and less subtle) mechanisms of control. That is, this response gesture 
with the tensed movement style accompanying the verbal expression seems to 
aim at closing the interaction because further interaction would mean the bus 
schedule will be compromised. As previously noted, staring in such contexts 
puts a “spotlight” on the use of the gesturing space. That is, the intensity of 
involvement is reflected in gazing at and gazing away. However, gazing at 
and staring might be seen as near to equivalent in terms of intensity of 
involvement. This would mean that gazing at and gazing away, like staring, 
could be seen as putting a “spotlight” on the use of gesturing space as these 
gestures seem to be responded to with a tense movement style. 
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The Non-White Older Female 1 seems to bridge the spatial distance between 
her and the White Younger Female 1 with a territorial and directed adjustment 
of her bodily movement (Table 6). Her arm movement makes a temporary 
claim on a territory of the aisle. However, because this temporary movement 
does not extend to the rest of her body, it does not seem to create any change 
(at least visible to me) in the spatial circumstances for other riders to respond 
to. In the IM 5 fieldnotes, a White Younger Female 4 boarding the bus shortly 
after the exchange between the Non-White Older Female 1 and the White 
Younger Female driver (“NWOF1 retires to her seat”) seems unaffected this 
exchange, perhaps due to the temporality of interaction. In this sense, using 
the analogy of “delays” in the rhythm of the bus-riding context while Boarding 
the Bus and Finding a Seat, this would suggest that the exchange involving 
gestures implying inviting techniques could be seen as this kind of a temporary 
“delay”.  

The analysis suggests thus that in the heterogeneous interaction moments 
while Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat: 1) the use of props in a 
heterogeneous interaction moment highlights a space because the use of props 
seems to be connected to how space is handled in gesturing; which in turn 2) 
puts a spotlight at the social positions of the riders involved in the interaction 
moment. Furthermore, because gestures implying inviting techniques seem to 
be handled as temporary “delays”, this seems to highlight the importance of 
guarding and sustaining territorial norms in the Heterogeneous interaction 
moments in this phase. Consequently, this would mean that it is in all riders’ 
interest to act so that the territorial “order” can be sustained, guarded and 
restored if interrupted.   

The fieldnotes in IM 16 also indicate the use of inviting techniques (Table 6). 
Moreover, this interaction seems to involve, to use Mead’s terminology, an 
intricate “conversation of gestures.” However, here the interaction describes 
the mutual exchange of gazes, nods, and smiles seemingly carried out in what 
looks like a non-verbal negotiation about temporal ownership of a territory: 

IM 16, BBFS, HE: On a stop NWYF3 boards and sits in the stroller area in the 
front area of the bus. NWYF3 puts her computer-bag horizontally on her lap. 
WOM4 with a walker boards the bus and walks by NWYF3. NWYF3 seeks 
eye-contact with WOM4, smiles, while WOM4 walks and looks down at his 
walker. WOM4 looks up and makes eye-contact with NWYF3. WOM4 nods. 
WOM4 sits in the stroller area in front of me, diagonally from NWYF3. 
NWYF3 takes her mobile and starts texting with her thumb.  

The Non-White Younger Female 3 seated in the stroller area “seek[s] eye-
contact” (gazing at) and smiles, which seems to be gestures directed at the 
White Older Male 4 using a walker to move down the aisle. In turn, the White 
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Older Male 4 focuses his gaze at the walker, looks up, makes eye contact 
(gazing at) with the Non-White Younger Female 3, nods and takes a seat 
diagonally from the Non-White Younger Female 3. The interior of the bus 
seems to influence the interaction: there is an area for strollers on the right 
side of the aisle near the middle of the bus and an area on the left side closer 
to the front. The one closer to the front has fold-down seats that face the aisle 
of the bus, not the front of the bus. This means that the two areas are located 
at a diagonal, suggesting that the interaction between riders seated in each area 
could be influenced by these spatial conditions. Therefore, the placement of 
the seats would direct the interaction.  

Consequently, the Non-White Younger Female 3 is seated in the stroller area 
closer to the front, facing the aisle, and the White Older Male 4 is seated in 
the stroller area closer to the middle area of the bus. That is, this interaction 
moment seems to be influenced by the spatial conditions and the “timing” of 
gestures.  

This interaction moment is also one of the two IMs that have recorded gestures 
that seem to shield the rider from involvement in the interaction moment 
(Table 6). However, as previously noted, the gestures for the dimension 
Territorial Orientation seem to be connected to the use of props in this 
interaction moment rather than implicating overinvolvement. That is, the 
spatial conditions of the bus shield the riders from involvement and influence 
the “timing” of a gesture–a smile (Expressions of Emotion). The Non-White 
Younger Female 3 smiles at the White Older Male 4 as he passes by her 
looking down at his walker. In other words, gazing at and smiling may be 
connected to offering territory of the stroller area to a rider who seems to come 
with a prop (the walker) that entitles him to use the stroller area in the context 
of bus-riding. In contrast, the Non-White Younger Female 3 does not have 
props that would entitle her to the same area. If the gazing at and smiling were 
to be responded to while the passing rider is near the rider who initiates the 
gazes and smiles, then these gestures might have been connected to offering 
territory. This time limit of gestures was mentioned earlier in the context of 
mimicking, but here it refers to the temporality of gestures because the gesture 
carried out is not recorded to be “immediately” responded to. Therefore, this 
gesture has multiple meanings. 

As alluded to above, this seems to be the case in relation to the gazing at and 
smiling, which can be seen as gestures signifying recognition and therefore 
recorded as inviting techniques in Table 6. The inviting techniques are 
especially suggested by the gazing at (Intensity of Involvement) and smiling 
(Expressions of Emotion) in conjunction with the nodding carried out by the 
White Older Male 4 when he takes a seat. On the other hand, in the context of 
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bodily movement with a direction, the gestures of the White Older Male 4 
could be acknowledgements of the gazing and smiling. However, since he 
seems to be preoccupied by walking down the aisle and looking at his walker, 
the response to the inviting technique is postponed, resulting in an asynchrony 
of the “timing” of the gestures that seem to offer territory. Moreover, because 
the gesturing (gazing at, nodding, and gazing away) is limited by the 
conditions of the space, this interaction moment is characterized by a low-
energy co-presence. Based on the analysis, gazing at and smiling connected 
to the dimensions Territorial Orientation and Ritual Elements in this 
heterogeneous interaction moments may be responded to as multivalent 
gestures with low intensity of involvement. 

There are some elements of the inviting technique that differ from 
Homogeneous interaction in this phase. For instance, the analysis of data of 
heterogeneous IM 5, revealed that the Non-White Older Female 1 used props 
in an inviting gesture seemingly directed at the White Younger Female 1 
driver and the driver seemingly responded with a tense movement style, a 
response not noted in homogeneous interaction moments in a similar context. 
For example, the fieldnotes in IM 20 recorded my interaction with a driver 
that did not include a tense movement style: when I gazed at the Non-White 
Older Male 2 driver, he met my gaze, nodded without a word, and waved me 
in with his hand. Similarly, the analysis of IM 5 and IM 16 included the 
temporality of the inviting gestures (Ritual Elements) and gestures seemingly 
offering territory (Territorial Orientation). Because the inviting techniques 
evoke responses, the temporality of these inviting techniques may contribute 
to the temporary “delays” in the rhythm of the bus-riding context in this 
context (i.e., heterogeneous IMs while BBFS). Nevertheless, there is a 
similarity between homogeneous and heterogeneous interaction moments 
while BBFS: social positions race and age seem to be important in how the 
gestures might be interpreted and responded to, because it is the bodies that 
carry out the gestures. Based on the analysis of the heterogeneous interaction 
moments in this bus riding phase, the use of space and use of props in 
gesturing may be responded to as potential threats to territorial norms, which 
might put a spotlight on the phenotypical differences in social positions (race 
and age) of the riders involved. 

6.3. Heterogeneous Non-verbal Interaction While 
Seated  

The bus-riding phase While Seated may be seen as a context that first comes 
to mind when thinking about riding a bus as a social activity. However, as 
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shown throughout the analysis, the non-verbal interaction patterns in the bus-
riding context can differ between the three bus-riding phases, because these 
phases contextualize and bind interactions to specific times and specific 
spaces. Therefore, in the heterogeneous interaction moments recorded for the 
phase While Seated, the gestures and responses to these gestures are seen as 
bound to the interior of the bus and to the time span of the bus ride. 

 

As previously noted, this thesis provides four new theoretical concepts 
grounded in the data on homogeneous interaction. One of these concepts is 
other-awareness. In this context, the second position in the gestural sequence 
is connected to other-awareness because it is in this position the meaning of 
the gestures is defined. This section of the analysis reveals a variety of ways 
in which other-awareness can be important in heterogeneous interactions 
during the phase While Seated. Writing about cities in “real life” in the 1960s, 
Jane Jacobs (1992) highlights a similar observation, although she calls it 
“responsibility for each other”:   

The first fundamental of successful city life: People must take a modicum of 
responsibility for each other even if they have no ties to each other. This is a 
lesson no one learns by being told. It is learned from the experience of having 
other people without ties of kinship or close friendship or formal responsibility 
to you take a modicum of responsibility for you. 

As the analysis progresses, with focus on Heterogeneous interaction moments 
While Seated, some of the suggestions made in the previous sections can be 
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useful in relation to the discussion of other-awareness highlighted in the 
empirical material for this section.  

As the analysis of heterogeneous interaction moments during the phase While 
Seated progresses, some of the suggestions made in the previous sections will 
be used to discuss other-awareness highlighted in the empirical material for 
this section. 

Previously, choreography was conceptualized as a spatially bound element in 
non-verbal interaction that “designs” sequences of movement carried out by 
several actors where movements are composed. In this context, the use of 
Lefebvre’s (cf. 1991) argument about space and choreography67 as an activity 
that creates space through the organization of moving bodies will also be 
useful. As previously used, the metaphor of choreography sheds light on how 
bodily movements of dancers (i.e., riders) results in other-awareness and 
context-awareness through the dimension Interactional Configurations (i.e., 
body position and bodily movements). Therefore, when territorial norms seem 
to be threatened are the result of heterogeneous IMs while BBFS, other-
awareness and context-awareness places a spotlight on the gesturing’s use of 
space as well as on the use of space while moving. In addition, the gestures 
carried out in an interaction moment may vary depending on the social 
positions of the actors (i.e., their age and race) (see Chapter 3). Crossley (2001, 
p. 152) extends this idea: “[A]spects of the body become signs within the 
symbolic domain of culture and thereby have consequences in the 
organization of conduct.” Combining Crossley’s argument with bodily 
movement and the different aspects of the body, Mark Franko (1995) in his 
interdisciplinary analysis of the evolution of the modern dance argues that 
“distinctive as a sign, movements require a body, and movement requires 
physical embodiment. And from this it follows that the sign will also contain 
references to age, gender, race, etc.” These observations about bodily 
movement, other-awareness, and context-awareness form the basis of the 
main question addressed in this section: What can be said about the response 
and meaning recognition in the gestural sequences when related to age and 
race in heterogeneous interaction moments in the bus-riding phase While 
Seated? 

Of the 136 interaction moments analyzed in this thesis and the 66 interaction 
moments specifically ascribed to the bus-riding phase While Seated, 46 were 
recorded as heterogeneous: 20, 12, 21, 33, 37, 47, 48, 57, 58, 3, 14, 18, 24, 30, 
34, 36, 56, 65, 7, 16, 31, 27, 40, 61, 8, 9, 26, 19, 22, 59, 60, 4, 13, 15, 23, 38, 
39, 62, 64, 66, 1, 11, 25, 29, 35, and 55 (Table 7).  

 
67 A definition that is also applied by Stanger (2014) in her discussion of the socio-aesthetics of 
dance. 
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6.3.1. Comparing General Patterns in HO WS with HE WS 

As done in the previous sections, this section begins with a closer look at the 
more general patterns visualized in Table 7 in order to assist the analysis. 
Moreover, in the comparison of the patterns found in homogeneous and 
heterogeneous interactions during the bus-riding phase While Seated also 
address the second research question: What are the non-verbal interaction 
patterns in the different bus-riding phases (WFB, BBFS, and WS)? The 
description of the ethnographic context of non-verbal interaction focuses on 
the bus-riding phase While Seated. Clearly, the While Seated phase consists 
of the most interaction moments. 

The analyses in this thesis emphasize the visual and rhythmic structure of the 
gesturing body and the sensitivity of gesturing to changes in, for example, 
body positionings, the direction of gaze, and movement. As the tables for this 
analysis are constructed to take these changes into consideration, age and race 
are noted for the riders who prompt a change in an interaction moment. Of the 
the 46 IMs recorded, 18 are changed by Non-White Younger riders (20, 12, 
21, 33, 37, 47, 48, 57, 58, 3, 14, 18, 24, 30, 34, 36, 56, and 65), four are 
changed by White Younger riders (19, 22, 59 and IM 60), nine are changed 
by Non-White Older riders (7, 16, 31, 27, 40, 61, 8, 9, and 26), and 15 are 
changed by White Older riders (4, 13, 15, 23, 38, 39, 62, 64, 66, 1, 11, 25, 29, 
35, and 55). Clearly, most the social positions involved in heterogeneous non-
verbal interactions While Seated are mixed in regard to race and age and there 
is an almost even distribution between the IMs changed by Non-White 
Younger riders (18) and White Older riders (15); however, this difference is 
more prominent if only race is considered: 27 IMs were changed by Non-
White riders (20, 12, 21, 33, 37, 47, 48, 57, 58, 3, 14, 18, 24, 30, 34, 36, 56, 
65, 7, 16, 31, 27, 40, 61, 8, 9, and 26) and 19 IMs were changed by White 
riders (19, 22, 59, 60, 4, 13, 15, 23, 38, 39, 62, 64, 66, 1, 11, 25, 29, 35, and 
55). Therefore, the data suggest that, although the interaction recorded in the 
fieldnotes can be categorized as heterogeneous, the riders phenotypically 
categorized as Non-White and the riders phenotypically categorized as 
Younger may be seen as those who are more influential in the interaction 
moments than those categorized as White and Older. A similar suggestion was 
also posed in relation to the data on heterogeneous interaction moments 
recorded in the bus-riding phase Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat, (as 
illustrated in Table 6). ). In contrast, the homogeneous interactions in the 
phase While Seated (Table 4) were more often prompted to change by Non-
White and Older riders. The question we may pose here is whether and, in 
such a case, how this could be connected to what may be called visibility of 
phenotypical difference, or as we address this in the thesis, using analogies 
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from dance choreography, “putting a spotlight” on difference 
(heterogeneity)?68 

Although 13 of the 46 IMs are homogeneous in terms of age (12, 21, 33, 47, 
48, 57, 14, 18, 30, 19, 22, 59, and 35), they are categorized as heterogeneous 
because heterogeneity is based on the intersections between race and age.  

In the other bus-riding phases for both homogeneous and heterogeneous IMs, 
most the observed gestures are associated with the dimensions Intensity of 
Involvement and Territorial Orientation, a result true also for the  
heterogeneous interaction moments in the bus-riding phase While Seated 
(Table 7). 

Of the 12 gestures associated with the dimension Intensity of Involvement, six 
stand out as being the most frequently observed: gazing at, gazing direction, 
gazing away, lack of gaze, shielding from involvement, and using props 
(Table 7). According to Goffman (1966), involvement in an activity expresses 
the purpose or aim of the participant. Furthermore, a participant in an 
interaction moment may be obliged to sustain at least a minimal amount of 
involvement to avoid the appearance of being disengaged. Accordingly, as 
many gestures associated with the dimension Intensity of Involvement are 
recorded for the interaction moments in this context, these riders can be said 
to be engaged rather than disengaged in the interaction. Therefore, the riders 
in a heterogeneous interaction in the bus-riding phase While Seated seem to 
carry out gestures with high intensity of involvement. For the dimension 
Territorial Orientation, many gestures associated with personal space 
orientation and claiming territory were observed (Table 7). 

Kendon (2004, p. 111) notes that “gestures, like words, are produced for 
communication even if they do not always succeed in communicating 
something or are not interpreted by all recipients in just the same way.” 
Moreover, as established earlier using Goffman’s concept of ‘line,’ willingly 
or not, people when in each other’s presence continuously inform one another 
about their intentions, interests, feelings, and ideas by means of visible body 
action. Here, Kendon (2004, p. 1) continues along this line of thought:  

It is through the orientation of the body and especially through the orientation 
of the eyes, that information is provided about the direction and nature of a 
person’s attention. How people arrange their bodies, and how they orient them, 
and place them in relation to each other, or to features of the environment, 

 
68 Although questions addressing heterogeneity have been in focus throughout Chapter 6, the 
suggestion about gestures that “put a spotlight” on difference is empirically derived from the 
analysis and therefore not worded in such a fashion in earlier sections.     
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provides important information about how they are engaged with one another 
and about the nature of their intentions and attitudes.  

This means that Territorial Orientation gestures and the Intensity of 
Involvement gestures [especially the features gazing at and gazing direction 
in line with Kendon’s (2004, p. 1) argument] in an interaction moment 
provides important information about riders’ direction of attention and about 
the nature of their engagement with other riders. Moreover, gestures carried 
out in the heterogeneous interactions WS reflect a high intensity of 
involvement, and the territorial orientation of these gestures seems to highlight 
the significance of personal space for the riders. This scenario will be 
discussed when considering claiming space, but for now the following 
question needs to be addressed: How does the limited space inside the bus 
inspire a greater demand on the temporal ownership of a specific space in the 
bus? 

To answer this question, heterogeneous interactions While Seated (Table 7) 
and homogeneous interactions While Seated (Table 4) need to be compared. 
That is, the similarities and differences between these interactions need to be 
elucidated. 

In regard to Table 4 we can see following two patterns: 1) in regard to Intensity 
of Involvement it is the features of this dimension labeled gazing at, gazing 
direction, gazing away and shielding from involvement that stand out; 2) in 
regard to Territorial Orientation of the gestures it is especially personal space 
orientation and claiming territory that have the majority of the checkmarks in 
this section of columns. Comparing the two tables (Table 7 and Table 4), the 
first pattern suggests that it is especially in the heterogeneous interaction in 
the bus-riding phase While Seated that gestures labeled lack of gaze and using 
props are registered to be carried out within the frame of Intensity of 
Involvement in an interaction moment. In Table 7 there seems to be a 
correlation between gazing at, gazing away, and lack of gaze: if an IM is 
marked for gazing at, it is almost always marked for gazing away and lack of 
gaze. Table 4 does not show a similar correlation but does show a significant 
number of IMs marked for gazing direction. This difference suggests that the 
gazing direction influences homogeneous interaction moments WS. Staring, 
which is closely connected to gazing direction, in homogeneous interaction 
moments WS were interpreted as both staking out personal space during seat 
selection and as conveying information about other-awareness of the riders. 
This section examines this kind of gazing pattern for heterogeneous 
interaction moments WS. 



 Moments on a City Bus  
      

 250 

Gazing at and gazing direction can be correlated with one of the gesture 
categories in the dimension Territorial Orientations, claiming territory. Here, 
the analogy of dancing, will be useful to recall. Choreography is a way to 
organize the steps, gestures, and movements by dancers in a specific setting; 
similarly, riders on a bus seem to engage in choreographed steps, gestures, and 
movements: “making paths” by walking and “highlighting a space” by sitting 
or standing. Walking is a bodily movement in space between two points that 
“makes a path” and in some sense brings the space moved in “into being.” 
Similarly, gazing at and gazing in a direction can be seen as “making a path” 
between the one who gazes to the spot that is gazed at. That is, gazing, like 
bodily movements, seems to have physical properties (see Chapter 5). Because 
of these physical properties, the gaze could also be seen as having a “weight” 
when referencing the dimension Intensity of Involvement. Moreover, when 
gazing is seen as making a path through the space of a bus, this gesture can be 
seen as taking part in the staking out of personal space during seat selection– 
i.e., claiming territory. 

The heterogeneous interaction moments WS suggest that gazing at combined 
with lack of gaze seems to “make a path” in the bus space in this physical 
sense. Chapter 2 elaborated on how space (abstract geometries such as 
distances, shapes, directions, and volumes) is made into place: when space is 
filled with people, actions, and representations, the space becomes a place. 
Therefore, gazing at when combined with lack of gaze turns a space into place, 
increasing intensity of involvement in interaction. 

In both the homogeneous and heterogeneous interaction moments WS, the 
gestures personal space orientation and claiming territory represent the most 
frequently observed gestures for the dimension Territorial Orientation (Table 
4 and Table 7). That is, the territorial gestures carried out in both 
homogeneous and heterogeneous interaction moments WS seem to point to 
personal space orientation and claiming territory rather than volunteering 
territory. Moreover, in these contexts these two aspects of Territorial 
Orientation are influenced by the limitations of both time and space. 
Considering these limitations, temporary ownership of space and establishing 
boundaries of personal space seem more important than volunteering space to 
others in both these contexts. 

Because territorial gestures often seem to have to do with movement of the 
body in a space or how one handles the props one carries (e.g., Goffman, 1971; 
Knapp et al., 2013), it seems important to closely examine the distribution of 
Interactional Configurations–i.e., body position and bodily movement. Of the 
46 IMs, 39 body position gestures were observed (20, 21, 33, 37, 47, 48, 57, 
58, 3, 14, 18, 24, 30, 34, 56, 7, 16, 31, 27, 40, 8, 9, 19, 22, 59, 60, 13, 15, 23, 
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38, 39, 62, 64, 66, 1, 25, 29, 35, and 55) and 37 bodily movement gestures 
were observed (20, 12, 21, 33, 37, 47, 48, 3, 14, 18, 24, 30, 34, 36, 65, 16, 27, 
61, 8, 9, 26, 19, 22, 60, 4, 13, 15, 23, 38, 39, 62, 66, 1, 11, 25, 29, and 35) 
(Table 7). Moreover, of the 46 IMs, 30 were observed to have exhibited both 
body position and bodily movement (20, 21, 33, 37, 47, 48, 3, 14, 18, 24, 30, 
34, 16, 27, 8, 9, 19, 22, 60, 13, 15, 23, 38, 39, 62, 66, 1, 25, 29, and 35 (Table 
7). As can be seen above, the Interactional Configurations for the 
heterogeneous non-verbal interactions WS are evenly distributed between 
body position, bodily movement, and the combination of body position and 
bodily movement. As with the gestures associated with the dimension 
Territorial Orientation, the gesture bodily movements temporarily stakes out 
personal space and the gesture body position temporarily makes claims to 
space on the bus. In other words, bodily movement temporarily “takes a 
space” and body position temporarily “maintains a space.” A similar 
conclusion was presented for homogeneous interactions WS. Therefore, the 
Interactional Configurations for both homogeneous and heterogeneous IMs 
suggest that the interaction patterns and age and race are framed by both bodily 
movement and body position of the riders in this bus riding phase. That is, the 
movements (e.g., walking, waving, and pointing) and the position (e.g., 
sitting, standing, and proximity) of the riders’ bodies influence what kind of 
gestures are carried out in that context and for what social positions (age and 
race) are involved in the interaction. In other words, it seems that both body 
position and bodily movement have relevance in both heterogeneous and 
homogeneous interaction moments. As emphasized throughout this thesis, the 
body itself is subject to outcomes of interaction (falls, hits, and acts of 
affection), and the phenotypical variations of the bodies (race and age) 
contribute to some, although not all, interaction patterns (e.g., Brown, 2000; 
Crossley, 2001). 

For both homogeneous and heterogeneous interaction moments WS, the 
gestures gazing at and gazing direction (Intensity of Involvement) can be 
correlated with the gestures claiming territory (Territorial Orientation). Of the 
20 homogeneous IMs, only two exhibited the gestures gazing at, gazing 
direction, and claiming territory (Table 4). In contrast, of the 46 heterogeneous 
IMs, 17 exhibited the gestures gazing at, gazing direction, and claiming 
territory (Table 7). This suggests that the “weight” of the gaze may play a 
greater part in the dimension Intensity of Involvement in the heterogeneous 
interaction moments and that gazing, bodily movement, and body position 
make temporal claims on the space in the bus to a greater extent in 
heterogeneous than in homogeneous interaction moments in the bus-riding 
phase WS. 
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Since homogeneous interactions were characterized by direction of movement 
and direction of gazing (Table 4), bodily movement (Interactional 
Configuration) and gazing direction (Intensity of Involvement) need further 
consideration with respect to heterogeneous interaction moments (Table 7). 
Of the 46 heterogeneous IMs While Seated, 25 exhibited bodily movement 
with a direction (33, 37, 47, 48, 3, 14, 30, 36, 65, 16, 61, 9, 26, 19, 22, 60, 4, 
13, 15, 23, 38, 39, 62, 1, 29) and 25 exhibited gazing with a direction (20, 57, 
3, 14, 18, 24, 34, 36, 7, 16, 31, 27, 61, 9, 26, 19, 22, 4, 23, 38, 39, 64, 66, 1, 
and 35) (Table 7). Not all IMs with bodily movement with direction included 
gazing with a direction. Therefore, in some interaction moments, one rider’s 
bodily movement with a direction is followed by another rider’s gazing at the 
moving rider (gazing direction), but this is not always the case.  

Of the 20 homogeneous IMs recorded for the bus-riding phase While Seated, 
16 exhibited gazing direction (Intensity of Involvement) and 15 exhibited 
bodily movement with a direction (Territorial Configuration). Of the 46 
heterogeneous IMs recorded for the bus-riding phase While Seated, 25 IMs 
exhibited gazing direction (Intensity of Involvement) and 25 exhibited bodily 
movement with direction (Interactional Configuration). Therefore, 
homogeneous and heterogeneous interactions WS support the suggestion that 
an important feature of interaction moments is embedded in a spatial element: 
the directions of the carried-out gestures. In addition, the data suggest that 
gazing direction and the direction of bodily movement occur more often in 
homogeneous than in heterogeneous interaction moments. 

For heterogeneous interactions WS, the gestures for opening and inviting 
techniques for the dimension Ritual Elements can be understood in light of the 
gestures repetitive movements and smiles, among others, for the dimension 
Expressions of Emotion (Table 7), a situation also evident for homogeneous 
interactions WS (Table 4). For example, in Table 7 for the dimension 
Expressions of Emotion, tension in a movement style is noted for 11 of 46 
IMs, the most recorded observations, and repetitive movements and smiles are 
noted for 8 of 46 IMs each, the second most recorded observations; in Table 
4 for the dimension Expressions of Emotion, smiles are noted for 6 of the 20 
IMs and tension in a movement style is noted for 3 of the 20 IMs. This suggests 
that smiles characterize homogeneous interaction moments While Seated and 
tension in a movement style characterizes heterogeneous interaction moments 
While Seated. Although the number of IMs recorded with tension in the 
movement style is not enough69 to support the conclusion that tension in a 

 
69 As pointed out in the discussions of concepts having to do with emotions in relation to non-
verbal interaction and observation, ascribing inner emotional states such as happiness, anger, 
joy, and hesitation to the riders’ gestures was done with caution (considering theoretical 
implications); therefore, the data on this dimension is intentionally scarce. 
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movement style characterizes the heterogeneous interaction moments WS, it 
points the analysis towards a comparison between this feature and the gestures 
of the dimension Intensity of Involvement. As suggested earlier, gestures 
carried out in the heterogeneous IMs in bus-riding phase While Seated are 
carried out with high intensity of involvement. Moreover, considering that the 
Territorial Orientation of these gestures seems to highlight the significance of 
personal space for the riders in heterogeneous interaction moments, tension in 
the movement style highlights the significance of how space is handled in 
these heterogeneous interaction moments. Although the difference between 
these tables does not specify the answer to the question of which expressions 
of emotion are recorded as being used and how, the difference can point the 
analysis in a direction worthy of further investigation. 

The recorded fieldnotes that are presented in this section have mostly been 
chosen on the basis of the general patterns that have been presented here. 
Therefore, the recorded fieldnotes that are presented can be characterized as 
follows: 1) the social position of the riders who prompted a change; 2) 
interaction moments that have few or no observations recorded for the 
dimension Intensity of Involvement (IM 21, 40, 8, 12, 48, 58, 56, 65, 59, 13, 
15, 64, 11 and IM 55); and 3) interaction moments that show varying types of 
correlations between them regarding the Intensity of Involvement (especially 
gaze-related), Territorial Orientation (especially claiming territory), and 
Expressions of Emotion (especially movement style: tense). 

6.3.2 “Asking” for Other- and Context-awareness  

In the section on Waiting For the Bus, bodies switches between activity and 
passivity, tension and relaxation, one space and another space, other-
awareness and context-awareness were compared to dancing bodies. Keeping 
this in mind, the examination of the recorded fieldnotes begins with a look at 
IM 3. In IM 3, riders (or in the analogy dancers) were recorded as exhibiting 
a tense movement style on three occasions and on one occasion exhibiting a 
relaxed movement style and repetitive movements. 

Although this part of the focuses on examining the connection between bodily 
movement and other-awareness and context-awareness, a brief review is in 
order. In the section on the phase Waiting For the Bus, other-awareness and 
context-awareness was understood to have been carried out by the bodily 
movements of the riders and in the section on homogeneous interaction 
moments in the phase While Seated, other-awareness was suggested to have 
been made visible through the gazing adjustment techniques of the riders. 
Moreover, in the section describing heterogeneous interaction moments in the 
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phase Boarding For the Bus and Finding a Seat, Intensity of Involvement 
seemed to be related to the rider’s gestures “asking” other riders to be aware 
of other riders and the context of riding a bus (i.e., other-awareness and 
context-awareness) and to act accordingly, respecting the codes for riding a 
bus. When intensity of involvement rises, other-awareness and context-
awareness seem to rise as well. More specifically (and looking into what 
gestures seem to be involved in this process), other-awareness and context-
awareness seem to be displayed by bodily movements such as adjustment 
techniques (bodily adjustment or adjustment of gaze) in each bus-riding phase. 
The direction of gaze or of a movement shines a spotlight on a specific place 
in the bus as if the riders were dancers on a stage where a spotlight directs the 
attention of the other dancers and the audience. That is, in a dance 
performance, the audience’s and the participants’ attention on a particular spot 
through directing their gaze to the area temporarily illuminates the spot. When 
a group of dancers moves around in a choreography in a designated space, a 
spotlight turned at one or a couple of dancers in a particular moment may put 
the movements of these dancers into the foreground and simultaneously direct 
others to gaze at the gestures carried out in this spotlight. By analogy, the 
conditions of the bus-riding context, which also implies a limited time and 
limited space, “asks” riders to attend to a particular spot or interaction so as to 
understand what gestures may be put into a “spotlight,” ultimately defining 
the gestures as potentially violating these conditions and potentially creating 
delays in the rhythm of bus-riding. 

Specifically, in IM 3, spatial distance seems to be part of the interaction, and 
gestures (i.e., the directed glances and bodily movements) seem to evoke 
other-awareness and context-awareness: 

IM 3, WS, HE: During the route, when the bus closes in on the city area 
NWYF1 with a red cap (who boarded in company with NWYF2), approaches 
the driver, grabbing the bar next to the driver to keep balance during the 
(sometimes) shaky ride. NWYF1 asks if the bus stops on a certain stop. WOM2 
driver gives NWYF1 a long answer about how the route is different from the 
usual one. NWYF1 seems a bit confused and asks again in another wording. 
The driver replies with a short answer and NWYF1 turns around and walks 
back to her seat that is somewhere behind me in the Back Area of the bus. A 
second after the driver answers to the female’s question, NWOF1 seated alone 
in the front of the bus (who seemed to have listened to WOM2 driver while he 
was talking, because she repeatedly and with focus stared at him) looks over 
her shoulder and glances at those seated on the other side of the passage, moves 
her shoulders up and lifts her right hand with the palm of the hand facing the 
ceiling, like if she said: I don’t know. Two WYFs (WYF1 and WYF2) are 
sitting in the seat behind the driver across the passage from NWOF1. One of 
them (WYF1) leans out from her seat, so she is half sitting, half standing 
around the bar/ pole, asks WOM2 driver about the changed route and what stop 
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is the closest one to the city-area. The driver replies into the air simultaneously 
maneuvering the bus. The route continues. I am writing down the incident.    

The Non-White Younger Female 1 approaches and stands beside the White 
Older Male driver (i.e., she uses an opening technique) seemingly to get 
information from the driver about this particular bus route.  

The verbal exchange between the Non-White Younger Female 1 and the 
White Older Male 2 driver is described to be repeated on the initiative from 
the Non-White Younger Female 1 seemingly for greater clarity of the answer, 
which does not seem to satisfy, whereupon the Non-White Younger Female 1 
is described to turn around and return to her seat. The White Older Male 2 
seems to carry out a closing technique through his short verbal reply, because 
we can see in the fieldnotes how the short answer from the White Older Male 
2 driver is described to be followed by the Non-White Younger Female 1 
turning around and moving away from the driver-seat area. The above outlined 
sets of gestures may be seen as a context for the gestures that are described to 
be carried out by the Non-White Older Female 1 seated in one of the seats in 
the front of the bus. This seat is located near the exchange between the driver 
and the Non-White Younger Female 1 described here. This is because we can 
see in the presented fieldnotes on IM 3 that the Non-White Older Female 1 is 
described as repeatedly “and with focus” staring (Table 7) at the driver during 
the exchange with the Non-White Younger Female 1.  

The gestural sequence following driver’s closing technique is mainly carried 
out by the Non-White Younger Female 1 removing herself from the front area. 
This gestural sequence is comprised of “looking over her shoulder”, gazing at 
“those seated on the other side of the passage”, moving “her shoulders up” 
and lifting “her right hand with the palm facing the ceiling”. This sequence is 
followed by a bodily movement of one of the riders, the White Younger 
Female 1, seated near the Non-White Older Female 1. This interaction 
moment illustrates how intensity of involvement can rise as the result of 
gestures such as gazing direction, staring, and bodily movements, which “ask” 
the other riders to be cognizant of other riders and the context (i.e., other-
awareness and context-awareness). Therefore, it seems that as intensity of 
involvement rises, other-awareness and context-awareness rises, a 
phenomenon that might be elucidated further with an examination of gestural 
sequence:  

Position 1: gestures–bodily position (Interactional 
Configuration), opening technique (Ritual Elements), and the 
possessional action of grabbing the pole (Territorial 
Orientation) (“[…] NWYF1 with a red cap (who boarded in 
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company with NWYF2), approaches the driver, grabbing the 
pole next to the driver to keep balance during the (sometimes) 
shaky ride. NWYF1 asks if the bus stops on a certain stop. 
WOM2 driver gives NWYF1 a long answer about how the 
route is different from the usual one. NWYF1 seems a bit 
confused and asks again in another wording […]”). Closing 
technique (Ritual Element), lack of gaze and shielding from 
involvement (Intensity of Involvement), directed bodily 
movement (Interactional Configuration), and offering territory 
by letting go of the bar (Territorial Orientation) (“[…] The 
driver replies with a short answer and NWYF1 turns around 
and walks back to her seat […]”). 

Position 2: response gestures– staring, gazing at, gazing 
direction, gazing away, lack of gaze (Intensity of Involvement) 
(“repeatedly and with focus stares [at the driver]”), bodily 
movement with a direction (Interactional Configuration), 
claiming territory and personal space orientation (Territorial 
Orientation) (“[…] looks over her shoulder and glances at those 
seated on the other side of the passage, moves her shoulders up 
and lifts her right hand with the palm of the hand facing the 
ceiling […]”). 

Position 3: gesture ending the sequence–bodily movement with 
a direction (Interactional Configuration), lack of gaze 
(Intensity of Involvement) (“[…] (WYF1) leans out from her 
seat, so she is half sitting, half standing around the pole, asks 
WOM2 driver about the changed route and what stop is the 
closest one to the city-area. The driver replies into the air 
simultaneously maneuvering the bus […]”). 

These gestures seem to evoke the rise in other-awareness and context-
awareness. Moreover, the spatial distance is part of the IM, further playing a 
part in the rise of other-awareness and context-awareness. In the first position, 
the opening technique and closing technique together with directed bodily 
movement seem to raise the context-awareness, as this is what seems to be 
defined in the second position: bodily movement with a direction, gazing 
away, and staring seem to be used in the production of meaning of the gestures 
in the gestural sequence (in the second position). If the exchange with the drive 
were clear, the response gesture would not engage other riders. In this sense, 
the expectations of the interaction do not seem to have been met and the first 
position of the outline for sequencing of gestural units can be seen as 
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interpreted by the riders as a violation of the driver’s responsibility towards 
riders, as reflected in the gestures in the second position, the response gestures. 

The response gestures of the Non-White Older Female 1 include gazing over 
her shoulder and raising both her shoulders and her palm to the ceiling, 
gestures usually indicating resignation. Indeed, these gestures seem to indicate 
resignation with the first position’s gestures indicating a lack of clarity, an 
interpretation confirmed in the third position. That is, the gestures in the 
second position seem to be carried out as a simplified, although seemingly 
more intense, version of the first position: instead of the initiation of the 
sequence through a body position (in first position), a bodily movement (in 
second position) is used and instead of ritual techniques, lack of gaze and 
tension in the movement style are used. Goffman (1966) argues that social 
norms in interaction (Chapter 3) require visible evidence of a minimum of 
involvement in the performed activity: when a person is placed in an awkward 
situation such as slipping and falling down on a pavement, the person uses 
disinvolvement to save face. In the IM 3 fieldnotes, the “awkward” situation 
is the unresolved dilemma in the interaction between the driver and the Non-
White Younger Female 1. This unresolved dilemma results in gestures that 
convey uncertainty about the bus ride.  

As suggested earlier, a similar but seemingly more intense version of a 
gestural sequence is described in the IM 3 fieldnotes: bodily movement with 
a direction, claiming territory, and claiming personal space orientation 
temporally claim a territory, seemingly disrupting territorial norms. However, 
instead of carrying out gestures that might suggest disinvolvement in the 
interaction, the outline for sequencing of gestural units highlights that when 
territorial norms are challenged in heterogeneous interaction moments in bus-
riding phase While Seated, other-awareness and context-awareness seem to 
rise. This rise is made visible in the response gesture in the second position: 
This is made visible in the response gesture in the second position: the Non-
White Older Female 1 seems to address others seated behind her through 
carrying out shrugging of the shoulders and raising the palm of her hand to the 
ceiling.  

As in IM 3, the IM 7 fieldnotes show how a rider “takes on the responsibility 
for the ride” to elevate the other-awareness and context-awareness by raising 
the intensity of involvement with gestures of gazing at, gazing direction, 
gazing away, scanning, nodding, and claiming territory (Table 7). However, 
IM 7, unlike IM 3, does not exhibit a tense style movement (Expressions of 
Emotion) although both IM 7 and IM 3 exhibit repetitive movements 
(Expressions of Emotion) and gestures claiming territory (Territorial 
Orientation) (Table 7). The IM 7 fieldnotes also suggest that spatial distance 
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influences the gestures carried out by the Non-White Older Female 1: the 
driver does not slow down or stop at the next scheduled stop even though the 
Non-White Older Female 1 seems to gesture that she wants the bus to stop:    

IM 7, WS, HE: I register the sign in the bus is announcing a stop, but the bus 
does not slow down, it continues anyway. NWOF1 sitting in the middle of the 
front area looks over her shoulder and scans the back area of the bus with her 
eyes. She looks to the front and looks back again. The bus continues and does 
not slow down closing on to the next stop. NWOF1 says, facing the front of 
the bus, with a clear and calm voice: could you please stop? [kan du stanna?] 
The driver stops the bus. The female looks towards the back of the bus. I turn 
over my shoulder and see two WYMs (WYM2 and WYM3) smiling a little, 
nodding towards NWOF1 and getting off the bus.  

The gestures are described to be carried out into the space of the bus, carried 
out in bus do not address anyone in particular: the Non-White Older Female 1 
is “looking over the shoulder”, “scanning the back of the bus”, looking to the 
front and back again. In this interaction moment the gazes and body position 
of the Non-White Older Female 1 suggest the claiming territory and her verbal 
address suggests a territorial encroachment–specifically, a sonic 
contamination (Table 7). 

In this context, it will be beneficial to recall that individuals often assess 
situational expectations before deciding how to act (see Goffman, 1959, 1966; 
Howard & Hollander, 1997) (Chapter 1). That is, the rider’s gestures suggest 
that she expects that her looking around will change the outcome of an 
undesirable situation (i.e., she wants the bus to stop). When this does not 
happen, she makes a verbal address in an attempt to stop the bus. After the bus 
stops, the Non-White Older Female rider looks towards the back of the bus at 
the White Younger Males 2 and 3 who respond to her gaze with a smile and 
nod before they get off the bus: 

Extract from IM 7, WS, HE: (…) The driver stops the bus. The female looks 
towards the back of the bus. I turn over my shoulder and see two WYMs 
(WYM2 and WYM3) smiling a little, nodding towards NWOF1 and getting 
off the bus.     

The exchange of looks and nods, elements of the gestural sequence, suggest 
that the Non-White Older Female 1 was “taking on the responsibility for the 
ride,” seemingly allowing the two White Younger Male riders to save face 
(i.e., they did not have to encroach the space with their voices to get the bus 
to stop), and they seem to acknowledge the rider’s efforts with their nods and 
smiles (cf. Goffman, 1959). This interaction moment strengthens the 
suggestion that when territorial norms are disrupted in heterogeneous 
interaction moments in the bus-riding phase While Seated, other-awareness 
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and context-awareness seem to increase. Moreover, this may also suggest that 
the consideration for others outweighs territorial norms in this context. 

In both IM 3 and IM 7, riders’ gestures seem to “ask” for other-awareness and 
context-awareness, a situation also observed in IM 34 fieldnotes. Here, the 
riders hold the driver responsible for the mechanics of the bus (i.e., opening a 
bus door so a rider can get off the bus) through the use of territorial 
encroachments: 

IM 34, WS; HE: NWYF1, 2, 3 rise from their seats almost simultaneously to 
get off the bus. NWYF1 gets off the bus. The bus doors close. The bus is still. 
When the doors close NWYF2 (closest to the doors) pounds on them and looks 
towards the front, addressing the driver operating the mechanics of the bus 
with a loud: hallå! NWYF2 makes an upward gesture with her open hand 
simultaneously as she raises her eyebrows. NWYF2 says a loud: hallå! again. 
WOF1 sitting in the window seat facing the front of the bus gazes at the 
NWYF2 and to the front (it means that she with her gaze crosses the view of 
WYF1 sitting in the aisle seat next to her). WYF1 sitting in the aisle seat next 
to WOF1 is frozen with her gaze to the front. NWOF1 stares at NWYF2. The 
doors open and NWYF2 and NWYF3 get off the bus. They were not in 
company. There are no cellphones in use, what I can register. 

The Non-White Younger Female 2 who wants to get off the bus, is pounding 
on an unopen door of the stopped bus, looking towards the front of the bus 
and making a loud verbal address (territorial encroachment: sonic 
contamination) while also making an upward gesture with her open hand. As 
this remonstration is occurring, the gaze of the White Older Female 1 crosses 
the gaze of the Non-White Younger Female 2, which seems “frozen” to the 
front (noted in Table 7 as a lack of gaze). This IM is noted to have four 
instances of tense movement style (Expressions of Emotion) (Table 7). As in 
IM 3 and IM 7, this may suggest that the tension in a movement style (here a 
“frozen” gaze of a rider noted as a lack of gaze in Table 7) disrupts territorial 
norms. Therefore, a lack of gaze and tension in gestures highlight the 
connection between territorial norms and other-awareness and context-
awareness in heterogeneous interactions in the bus-riding phase While Seated. 

Similarly, in the fieldnotes for IM 870, IM 39, and IM 9 tense bodily 
movements and body positions seem to highlight the use of space in gesturing. 
In the fieldnotes on IM 8, body position (Interactional Configuration) and the 
adjustment of the bodily movement coincide with a tense style of movement 
(Expressions of Emotion). 

 
70 This interaction moment (IM 8) was recorded from memory, because I was unable to make 
notes at this time. 
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In IM 8 the White Younger Male 1 and the White Younger Female 1 are 
gazing at the Non-White Older Male 4’s outstretched arm on the backrest of 
the adjoining seat:   

IM 8, WS, HE: Four NWOMs (NWOM 1, 2, 3, 4) with brown and black leader 
jackets take the seats in the four-seat-area and begin talking to each other. The 
bus is almost full of people standing in the aisle. The one male (NWOM4) 
sitting faced in the direction towards the front of the bus in the aisle seat has 
his arm resting on the backrest of the male sitting next to him (NWOM3). I see 
WYM1 and WYF1 sitting across the aisle gazing at the NWOMs (NWOM 1, 
2, 3, 4) and the arm from time to time. They sit more upright than before the 
NWOMs (NWOM 1, 2, 3, 4) took the seats across the aisle. No interaction 
besides the gazes. 

This situation in IM 8 can be compared to a situation in IM 39 where White 
Older Female 1 straightens her back while sitting and looking at the Non-
White Younger Female 1:  

IM 39, WS; HE: NWYF2 with a large handbag and a plastic bag takes the aisle 
seat next to WOF1. WOF1 and NWYF2 do not look at each other directly. 
NWYF2 rummages with her bags to, finally, placing them in her knees and 
securing them with both her hands. NWYF2 sits in a strange position, half-
turned towards WOF1 and gazes out the window. NWYF2 does not fix her 
gaze out the window; instead she keeps it moving. WOF1 glances once again 
at NWYF1 sitting in front of me. This time, in order to be able to see NWYF1, 
WOF1 has to both turn her head and stretch her neck a bit producing, as it 
seems to me, a strained gesture. WOF1 looks away and out the window now 
sitting with a straight back and both hands securing a handbag resting in her 
knees. NWYF2 continues with looking out the window with her moving gaze. 
WOF1 fixes her gaze out the window. 

In both IM 8 and IM 39, tension rises due to the use of space in gesturing. In 
IM 39, the gestures are “strange” and “strained” relative to expectations for 
this context. These gestures seem to reflect the human tendency to stake out 
personal territory or “untouchable space” (cf. Knapp et al., 2013), based on 
Goffman’s (cf. 1971) argument that objects as well as territories can be 
claimed as long as the interaction follows territorial rules (Chapter 3). This 
suggests that gestures should be carried out in certain fashion, but in the 
interaction moments in question here (IM 8 and IM 39), the gestures seem to 
deviate from what is expected. That is, territorial norms seem to be visualized 
in the qualities of gestures in the IM 39 fieldnotes, but not in the IM 8 
fieldnotes. In IM 8, gazes and a change in the sitting position of the White 
Younger Male 1 and the White Younger Female 1 seem to follow the position 
on the Non-White Older Male 4’s arm over the backrest behind the Non-White 
Older Male 3. In both fieldnotes, however, the way the riders seem to use the 
space of the bus may be seen as contesting the temporary ownership of the 
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territory inside the bus as territories such as a seat on a bus can be temporarily 
claimed (Chapter 3). In IM 39, the Non-White Younger Female 2 uses space 
by handling her large bags; in IM 8, the Non-White Older Male 4 makes 
claims on the space of the backrest of the seat next to him by stretching his 
arm into that space. As in IM 3 and IM 7, the IM 8 and IM 34 suggest that 
territorial aspects influence other-awareness. 

Once again, the analogy of dance choreography can help elucidate how 
intensity of involvement plays out in interaction moments. When dancing, two 
or more people are often positioned higher and lower in relation to each other 
in space. Because space is important when talking about non-verbal 
interaction, “higher” and “lower” body positionings may be seen as 
influencing the interaction space. With this in mind, when examining “rising” 
and “falling” (high and low) intensities of involvement, these may also be seen 
as influencing the space where the non-verbal interaction gestures are carried 
out. The “high” gestures may then be seen as “filling out” the space where 
they are carried out, as these dancers (i.e., riders) are positioned “higher” in 
relation to other dancers (i.e., riders) present in an interaction moment. This 
also means that the gestures do not have to be extensive to “make claims” on 
interactional space. Therefore, a gestural sequence comprised of gazes can be 
seen as comparable with the gestural sequence comprised of bodily 
movements or body positionings claiming territory or personal space 
orientation when looking at the “rise” and “fall” of the intensity of 
involvement. What does spatial distance do in relation to other-awareness? In 
line with what is suggested in this section about how direction of bodily 
movement and/or direction of gaze seem to play a part in highlighting the 
significance of personal space, spatial distance seems to influence the intensity 
of carried out gestures and therefore inspires other-awareness and context-
awareness. 

The analysis of heterogeneous interactions in the bus-riding phase While 
Seated suggests that other-awareness can be connected to context-awareness. 
That is, aspects of interactional space such as the qualities of the physical 
space (volumes, directions, sounds, and movements) and the qualities of time 
seem to play a part in the organization of interactional patterns in an 
interaction moment. This also suggests that there is a connection between the 
interactional space, interaction moments, and the unavoidability of 
heterogeneity playing a part in the organization of interaction patterns in an 
interaction moment. 
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6.3.3. Interactional Synchrony and Other-awareness 
The analysis chapters have touched on how the movement of bodies not only 
constrains but also drives co-present bodies towards mutual synchrony, 
although these discussions have not investigated what provides the rhythms 
for the movements of bodies. In addition, the analysis chapters alluded to the 
qualities of space such as open spaces between objects and elements of the 
design, the qualities of time, which in a bus-riding context may be seen as 
influenced by the time of day (rush hours), as well as how long the riders are 
co-present in the interaction moment. These issues will be taken up in greater 
detail in what follows.   

Riders waiting for a bus seem to make coordinated movements with their feet 
so no one’s view forward to the street is obscured (Chapter 5), a phenomenon 
that resembles what is taking place in the IM 60 fieldnotes. IM 60 was briefly 
presented in Chapter 1 to illustrate the nature and form of my initial 
observations and notes on non-verbal interaction while riding buses: 

IM 60, WS; HE: WYF2 sits in the window seat across from the exit, gazing 
out. NWOF1 sits in the aisle seat next to WYF2, and reads a book, without 
looking up. WYF2 moves her gaze from the window down to the bag she 
simultaneously puts on her lap, turning her upper body towards NWOF1 and 
leaning a bit forward. NWOF1 must catch the movement as she casts a quick 
gaze to WYF1 and leans forward erecting her back and putting her book in her 
bag. While the bus slows down NWOF1 raises from her seat and makes an 
uninterrupted and graceful turn to the vacant seat in front of her, slides in and 
takes the window seat. 

Here the Non-White Older Female 1 is reading a book, when the White 
Younger Female 2 carries out gestures described as moving her gaze from the 
window to a bag that she is putting in her lap simultaneously as she turns her 
upper body towards the aisle. These gestures are in the fieldnotes described to 
be “noticed” by the Non-White Older Female 1: “NWOF1 must catch the 
movement as she casts a quick gaze to WYF1”. Because of the “gracefulness” 
of the bodily movement recorded in the fieldnotes on IM 60 this may be 
suggested to highlight how a synchrony of the carried out gestures contributes 
to how other- and context-awareness works in relation to the territory of the 
bus. We might suggest in this context that interactional synchrony could 
manifest itself in a coordination of changes in the direction and timing of 
bodily movement. Interactional synchrony could, thus, be defined as a smooth 
meshing in time of the simultaneous rhythmic activity of two riders.   

For IM 65, only one gesture is recorded for the dimension Intensity of 
Involvement (gazing at) and only two gestures are recorded for the dimension 
Territorial Orientation (personal space orientation and claiming territory) 
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(Table 7). For IM 9, many more gestures were recorded for the gestures 
associated with the dimensions Intensity of Involvement and Territorial 
Orientation (Table 7). 

In IM 9, tense style of movement (Expressions of Emotion) and upholding a 
gestural sequencing (Temporal Aspects) seem to be carried out in relation to 
Goffman’s line (cf. Goffman, 1967) and shielding from involvement 
(Intensity of Involvement). In IM 9, lack of gaze, gazing direction, and gazing 
away are the most prominent gestures (Intensity of Involvement). 

IM 9, WS, HE: I am on the bus no 7 as an ordinary rider71. I am trying to turn 
off the observer gaze that is on during the scheduled observations, but my eyes 
scan the inside of the bus as they always do, and I notice that something is 
happening in the sitting area across from me. The four-seat-area in the back 
area of the bus is occupied by three people: WOF1 in the window-seat holding 
a small black leather city-backpack on her lap in front of her. Opposite to her 
sits NWOM1 with his arm extended and resting in front of him, on the holder 
below the bus-window so his hand is hanging down almost touching the 
backpack of WOF1 across from him. He is engaged in a conversation with 
NWYM1 holding a couple of leaflets in his hand, and talks pointing to different 
pages in the leaflets. WOF1 has a bandage on her right hand and wrist. WOF1 
is holding the backpack with both her hands and looking out the window. Her 
body position is upright and a bit tense, and she holds her gaze locked outside 
the window the whole time. Once in a while, she repositions the backpack 
closer to her torso on her lap. NWOM1 looks at NWYM1 while they are 
talking. The body position NWOM1 seems to allow that as he sits slightly 
turned to his side. NWYM1 shifts his gaze from NWOM1 one to the leaflet 
and looking forward. NWYM1 drops one of his leaflets on the floor. WOF1 
does not look from the window. WYF1 sitting across the aisle looks forward 
with a neutral and relaxed gaze but locked on some point in the front of the 
bus. She does not look at the talking NWOM1 and NWYM1. NWYM1 looks 
down at the floor and gets the leaflet. They continue talking. NWYM1 prepares 
himself to get off the bus. NWYM1 reorganizes the leaflets in his hand, 
changes body position from resting his back onto backrest of her seat to sitting 
straight slightly leaning forward and towards the aisle. He says something to 
the sitting NWOM1, who responds looking at him. NWYM1 rises from his 
seat and gets off the bus. NWOM1 in the window-seat sits now alone with 
WOF1 in front of him. He does not take down his arm from the holder. His 
hand is still hanging down, perhaps 20 centimeters from WOF1’s backpack. I 
notice a larger city-backpack on the seat next to WOF1. She does not claim it 
in any way, so I wander if the backpack perhaps belongs to NWOM1. NWOM1 
looks out the window and from time to time casts a glance on the surroundings 
inside the bus. The bus starts to slow down; NWOM1 rises, grabs the backpack 
in the seat next to WOF1 and gets off the bus. Neither WOF1 nor WYF1 across 
the aisle look up at the leaving NWOM1. 

 
71 This IM was recorded in an instance where I was on my way home from the “field”. 
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The body position of the White Older Female 1, as her gaze seems to be locked 
out the window, is described as “(…) upright and a bit tensed, and she holds 
her gaze locked outside the window the whole time (…)”. The most interesting 
here is the White Older Female 1’s reaction on how the Non-White Older 
Male 1’s arm is “(…) extended and resting in front of him, on the holder below 
the bus-window so his hand is hanging down almost touching the backpack of 
WOF1”. She maintains her gaze and tense body position while occasionally 
bringing the backpack closer to her torso and seems to have her gaze locked 
out the window, even when the Non-White Younger Male 1 (seated beside the 
Non-White Older Male 1) drops some papers on the floor and moves to pick 
those up, or when he leaves the bus. Moreover, the White Older Female 1’s 
gestural pattern (consisting of several gestures of lack of gaze as a response to 
movement) includes “(…) [repetitively repositioning] the backpack closer to 
her on her lap (…)”. These gestures suggest that the proximity of the Non-
White Older Male 1’s hand and the White Older Female 1’s backpack is at 
focus in the carried out gestures.  

The extension of the Non-White Older Male 1’s arm could be seen as claiming 
the territory of the four-seat area as the window area could be seen as a “no-
man’s land,” a neutral territory that can be only temporarily claimed. Knapp 
et al. (2013) argue that certain spots in a public space have blurred public-
private boundaries, so their temporary ownership is more predisposed to be 
contested, claimed, and questioned. Therefore, the territorial norms for the 
window seat area means this area belongs to no one. The White Older Female 
rider’s gestural pattern (several gestures of lack of gaze as a response to 
movement) together with what seems to be a rider’s attempts at extending the 
distance between the riders’ bodies could be seen as questioning the other 
rider’s territorial claim. Like the heterogeneous interactions in the bus-riding 
phase Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat, this IM suggests that territorial 
norms are threatened as other-awareness and context-awareness spotlights the 
use of space in gesturing. In other words, territorial gestures carried out in 
heterogeneous interactions While Seated, especially when they are carried out 
in a “no-man’s land,” increase other-awareness and context-awareness and 
therefore place a spotlight on the use of space. 

6.4. Summary of the Chapter on Heterogeneous 
Interaction 

In this chapter, I describe what the systematic analysis of the observations 
conducted suggests on how heterogeneous non-verbal interaction may be 
build up from different symbolic interaction components. The Chapter dealing 
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with homogeneous interaction was also concerned with investigating whether 
and how different dimensions of non-verbal interaction are connected to each 
other and to features of the bus-riding context. Therefore, in that Chapter I 
also compared the suggestions about these connections regarding 
homogeneous interaction with what the analysis of heterogeneous interaction 
may suggest in return. This is actualized through a comparison how the units 
of action seem to co-occur, covary and be seemingly coordinated with the 
sequences of gesture units within the interaction moments in each of the bus-
riding phases.  

The application of the theoretical framework was, similarly to Chapter 5, 
elaborated on in the analysis in each of the sections of this chapter in relation 
to the interaction moments labeled as heterogeneous. The four new theoretical 
concepts grounded in the data (presented and discussed in the summary of the 
analysis of Homogeneous Interaction) 1) adjustment techniques, 2) other-
awareness, 3) Direction and 4) an outline for sequencing of gestural units, 
were also applied in the analysis of the contents of the fieldnotes and patterns 
visualized in the tables on each heterogeneous bus riding phase.  

The main objective of this thesis is to systematically apply the Goffmanian 
informed framework in a micro-sociological study of social interaction in city 
bus riding to explore what this approach can offer the understanding of 
mundane non-verbal interaction. To meet this aim, three research questions 
are addressed:  

1. What can a Goffmanian informed micro-analysis of non-verbal 
interaction in city-bus riding offer to the understanding of mundane 
interaction in everyday life? 

2. What are the non-verbal interaction patterns in the different phases 
of bus-riding (WFB, BBFS and WS)?72  

3. Are there differences (or similarities) in the patterns observed in 
Homogeneous and Heterogeneous non-verbal interaction, and does 
the systematic analysis of these observations expand the 
understanding of mundane interaction in everyday life? 

This chapter addresses the third question. The first research question is 
combined with the third question in the next chapter (Discussion). The third 
research question is aimed at investigating differences (and/or similarities) in 

 
72 This research question follows, as pointed out earlier, a descriptive aim (description of the 
ethnographic context of non-verbal interaction) and is not addressed in terms of comparison of 
different bus-riding phases per se. 
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the non-verbal interaction patterns. Therefore, in the Summary of the 
Homogeneous interaction, analytical questions were formulated to assist in 
answering this third research question. In this Summary of the Heterogeneous 
interaction the question at stake is henceforth: Are there differences (or 
similarities) in the patterns observed in homogeneous and heterogeneous non-
verbal interaction, and does the systematic analysis of these observations 
expand the understanding of mundane interaction in everyday life?      

The analysis of both homogeneous and heterogeneous interaction emphasizes 
the dimensions Intensity of Involvement and Territorial Orientation, which is 
reflected in the data recorded in the tables. The analysis of the heterogeneous 
interactions in the bus-riding phase While Seated suggests that the riders seem 
to carry out gestures that increase the intensity of involvement and that the 
territorial orientation of these gestures seems to highlight the significance of 
personal space for the riders. However, the analysis of the homogeneous 
interactions in the bus-riding phase While Seated suggests that the intensity of 
involvement registered seemed to be influenced by the gazing direction of the 
riders. 

The analysis in both homogeneous and heterogeneous interaction moments 
highlighted a condition for the visibility of other-awareness made up from the 
connection between increased intensity of involvement and gestures 
associated with territorial orientation. This means a connection to other-
awareness is made in the following conditions: when riders look at someone 
or in a particular direction inside the bus, when riders either look away or do 
not look back when they are looked at, when riders carry out gestures that 
seem to shield them from being engaged in what happens, and when riders lay 
claims on territories. For example, staring directed at others in homogeneous 
interaction moments WS was suggested to both stake out personal space 
during seat selection and to convey information about the other-awareness of 
the riders. In heterogeneous interactions WS, the adjustment techniques, in 
particularly the adjustment of gaze, increased other-awareness and context-
awareness. This was highlighted in the analysis of heterogeneous interaction 
moments in bus-riding phase While Seated when I applied Goffman’s concept 
of ‘line’ and Kendon’s elaboration on the significance of how people arrange 
their bodies and gazes for how they are responded to. 

That is, when riders look away or do not meet the other riders’ gazes, both 
looking at someone and looking in another direction can be seen as gestures 
that increase the intensity of involvement. The obvious conclusion would be 
that when people look at someone, they increase intensity of involvement; 
however, unexpectedly perhaps, when someone willfully ignores a look from 
someone else, this act also seems to increase the intensity of involvement. This 
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underlines Kendon’s argument about the importance of direction in which one 
arranges one’s body and gaze and provides information about how intensely 
one is involved in the interaction moment. This suggestion is based on the 
results from the analysis of both homogeneous and heterogeneous interaction 
moments that include spatial elements of the gestures (i.e., the direction of the 
carried-out gestures). In addition, the direction of bodily movement seems 
more noticeable in homogeneous than in heterogeneous interaction moments. 
Furthermore, people have an inherent tendency to respond to each other’s 
action (Asplund, 1987). That is, co-presence in an interaction moment may be 
seen as urging the riders to both register the features of the context for the 
interaction (such as spatial elements of the gestures) and to respond to the 
action accordingly. 

The analysis of heterogeneous interaction moments WS suggests that gazing 
has physical properties similar to bodily movement. In this context, I 
suggested that gazing could be seen as having a “weight” in gestural patterns, 
providing more or less intensity of involvement depending on its weight. So, 
when gazing is seen as having a “weight” and therefore as making a path 
through the bus space, this gesture can be considered as being a part of the 
interactional pattern having to do with staking out personal space during seat 
selection. Moreover, the results of the analysis suggest that the emphasis in 
the data on staking out personal space such as claiming territory is closely 
connected to the time and space limitations of riding a bus. This is put forward 
as one of the reasons why volunteering space to others seems to be less 
important in non-verbal interaction for both homogeneous and heterogeneous 
interactions WS. 

In the investigation of how gestures become meaningful through their 
dynamic form, homogeneous interaction was compared with heterogeneous 
interactions in relation to the intensity of involvement. Although the 
dimension Intensity of Involvement is connected with the dimension 
Territorial Orientation in both interaction types, there seems to be a difference 
in the “quality” of the intensity. In homogeneous interactions, increased 
intensity was only observed in the phase WS. For example, in a discussion of 
the fieldnotes where two riders were met with stares when territorial rules 
were at risk, the two riders adjusted their gazes. This adjustment technique 
seemed to be a response to territorial rules as the intensity of involvement 
increased via staring. 

In contrast, increased intensity of involvement was noted in all three bus-
riding phases for heterogeneous interactions, in particularly in the bus-riding 
phase WS. Beginning the comparison with suggestions from the analysis of 
the bus-riding phase Waiting For the Bus, a similar gaze-related pattern was 
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observed; however, in the WS phase, the gaze-related pattern consisted of a 
lack of gaze as a response to staring. In this case, lack of gaze was also 
connected to how riders seemingly tried to uphold territorial norms and sustain 
their gestural repertoires. Following Goffman’s elaboration on how a pattern 
of non-verbal acts expresses an actor’s view of what is going on, this 
difference would suggest that although territorial norms seem to be put on the 
line in both interaction types, the response alluding to the rider’s view of the 
situation seems to vary depending on interaction type. Moreover, lack of gaze 
in heterogeneous interaction seems to correspond with an increased intensity 
of involvement, whereas adjustment of gaze in homogeneous interaction 
seems to correspond to increased intensity of involvement. Furthermore, in 
the analysis of the recorded fieldnotes that were categorized as Heterogeneous 
in bus-riding phase labeled Waiting For the Bus a suggestion was made about 
what these high levels of Intensity of Involvement seem to do in, and with, the 
interaction moments under scrutiny.  

In a discussion about how riders carried out gestures in relation to a spot in 
the area of a bus stop that seemed to be considered contaminated, the outline 
for sequencing of gestural units was applied. Here, a note can be made that the 
definition of the territory as contaminated was provided by identifying 
gestures such as hesitating and stopping together with a particular gazing 
pattern (gazing away or gazing at). The analysis of the sequencing of gestural 
units supports two suggestions: 1) increased intensity of involvement is 
confirmed by gestures associated with territorial orientation and 2) increased 
intensity of involvement contributes to production and reproduction of 
territorial norms in the bus-riding context in both interaction types, but in 
heterogeneous interactions in particular. For example, the analysis of the 
heterogeneous interaction moments for the bus-riding phase Waiting For the 
Bus suggests that both gazing and lack of gaze increase intensity of 
involvement. 

In regard to lack of gaze or gestures of non-performance, the analysis of the 
empirical data from heterogeneous interactions in the bus-riding phase 
Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat identifies features of non-verbal 
interaction associated with increased intensity of involvement. This 
conclusion may be supported by fact that high levels of energy in the use of 
space in gesturing in particular but also high levels of tension (as expressed in 
Expressions of Emotion) were observed. Therefore, lack of gaze or other non-
performances may confirm an increased intensity of involvement. 

The analysis of empirical data on heterogeneous interaction also in bus-riding 
phase While Seated highlights that the gestures in this bus-riding phase seem 
to be carried out with high intensity of involvement. This increased intensity 
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of involvement is the result of gestures such as gazing direction, staring, and 
bodily movements, forms of communication that “ask” riders to be other-
aware and context-aware. Therefore, when intensity of involvement increases, 
other-awareness and context-awareness increases. 

Moreover, the Territorial Orientation of these gestures seems to highlight the 
significance of personal space for the riders in Heterogeneous interaction 
moments. In regard to Expression of Emotion it is also suggested that tension 
in the movement style furthermore highlights the significance of how space is 
handled in the Heterogeneous interaction moments While Seated.  
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7. Discussion 

Inspired by the interactionist perspective, I set out to explore how the 
systematic application of a Goffmanian informed framework for the micro-
sociological study of social interaction on city buses could contribute to the 
understanding of mundane non-verbal interaction. This chapter will address 
this aim in more detail, but first it seems necessary to revisit the results from 
the two analytical chapters (Chapter 5 and Chapter 6) in order to elaborate on 
the general non-verbal interaction patterns of urban bus riding. By revisiting 
the main findings of these chapters in relation to the overall aim of this thesis, 
I will concretize not only how these findings contribute to research on 
interaction in public (and semi-public) places and non-verbal interaction on 
buses but also what these findings suggest about the contributions that my 
work hopes to make to the understanding of mundane non-verbal interaction. 

As stated in Chapter 2, previous research on urban bus riding (e.g., Evans & 
Wener, 2007; Galliger et al., 2009; Henderson, 1975; Hjorthol, 2001; Nash, 
1975; Ohmori & Harata, 2008; Siraut & Gay, 2009; Slosar, 1973) alludes to 
three dimensions of social interaction in this setting that are important to the 
understanding of what goes on in this activity: time, space, and (travelling) 
bodies. Thanks to the systematic application of the Goffmanian informed 
framework, the analyses performed in this thesis have shown that codes for 
interaction could be regarded as a fourth dimension. Therefore, this thesis has 
shown that these dimensions are intertwined in mundane non-verbal 
interaction in public spaces such as a city-bus riding context. The following 
sections expand on this by explicitly alluding to what this thesis contributes. 

The systematic, Goffmanian informed analysis of the observations conducted 
shows that non-verbal interaction is built up of/with certain symbolic 
interaction components. The results suggest that these are especially 
connected to different aspects of Intensity of Involvement and types of 
Territorial Orientation. In Chapter 5 reveals how norms for non-verbal 
interaction are created in the interaction moments under scrutiny. In this thesis 
I rely on mapping the social norms that guide non-verbal interaction in the 
setting in question by taking steps that allow me to visualize the interaction 
moments that were typically recorded in homogeneous interaction so that we 
had a baseline, so to speak, to which we could compare that with the way in 
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which heterogeneous interaction plays out. This approach might suggest that 
homogeneity is approached in a normative fashion in this thesis. To some 
extent this is the case, because to investigate differences regarding dimensions 
of non-verbal interaction, I had to establish what is meant by similarities. 

In addition, this thesis might be interpreted as approaching non-verbal 
mundane interaction as social interaction that is choreographed by the 
qualities of the interaction space, as the literature overview clearly shows that 
research on urban public places regards time and space as crucial to how social 
interaction in these places plays out. However, in the city bus-riding context 
(both public and semi-public context), the conditions related to time and space 
influence non-verbal interaction, not time and space per se. 

The results from this thesis reinforce the conclusion I drew from the previous 
research (e.g., Banerjee, 2001; Britton, 2008a; Butcher, 2011; Day, 1999, 
2006; Flusty, 2000; Kirby, 2008; Low, 2001) that public places can sometimes 
control or shape public behavior and therefore social interaction. As put 
forward earlier, this “influence” is referred to as the choreography of the 
interaction space. The qualities of the interaction space (i.e., conditions 
relating to time and space) are comprised of distances, shapes, volumes, 
amounts, sounds, frequencies, and rhythms and therefore the physical features 
of people (cf. Mondada, 2009; Knapp et al., 2013). This thesis has shown, 
however, that in the mundane non-verbal interaction that takes place in the 
public space of the city bus, the socially coded bodies of the riders, and 
therefore also the phenotypical similarities and differences between them, may 
be a part of the interaction space created and reshaped in each interaction 
moment. 

I conclude that this interaction space influences what interaction patterns are 
carried out in an interaction moment, a view also posited by Goffman: “A 
body is a piece of consequential equipment, and its owner is always putting it 
on the line” (1967, p. 167). In social contexts such as a city bus, the body is 
therefore a part of the interaction space, both as something that occupies a 
space and as something that is assigned different qualities (e.g., big, small, 
short, and light together with the phenotypical references to, for example, race, 
age, and gender.) The analyses show how in this specific social context where 
there are other bodies co-present carrying out gestures, riders follow a line of 
gestural sequences (cf. Goffman, 1967) that may be seen as expressing their 
view of the situation even if they do not intend to do so. Furthermore, the 
analyses suggest that city bus riders interpret the gestures of other riders, and 
their own gestures inform the ways in which they carry themselves. Moreover, 
as emphasized by Crossley (2001) and Haraway (1988) and shown in the 
previous chapters, race and age seem to acquire different values within 
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different social formations, which may be used in these social formations and 
contexts in non-verbal interaction. The similarities and differences between 
bodies that this thesis has used in its design are therefore a part of the 
interaction space created and reshaped in each interaction moment. In other 
words, the assigned qualities of bodies that have been in focus throughout the 
analyses are closely linked to non-verbal mundane interaction in public spaces 
such as a city bus. 

Based on the results, I have argued that the significance of interactional 
synchrony in non-verbal interaction in public spaces needs to be considered 
when mundane non-verbal interaction is at stake. At first glance, one may 
wonder whether this interactional synchrony is only visible in the instances 
where the written-down fieldnotes are coded as giving an impression of grace 
in the bodily movements. The example used in the Introduction alludes, for 
example, to how graceful bodily movements give the impression of being 
synchronized. Building on what has been suggested by Bernieri et al. (1994, 
p. 304), this view of interactional synchrony may be understood as a 
perception of unity, when the actions carried out by those present in an 
interaction moment “fit together.” The results of the analyses suggest, 
however, that city bus riders seem to be in synchrony with the context, time, 
and space in which they find themselves and that all of these conditions 
contribute to the choreography of non-verbal interactions in the context of 
riding a city bus.73 

The analogy to choreography in Chapters 5 and 6 emphasizes the movement 
of bodies in a space that the fieldnotes so poignantly document. The analyses 
reveal the ways in which public spaces organize the movement of bodies that 
interact socially within these spaces. For example, Wolfinger’s analysis (like 
mine) of the interaction between pedestrians (1995) shows that these 
movements create a rhythm: walking–passing by–walking–passing by and so 
on. Therefore, this interactional synchrony can be defined as a smooth 
meshing in time of simultaneous rhythmic activity of two (or more) 
interactants, a choreography that resembles the rhythms of the choreography 
observed in a city-bus riding context. 

 
73 This can obviously be argued to be a result of what is deemed to be “a proper” action in a 
specific time and space, a result of an interaction order, interaction rituals, and so on, but as 
shown in this thesis, when examining interactional moments on a micro-level, there is much 
more complexity, harmony, and “tightness” than what could be encompassed by these concepts 
if considered in isolation from one another. 
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In line with the above, I propose that interactional synchrony in non-verbal 
interaction requires a high level of coordination of bodily movement and 
therefore an awareness about the conditions of the context in which the 
interaction takes place, an argument that will be revisited when discussing 
other-awareness in mundane non-verbal interaction. For now, this concept is 
connected to the qualities of the interaction space and the way in which 
interactional synchrony contributes to an impression of gestures as fitting 
together in an interaction moment. This view leads to a question: How are the 
aspects of this interactional synchrony related to the codes for interaction in 
the two different interaction types that this thesis sheds light on (i.e., 
homogeneous and heterogeneous interaction)? 

7.1. Homogeneity, Heterogeneity and Codes for 
Interaction 

This thesis has argued that non-verbal mundane interaction in city-bus riding 
is shaped not only by the context itself (because bus riders share a limited 
space during a limited time) but also by similar concerns such as wanting to 
be on time for activities. This is outlined in Chapter 2 and is connected to the 
rules and regulations ascribed to public places, such as a city bus. These rules 
and regulations, or as conceptualized in this thesis, codes for interaction, can 
be used to discipline the use of space. Rules of conduct are, accordingly, both 
formal and informal and connected to the location (see Britton, 2008a; Costa, 
2012; Flusty, 2000) where the actions take place. Thus, as proposed earlier, 
following Goffman’s elaboration on how a pattern of non-verbal acts 
expresses an actor’s view of what is going on, the difference in the quality of 
intensity of involvement (i.e., if it can be considered high or low) between 
homogeneous and heterogeneous interaction would suggest that there are also 
differences in how codes for interaction seem to be used to discipline how 
space is used in the two interaction types. As illuminated in the analyses, codes 
for interaction in regard to gazing and bodily movement in city-bus riding are 
connected to the location where the interaction takes place. This seems to be 
especially so in heterogeneous interaction, which gave the impression of being 
choreographed by the interaction space. 

In relation to the conclusions about the significance of space for interaction 
alternatives, pointed out in previous research on commuting (e.g., Evans & 
Wener, 2007; Ohmori & Harata, 2008), this thesis emphasizes the significance 
of the qualities of space located between the co-present bodies. Here, it is 
especially proximity and distance between the travelling bodies that are 
argued to influence the interaction. On account of this, this thesis gives a more 
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specific answer to the question of which qualities of space influence the 
interaction and how. Some examples of the conclusions drawn in relation to 
this subject are listed below: 

1. Actions that uphold gestural repertoires chosen by the rider seem to 
outweigh territorial rules of the setting, such as proximity to others. 

2. Ritual techniques carried out in the bus-riding context show high 
intensity of involvement and intensity that directs attention either to 
how long a gesture lasts (time) or the direction of the gesture (space). 

3. The intensity of involvement in an interaction seems to be influenced 
by the riders’ placement both in the space of the bus and in relation to 
other riders. 

4. High intensity of involvement becomes noticeable when there is a 
great distance between bodies and when the gestures are carried out 
into the bus-space.  

5. The intensity of involvement rises when gestures such as gazing, 
staring, lack of gaze, and bodily movements are carried out; that is, 
these gestures “ask” for other-awareness and context-awareness. 

6. The proximity of bodies and the design of the street or bus furniture 
also seem to direct riders’ gestures. 

I have argued that the two qualities of space (conditions in non-verbal 
interaction) of proximity and distance relate to territorial norms of the city-
bus riding context and are connected to different interaction patterns in the 
types of interaction here analytically regarded as heterogeneous and 
homogeneous. Day (1999, p. 317) argues that certain public places, such as 
shopping malls and train stations, are “neutral zones,” claiming that the 
function of these places is to accommodate various groups. Some would 
probably regard city buses and bus stops as neutral zones. This thesis suggests 
that regarding such places in this way diminishes the importance that 
interactional spaces (created in interaction moments) have for non-verbal 
interaction patterns. Therefore, this thesis suggests that these zones are not in 
fact entirely neutral. Heterogeneity seems namely to play a role when it comes 
to how non-verbal interaction plays out. In this respect, the results point to a 
dimension of interaction in public places that goes beyond the aspect of 
function, which is the one that has been in focus in previous research (see 
Arslanli et al., 2011; Britton, 2008a; Butcher, 2011; Carro et al., 2010; Day, 
1999, 2006; Elsheshtawy, 2013; Flusty, 2000; Holland et al., 2007; Loukaitou-
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Sideris, 2003; Low, 2001; Perry et al., 2010; Peters, 2010; Thompson, 2002; 
Wardhaugh, 2009; Wardrop, 2006; Wolfinger, 1995). The analyses suggest, 
after all, that it is not just the function of public places that accommodates 
various groups. The differences between groups can have an impact in the 
non-verbal interaction that takes place between these groups in such public 
places. In Chapter 2, I presented research on public places that shows that 
places that function optimally tend to form and stabilize social relations since 
they encourage connection and sociality. However, the analyses performed in 
this thesis suggest that differences, hierarchies, and the ascription of norms for 
social interaction are informed by such differences and hierarchies and should 
not be disregarded when non-verbal interaction is at stake since not all groups 
can be accommodated in so called neutral zones. 

As shown in Chapters 5 and 6, homogenous and heterogenous interaction 
types have important similarities. These are found especially in relation to the 
dimensions of social interaction that seem to be highlighted in the non-verbal 
interaction in the city-bus riding context. These similarities have to do with 
different aspects (i.e., gestures) of the dimensions Intensity of Involvement 
and Territorial Orientation. These two dimensions guide what is taking place 
in the urban bus-riding context. In this sense, as suggested in Chapter 2, the 
what and why (rules of conduct) as well as the how of mundane social 
interaction are shaped by where (place) the mundane (non-verbal) social 
interaction takes place. Additionally, the function that public places have 
seems not only to encourage but also to hinder interaction by controlling the 
behavior and expectations (on the interaction) that the users of these places 
have. For example, function and expectations serve as social norms for the 
gestural expressions of the city bus riders. Thus, as I observed on numerous 
occasions while collecting data, if a rider stretches her arm into a “no-man’s 
space” (such as a window area, on a pole, on a backrest, or in other places 
where territorial norms may be challenged), this rider is, in homogeneous 
interaction patterns, met with staring or gazes. In heterogeneous interaction 
patterns, however, these gestures are instead met with inaction. Thus, the 
analysis suggests that the “deliberate” use of inaction as a response to a gesture 
in the bus space can be used to enhance a rider’s awareness of other people, 
what I label other-awareness. 

In the analysis of homogeneous interaction, a physical feature (i.e., props) was 
found to impact the gazing patterns of the bus riders. This observation 
suggests that gazing may have “weight” with respect to the dimension 
Intensity of Involvement. For example, when comparing gazing patterns 
between homogeneous and heterogeneous interaction moments, the results of 
the analysis suggest that gazing at combined with lack of gaze “make a path” 
in the bus space in a physical sense. Therefore, non-verbal acts could acquire 
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physical properties when certain conditions are met. Space (as an abstraction 
of distances, shapes, directions, and volumes) can be turned into a place as the 
result of the space being filled with people, actions, and meanings (Chapter 
2). It follows that the combination of gazing at and lack of gaze turns the space 
of the bus into a place while increasing the intensity of involvement in an 
interaction moment. Therefore, the lack of gaze can be thought of as a 
response to gazing. Lack of gaze also increases the intensity of involvement. 
The results from the analyses suggest that in heterogeneous interaction (and 
specifically in the bus riding phases Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat and 
While Seated) riders seem to carry out gestures with high intensity of 
involvement. 

In addition, the similarities between homogeneous and heterogeneous 
interaction moments (e.g., in the bus-riding phase BBFS) seem to accentuate 
action and inaction in relation to other-awareness and territorial norms. These 
similarities also suggest that phenotypical variations (race and age) influence 
how gestures are interpreted and responded to. The results of the analysis of 
heterogeneous interaction moments in this bus riding phase suggest that the 
use of space and props while gesturing may be responded to as potential 
threats to territorial norms, which may place the spotlight on the phenotypical 
differences (i.e., race and age) of the riders involved. As elaborated above, a 
further systematic examination of gazing patterns in relation to how 
interactional space is managed in mundane non-verbal interaction offers a 
propitious angle of investigation, especially for scholars interested in the role 
social positions play in this type of interaction. The analyses presented here 
suggest future studies of (mundane and non-mundane) non-verbal interaction 
that are place-astute need to pay systematic attention to the ways in which 
different gestures in the dimension Intensity of Involvement affect non-verbal 
interaction. 

Nash (1975) accentuates the importance of familiarity with the unwritten 
codes for interaction while in the bus-riding context. This familiarity is said 
to affect people’s ability to recognize others as potential riders. The results of 
the analysis here suggest that a rider seemingly familiar with these unwritten 
codes is more prone to choose to be preoccupied with other things (such as 
looking at the screen of the mobile phone, listening to music with earphones, 
or scanning the interior of the bus), shielding herself from involvement in the 
interaction moment. Thus, my research corroborates Goffman’s (1959, 1966, 
1967, 1971) ideas regarding what shielding from involvement entails (i.e., an 
unwritten code for non-verbal interaction) and adds that this may be 
particularly the case in homogeneous interaction. In addition, the analysis 
shows that riders carry out gestures shielding them from involvement as a way 
to engage in social responsiveness of riders in non-verbal interaction. This 
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gives empirical substance to Asplund’s (1987) argument that in everyday 
interaction people are guided both by social responsivity and by codes for 
interaction (among their other functions) that urge people to shield themselves 
from involvement. 

Moreover, this thesis puts forward that shielding from involvement as a 
strategy to save face has an additional dimension in mundane non-verbal 
interaction between strangers. In the kind of mundane non-verbal interaction 
that I have systematically studied, shielding from involvement influenced the 
intensity of involvement of other riders–i.e., other-awareness. These different 
intensities of involvement suggest that although riders try to remain 
uninvolved, or as Goffman writes disengaged, bodily co-presence and spatial-
related and time-related aspects of the non-verbal interaction seem to urge 
riders to adapt their intensity of involvement. 

In addition, because (as argued throughout this thesis) an interaction moment 
involves elements connected to experience, people’s actions seem to suggest 
that they evaluate the situation. Since the assessment of a situation has been 
shown by cognitive psychologists to rely on experience (e.g., Howard & 
Hollander, 1997), my work suggests that inferences about social norms for the 
city-bus riding context may be at play here. Moreover, because one of the 
theoretical propositions I made in Chapter 3 was that experience is embedded 
in the interaction ritual, the sequences of actions that my ethnographic work 
has documented may be experience-based. Therefore, this thesis suggests that 
close examination of shielding from involvement reveals how people evaluate 
an action as adequate (i.e., acceptable for the context) in an interaction 
moment. In other words, and in this particular case, city-bus riders link the 
sight of each other with frameworks of information concerning each other as 
members of different groups and therefore their actions contribute to 
variations in intensity of involvement.     

7.2. Intensity of Involvement and Other-awareness 

The analysis of bodily movements together with body position (which my 
work suggests are both used when making claims on space) highlights the 
social positions of city-bus riders. This means that all actions and non-actions 
have the potential to make social positions visible in non-verbal interaction 
and that the most basic of bodily characteristics ought to receive greater 
attention when studying non-verbal interaction. In other words, although it is 
often taken for granted that it is the violation of socially accepted norms that 
makes similarities and differences in social positions visible, my work 
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suggests otherwise. The results of the analysis suggest that differences in 
social positions may be highlighted through actions such as sitting, looking, 
waving, walking, pointing, and moving props and through proximity between 
bodies. That is, all actions and non-actions, including non-verbal gestures, 
seem to be relevant in an interaction moment. 

Moreover, the results of the analysis point to increased other-awareness in the 
interaction moments where difference regarding social positions is noted in 
the empirical material. Scholarship on social interaction in public spaces has 
shown that territoriality (Goffman, 1966, 1967, 1971) not only helps regulate 
social interaction but also can be a source of social conflict or contestations 
(see Flusty, 2000; Britton, 2008a). The results of the analysis suggest, 
however, that when other-awareness increases (in and through these actions), 
how people “take responsibility for each other” (Jacobs, 1992) is made visible. 
This is, of course, related to what Wolfinger (1995) calls “collaboration” 
between participants because it is in their own interest that the interaction runs 
smoothly and without conflict. I will come back to this in a moment. For now, 
I want to emphasize that interaction moments (i.e., the short instances of non-
verbal interaction at focus in this thesis) seem to ascribe norms and “ritual 
content” (cf. Goffman, 1967), influencing what gestures are carried out. This 
suggests new dimensions to the significance of interactional synchrony–i.e., 
how gestures are made to fit together in non-verbal interaction. 

As my work shows that collaboration happens when intensity of involvement 
increases, it is interesting to note that sometimes city-bus riders handle the co-
presence of other riders by taking responsibility for them. For example, the 
data from the bus-riding phase Waiting For the Bus (especially in 
homogeneous interaction) demonstrates that riders’ temporary “ownership” of 
a spot in the bus stop area is sometimes made possible thanks to these patterns. 
Therefore, it can be tentatively concluded that instead of moving away in order 
to free the territory, co-presence prompts the adjustment of the angle of all 
present bodies with a result that no one’s view is obstructed. In addition, these 
adjustment techniques are often carried out accompanied by a lack of gaze (at 
other co-present bodies). The analysis suggests that the riders seem to “see” 
without looking. This is at least what their bodily adjustment in relation to 
others suggests. Therefore, I propose that city-bus riders collaborate with one 
another by adjusting their body positions and in a sense take responsibility for 
each other and the interaction. 

In addition, the non-verbal interaction patterns observed were clearly shown 
to differ between the three phases of bus riding. This is the case because they 
contextualize and bind the interaction to specific times and specific spaces, a 
fact revealed in each summary of the analysis chapters (Chapters 5 and 6). As 
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earlier mentioned, this thesis has been heavily inspired by Goffman’s seminal 
observation: “Not, then, men and their moments. Rather moments and their 
men” (1967, p. 3). Therefore, phenotypical similarities and differences 
between bodies (or “men” in Goffman’s wording) were approached as features 
of the interaction space. This issue is addressed in third research question: Are 
there differences (or similarities) in the patterns observed in homogeneous and 
heterogeneous non-verbal interaction and does the systematic analysis of these 
observations expand the understanding of mundane interaction in everyday 
life? 

When territorial norms seem to be threatened, other-awareness and context-
awareness “place a spotlight” on the use of space while gesturing and therefore 
on the use of space while moving one’s body. As noted throughout this thesis, 
in mundane and non-verbal interactions in public spaces (e.g., Crossley, 2001, 
p. 152; Franko, 1995; Goffman, 1959, 1966, 1971; Holland et al., 2007 among 
others), aspects of the body contain references to social positions (race and 
age). Moreover, the literature on social interaction (e.g., Crossley, 1995, 2001; 
Goffman, 1959, 1966, 1967, 1971) and scholarship on non-verbal 
communication (e.g., Kendon, 2004; Kendon et al., 1981; Knapp et al., 2013) 
emphasize that these aspects of a body become imbued with meaning in social 
interaction and thereby have consequences for the organization of conduct. In 
this respect, it must be mentioned that the design of this study impedes me 
from claiming that the results suggest that the social positions in focus here 
(i.e., race and age) are relevant for non-verbal interactions investigated. 
However, different interaction patterns were recorded, and these were 
different for heterogeneous and homogeneous interaction. Therefore, it seems 
reasonable to say that social positions (i.e., race and age) have some bearing 
on how non-verbal interactions play out. 

In the majority of heterogeneous interaction moments, the change in the 
course of interaction was prompted by younger and non-white riders. In 
previous research on public spaces in the USA (especially Britton, 2008a), 
younger black men have been shown to assert exclusive territorial claims, for 
example, to street corners. Extending Britton’s analysis, the street corner–i.e., 
a specific place–provides connection to a group and legitimizes excluding 
others. Therefore, my results concerning other-awareness and context-
awareness expose an array of unexploited possibilities for future research. For 
example, the street corner provides a specific interactional space for non-
verbal interaction where territorial norms can be threatened by people’s bodily 
movements (e.g., if they choose to walk, run, or skip). The intensity of 
involvement, which in my work has been shown to be consequential, may 
increase if the interaction moments are categorized as heterogeneous. Under 
these conditions, other-awareness and context-awareness “places a spotlight” 
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on the participants’ use of this street corner-space while moving. This raises 
several questions: What gestures and bodily movements can be used to claim 
a territory?; What are the qualities of the interactional context that play a part 
in the interaction moments taking place in Britton’s street corner?; Do 
heterogeneity and homogeneity play a role in the kind of claims people make 
to territories within public places? 

Although the focus of this thesis is on non-verbal interaction patterns and the 
results of the analyses propose that the body becomes important in defending 
territorial claims, future studies should investigate how other social positions 
influence non-verbal interaction patterns. As elaborated in Chapter 2, the very 
expectations of exclusionary, territorial, or even threatening behavior from 
people who are deemed to be ‘different’ (e.g., racialized Others) influence 
social interaction patterns. Previous research on social interaction in public 
places has also shown that territoriality (Goffman, 1966, 1967, 1971) not only 
helps regulate social interaction but also can be a source of social conflict or 
contestations (see Flusty, 2000; Britton, 2008a). My work suggests that the 
visibility of difference, or the fact that difference puts bodies in the spotlight, 
has relevance for mundane non-verbal interactions. Putting difference in the 
spotlight suggests that visibility of difference co-occurs with other-awareness, 
mainly in heterogeneous interactions. Therefore, future research could– 
through its design–explore whether other-awareness is intensified by 
heterogeneity. In addition, by sampling other social positions, future research 
may be able to study if and how territorial claims are mediated by other-
awareness. 

Something else worth noting is that my analyses suggest that intensity of 
involvement may be related to an array of observations that previous research 
has made but has not explored in a systematic fashion. For example, it is a 
well-known fact for interactionists that the organization of conduct (Crossley, 
2001, p. 152) or rules of conduct (Goffman, 1967, p. 48) are crucial elements 
of social interaction, because they facilitate interaction and expedite 
communication in social situations. When people organize their actions in 
mundane social contexts (such as standing in a line in a grocery store, buying 
coffee in a coffee shop, and sitting on a train), they are expected to show a 
certain amount of consideration and acknowledgement of others. This is what 
Goffman (1966) calls “involvement in an activity” and he describes it as a 
feature of symbolic interaction that expresses the purpose or aim of those who 
are participating in it. However, because scholarship on social interaction for 
decades has been characterized by a lack of systematization both when it 
comes to data collection and interpreting findings (Chapter 1), scholarship on 
social interaction has relied on assumptions that stem from verbal interaction. 
Therefore, scholarship of non-verbal interactions relies on the same 
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assumptions as scholarship on verbal interaction as it is assumed that the 
difference lies solely in the magic word “verbal.” Moreover, because previous 
research has neither attempted to identify nor de-couple the dimensions of 
non-verbal interaction (the way my work is trying to do), a rich conceptual 
legacy has remained unexplored in analytical terms. 

My work suggests in fact that there is not as great as goodness of fit as we 
have thought between our conceptual ‘legacy’ and non-verbal interaction. 
That is, although the theory and conceptual work in the area of social 
interactions is obvious, this thesis expands Goffman’s ideas about 
involvement by showing (among other things) that intensity of involvement 
of non-verbal interactions deserves more nuanced scholarly attention. In line 
with what has been emphasized in previous research on mundane non-verbal 
interaction in public spaces–e.g., Mondada’s claim that “mutual glances are 
the first form of reciprocity” (2009, p. 1977)–this thesis stresses the 
significance of gazing patterns in non-verbal interactions. The analysis 
suggests that gazing patterns in heterogeneous interaction are sometimes 
comprised of the following sequence: a person gazes at another person, the 
first person gazes away, and the second person carries out a lack of gaze. This 
suggests that a lack of gaze (i.e., when people do not look back when they are 
looked at) highlights the awareness of other people’s intensity of involvement, 
a matter that seems to expose the heterogeneity of the present bodies. 

The results show that the city bus riders in heterogeneous interaction (and 
especially in the bus-riding phase While Seated) carry out gestures with 
increased intensities of involvement. In the analysis of homogeneous 
interaction, I proposed that other-awareness is made visible through the riders’ 
gazing adjustment techniques. This calls into question what the patterns 
concerning adjustment techniques and other-awareness look like in these 
types of non-verbal interaction. The results also call attention to the fact that 
when intensity increases, other-awareness and context-awareness increases. 
That is, people tend to stake out personal territory or “untouchable space” by, 
for example, the position of one’s extended arm either into a “no man’s land” 
(a space on the bus such as the window area in the four-seat space on the bus), 
or by managing large props while on the bus–encroachments that inevitably 
increase other-awareness and context-awareness in the bus riders. 

As stated earlier, the results suggest that when territorial norms are put on the 
line, other-awareness and context-awareness increases. We can observe this 
by looking into the chains of events recorded (such as gestures and responses 
to gestures and gazes and lack of gazes). The analyses suggest that these 
elements of non-verbal interaction highlight how space is handled in the 
interaction and how the specific norms associated with riding a city bus are 



 Moments on a City Bus  
      

 282 

handled. For example, when norm violations occur and when they happen in 
relation to personal space (territorial encroachment), the analyses show that 
lack of gaze, gazing away, and shielding from involvement by using props 
(e.g., holding a backpack or a bag in one’s lap) were often carried out. This 
suggests the gazes have “weight” as they play a greater part in how intensity 
of involvement manifests in heterogeneous interaction moments. In addition, 
gazing together with the bodily movements and body positions seem to make 
temporal claims on the space of the bus to a greater extent in heterogeneous 
than in homogeneous interaction moments. 

The gestures associated with expressions of emotion in these non-verbal 
interaction patterns influence the way the interaction plays out. In 
homogeneous interaction moments, smiles seem to be used the most, but in 
heterogeneous interaction moments tense style in movement seemed to be 
used the most. As pointed out, gestures carried out in the heterogeneous 
interaction are associated with increased intensity of involvement. Moreover, 
gestures that correspond to territorial orientation, especially gestures related 
to personal space, were more apparent in heterogeneous non-verbal 
interaction, so the tension in the movement style highlights the significance of 
how space was handled in these interaction moments. 

A strategy used to look into how interaction patterns differed when it comes 
to the dimension Expressions of Emotion entailed analyzing their co-
occurrence in the sequence of gestural units. This outline was presented in 
Chapter 5 as a new theoretical concept grounded in the data and an analytical 
tool to examine the sequences of observed gestures. The question this raises 
now is, of course, what can the outline for sequencing of gestural units 
contribute to the understanding of the non-verbal interaction patterns in an 
interaction moment? One potential answer to this question may perhaps 
become clearer if I explain how this conclusion was reached. The use of 
gestural sequencing served one important function in the analysis: to confirm 
the meaning of the gestures displayed in the gestural sequence. This in turn 
revealed something about what happens in the interaction moment as a whole. 
When gestural patterns were investigated, for example, and especially when 
these patterns suggested that different dimensions of non-verbal interaction 
were related,74 I investigated the characteristics of gestures, which included 
examining the dimension Expressions of Emotion. I discovered that the 
relationship between gestural patterns and Expressions of Emotions alone 

 
74 See the dimensions Interactional Configuration, Ritual Elements, Intensity of Involvement, 
Territorial Orientation, and Temporal Aspects at the top of the tables. 
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provided little help when it came to understanding the interaction moment.75 
However, when combining the investigation of how the gestures noted in the 
other dimensions of non-verbal interaction of significance co-occur with the 
gestures (especially the movement styles and facial expressions), it was noted 
that the meaning of the gestures in the other dimensions could be confirmed. 
This finding can be illustrated by once more turning to the metaphor of 
choreography and dancing. Imagine a video camera taping a very short 
sequence of dance movements (i.e., bodily movements) carried out by two or 
five people. This sequence is comprised of three to five picture frames. When 
played together, but at a slower speed, the tape reveals the whole sequence of 
movements of each dancer in relation to the movements of the other dancers 
as well as the separate gestures carried out in relation to the separate gestures 
of the others. Here, a sequence of gestural units is carried out in an interaction 
moment. When the tape plays the sequence at a normal speed, the emotions at 
stake may also be deciphered as expressions of emotions are not easily made 
sense of if they are witnessed without considering how others react to these 
emotions. In other words, although the design of this study does not allow me 
to draw conclusions about the actual emotions at stake, my analyses suggest 
that emotions can be inferred when one looks at expressions in relation to the 
gestural patterns as well as the gestural sequences, which are often composed 
of several people’s gestures (gesture, response, gesture). 

All of this is related to the second part of the third research question that this 
thesis posed: How can the similarities and differences between homogeneous 
and heterogeneous interaction patterns assist in the understanding of mundane 
interaction in everyday life? The thesis emphasizes the significance of the 
interaction moment as a whole in this respect. In other words, it is by 
examining the interaction moment as a whole (acknowledging its dimensions 
and the features of gestures) in comparison to other interaction moments that 
a deeper understanding of mundane non-verbal interaction can be had. This 
was also one of the reasons why the descriptions of the fieldnotes consisted of 
whole interaction moments. 

  

 
75 The design of this study took into account the premises of using participant observation of 
non-verbal interaction, so the observer does not have access to inner emotional states of the 
observed individuals. What is registered are “impressions” of possible emotional states assessed 
through looking at the gestures that may be considered responses to these states. This in turn 
has theoretical implications, implications for the contents of and the style for how the 
ethnographic description can be presented and for validity and reliability of the results. 
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7.3. Gestural Repertoires and Rhythms 

As argued earlier, in the explanation of how co-presence prompts the 
adjustments of how city bus riders move in the bus-riding context, the analysis 
suggests that carrying out adjustment techniques is a social norm for gestural 
expression in homogeneous non-verbal interactions. An important feature of 
these adjustment techniques is that they are comprised of bodily movements 
or shifts in gazing with noticeable directions. The directions of these 
movements and shifts are tentatively concluded to be related to the directions 
of movements of other riders. In other words, homogeneous interaction 
moments seem to be fluent: one gesture leads, another follows. 

As I will explain shortly, heterogeneous interaction seems to show a different 
quality in relation to this pattern. Additionally, the results of the analysis 
underline that there are gestural repertoires to be carried out in the context of 
city-bus riding. These repertoires have to do with the ways in which riders 
orient themselves and their properties in the territories associated with bus-
riding. They also have to do with the intensity of involvement the riders’ 
gestures deemed to be appropriate. That is, when moving around and gazing, 
it is important to “keep one’s gestural repertoire” that was initially chosen or 
to acknowledge the repertoire. In order to do this, the riders adjust their gazes 
and their bodily positions. That is, when there is a social norm for gestural 
expression in homogeneous interaction, an adjustment to the norm follows. 
For example, riders engaged in homogeneous interaction moments seem to 
need a valid reason to discontinue a gestural repertoire. That is, the territorial 
rules or social norms for gestural expression in this context ascribe what 
actions are acceptable. In line with Goffman (1967), a particular interaction 
ritual must be sustained and therefore also the pattern of verbal and non-verbal 
acts that express the actor’s view of the situation must be sustained in the same 
manner. To Goffman’s argument, based on the results of the analysis of 
homogeneous interaction, it can be added that the decision of whether an act 
is appropriate seems to be governed by the territorial rules of the public setting 
(i.e., the codes for interaction in an interaction moment). A similar conclusion 
could be drawn from the results of the analysis of heterogeneous interaction. 
However, in heterogeneous interaction, it is the repairs of the repertoires and 
the delays in the rhythms of the interaction that point out these social norms. 
The analysis of heterogeneous interaction suggests that riders interpret the 
indications from the contexts that seem to “ask” of them to carry out gestures 
in more or less strict conjunction with this context and its rhythms, so the 
character of non-verbal interaction in heterogeneous interaction is often less 
fluid due to the nature of these repairs and delays. 
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As emphasized in the beginning of this chapter, this thesis shows how the 
dimensions studied [i.e., time, space, and (travelling) bodies] are intertwined 
in mundane non-verbal interaction in public spaces. In relation to how social 
norms for gestural expressions are conditioned by the riding context (i.e., the 
limited time and the limited space), the significance of these conditions in 
defining what may violate these norms is emphasized. The conditions of the 
context brings our attention to other riders when territorial norms are put on 
the line by gestures that delay the rhythms of bus riding. These rhythms and 
the territorial norms that are perceived as threatened may also be associated 
with the conflicting interests of riders and drivers regarding being on time or 
being considered a “competent rider” (see Hjorthol, 2001; Nash, 1975; 
Ohmori & Harata, 2008; Siraut & Gay, 2009; Slosar, 1973). That is, when 
territorial norms seem to be threatened, other-awareness and context- 
awareness place a spotlight on how space ought to be handled. Thus, because 
the dimensions of space, time, and bodies are interconnected, potential 
violations of the social norms that seem to be associated with the gestural 
expressions that are carried out by riders seem to put a spotlight on the gestures 
that are carried out as well as the kind of bodies that carry them out. 

7.4. Mundane Interaction 

This thesis has brought attention to the non-verbal interaction that takes place 
because one is heading to some other interaction in some other place. As such, 
the focus has been on the non-verbal interaction that takes place in-between 
different activities. Against this backdrop, this thesis initially proposed that 
the non-verbal interaction that takes place in the context of riding a city bus is 
not only mundane but also contained and that it is precisely the dullness and 
uneventfulness associated with riding a city bus that makes this context a 
theoretically rich source of information about non-verbal interaction. 

The systematic approach to data collection that this thesis has relied on and 
the thick descriptions that have been generated as a result of this have shown, 
however, that this interaction is full of events, turns, rhythms, and nuances in 
intensity, which is why labeling this interaction ‘mundane’ seems deceiving. 
The analyses suggest that there is nothing fleeting or inconsequential about 
the observations that were recorded and analyzed since the production, 
recognition, and confirmation of the meaning of what is taking place in non-
verbal interaction in city-bus riding are contingent on the very qualities of the 
mundane. In other words, although the mundane seems to be fleeting at first 
glance, it also exists at every moment. The results point in this direction 
especially in showing how the mundane non-verbal interaction in city-bus 



 Moments on a City Bus  
      

 286 

riding are contingent on the sustaining gestural repertoires, on the repairs of 
these repertoires, and on how riders repeatedly are faced with managing 
territories through their movements and gazes. 

Moreover, based on the analyses, this thesis tentatively proposes that non-
verbal interaction in this context seems to take into account people’s well-
being. Therefore, I suggest that the mundane need not be devoid of concern 
for others. In conclusion, this thesis proposes that it is through the systematic 
examination of interaction moments, by acknowledging the dimensions of 
these moments, by taking into account the features of gestures, and through 
detailed comparisons with other interaction moments that a deeper insight into 
mundane non-verbal interaction in everyday life can be had. Inspired by Jane 
Jacobs (1992, p. x), but phrased differently I would say –   

The scenes that illustrate this thesis are all about us. For illustrations, please 
look closely at your mundane non-verbal interaction in public and semi-public 
places. While you are looking, you might as well also listen, linger and think 
about what you see.   
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Appendix 1. Literature Search for Social 
Interaction in Public Spaces  

A literature search for the topic for the first section of the Literature Overview 
was performed using the search engine Web of Knowledge/ Science. A search 
for key words Interact* and public space* that generated 1, 241 hits was 
refined through an exclusion of several (irrelevant for the topic of this project) 
Web of Science Categories, such as for instance: computer science theory 
methods, mathematics applied, archaeology, information science, etc. This 
search resulted in over 500 hits, so it was refined to Web of Science Research 
areas: geography, area studies, environmental sciences, ecology, sociology, 
cultural studies, communication, woman studies, urban studies, social 
sciences other topics, demography, family studies, transportation, social 
issues, anthropology, ethnic studies, physical geography, linguistics and 
international relations. This search was complemented with a search within 
the results for the key words “social interact* in public space*” resulting in 
197 hits.  

Most of the hits were generated from following research areas: geography 
(82), sociology (66), environmental studies (65), communication (51) and 
urban studies (51). Interestingly, the research areas of social studies 
interdisciplinary gave 28 hits and the corresponding for anthropology were 21 
hits. In the next step we reviewed the 197 results and excluded articles with 
themes such as: photography, art, migratory movements, spatial economy, 
dengue fever, mobile social networks, favelas as tourist attractions, small 
businesses, political speech, verbal abilities, Twitter, internet use, 
environmentalism, institutional rules, the city and the car, etc. These were 
excluded together with few others because they neither dealt with social 
interaction nor public spaces to an extent that would make it possible to 
thematize them as such. 
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Appendix 2. Literature Search for Social 
Interaction and Bus-riding 

The articles that are reviewed in the section on Social Interaction and Bus-
Riding were found through thorough database search via search engines such 
as Thesaurus in Sociological Abstracts, SAGE, Cambridge, EBSCOhost, and 
searches via anthropological and sociological journals available online. The 
keywords that were used in the searches were: “bus* and ethn* and interact*, 
travel, commuting, public transportation system, urban areas, suburban areas, 
metropolitan areas; ethnicity, race, culture, ethnic groups, ethnic minorities, 
migrant minorities, ethnic Others, white and non-white; cultural diversity, 
integration, cultural hybridity, cultural processes, social anthropology, 
sociology; group processes, social interaction, cross-cultural interaction, 
everyday life, community; participant observation, ethnography. 
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Appendix 3. Observational protocol for all 
four phases WFB, BBFS, WS, GOB 

1. Facial expressions. The questions at issue here will be: What are the facial 
expressions of interactants?  

1.1.  Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ?  

1.2. Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded? 

2. Isolation techniques/ gestures/ strategies. The questions at issue here will 
be: What are the isolation techniques/ gestures/ strategies of interactants?  

2.1.  Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ? 

2.2.  Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded?  

3. Inviting techniques/ gestures/ strategies. The questions at issue here will 
be: What are the inviting techniques/ gestures/ strategies of interactants? 

3.1.  Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ? 

3.2.  Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded?  

4. Positioning and movements of props. The questions at issue here will be: 
How are the props positioned and moved by interactants?  

4.1.  Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ?          
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Appendix 4. Observational Protocol for phase 
WFB (additional questions) 

1. Hailing techniques/ gestures/ strategies. The questions at issue here will 
be: What are the hailing techniques/ gestures/ strategies of interactants 
utilized while WFB?  

1.1.  Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ?  

1.2.  Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded? 

2. Opening techniques/ gestures/ strategies. The questions at issue here will 
be: What are the opening techniques/ gestures/ strategies of interactants 
utilized while WFB?  

2.1.  Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ?  

2.2.  Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded? 

3. Closing techniques/ gestures/ strategies. The questions at issue here will 
be: What are the closing techniques/ gestures/ strategies of interactants 
utilized while WFB? 

3.1.  Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ? 

3.2.  Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded?  

4. Body positions. Questions: What are the body positions of interactants 
utilized while WFB? 

4.1.  Are the interaction patterns of Non-Whites in this phase different 
than Whites? How do they differ? 

4.2.  Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded? 
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5. Movements of the body. Questions: What are the movements of the body 
of interactants utilized while WFB? 

5.1.  Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ?  

5.2. Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded? 
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Appendix 5. Observational Protocol for phase 
BBFS (additional questions) 

1. Body positions. Questions: What are the body positions of interactants 
that are utilized while BBFS?  

1.1. Are the interaction patterns of Non-Whites in this phase different 
than Whites? How do they differ? 

1.2. Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded? 

2. Movements of the body. Questions: What are the movements of the body 
of interactants utilized while BBFS?  

2.1 Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ? 

2.2 Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded?  

3. Sharing of the space of the bus. How is the space shared on the bus by 
while BBFS?  

3.1 Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ?  

3.2 Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded?  
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Appendix 6. Observational Protocol for phase 
WS (additional questions) 

1. Body positions. Questions: What are the body positions of utilized while 
WS?  

1.1 Are the interaction patterns of Non-Whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ? 

1.2 Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded? 

2. Movements of the body. Questions: What are the movements of the body 
of interactants utilized while WS? 

2.1 Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ? 

2.2 Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded? 

3. Opening techniques/ gestures/ strategies. The questions at issue here will 
be: What are the opening techniques/ gestures/ strategies of interactants 
utilized while WS?  

3.1 Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ? 

3.2 Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded?  

4. Closing techniques/ gestures/ strategies. The questions at issue here will 
be: What are the closing techniques/ gestures/ strategies of interactants 
utilized while WS?  

4.1 Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ?  

4.2 Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded? 
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5. Sharing of the space of the bus. How is the space shared on the bus by 
interactants while WS? 

5.1 Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ? 

5.2 Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded? 
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Appendix 7. Observational Protocol for phase 
GOB (additional questions) 

1. Hailing techniques/gestures/strategies. The questions at issue: What are 
the hailing techniques/gestures/strategies of interactants utilized while 
GOB?  

1.3.  Are the interaction patterns of non-whites in this phase different than 
whites? How do they differ?  

1.4.  Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded? 

2. Opening techniques/gestures/strategies. The questions at issue: What 
opening techniques/gestures/strategies are used interactants while GOB?  

2.3.  Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ?  

2.4.  Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded? 

3. Closing techniques/ gestures/ strategies. The questions at issue here will 
be: What are the closing techniques/ gestures/ strategies of interactants 
utilized while GOB? 

3.3.  Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ? 

3.4.  Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded?  

4. Body positions. Questions: What are the body positions of interactants 
utilized while GOB? 

4.3.  Are the interaction patterns of Non-Whites in this phase different 
than Whites? How do they differ? 

4.4.  Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded? 
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5. Movements of the body. Questions: What are the movements of the body 
of interactants utilized while GOB? 

5.3.  Are the interaction patterns of Non-whites in this phase different than 
Whites? How do they differ?  

5.4.  Are the interaction patterns observed age-wise and/or gender coded? 
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Appendix 8. Abbreviations in the Analysis 
Chapters and in the Tables (Attachments) 

IM – Interaction Moment 

HO – Homogeneous Interaction type 

HE – Heterogeneous Interaction type 

Bus-riding phases: 

WFB – Waiting For the Bus 

BBFS – Boarding the Bus and Finding a Seat 

WS – While Seated 
 
Social Positions: 

WYF – White Younger Female 

WYM – White Younger Male 

NWYF – Non-White Younger Female 

NWYM – Non-White Younger Male 

WOF – White Older Female 

WOM – White Older Male 

NWOF – Non-White Older Female 

NWOM – Non-White Older Male 
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For the ANALYSIS chapters:  

Legend of the fieldnotes: 

[xxx] – Expressions in the fieldnotes revised by researcher 

(…) – Temporarily removed part of a sentence 

(XXX) – Researcher’s note 

XXX – Used by researcher on fieldnotes depicting the part of the fieldnote 
addressed in the text. 

 

Note about the Tables:  

Repetitive movements are sometimes noted in the table when they are 
connected to being applied in series of gestures (when gestural sequences are 
noted in the table), but not always.  
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Attachments: Tables Illustrating Empirical 
Data  

List of Tables: 
 
Table 1. Overview: all data  
(Placed in a folder on the inside of the front-cover.) 
 
Table 2. HO, WFB 
Table 3. HO, BBFS 
Table 4. HO, WS 
Table 5. HE, WFB 
Table 6. HE, BBFS 
Table 7. HE, WS 

 

 





interactional config.

ritual elements

intensity of involvement

territorial orientation

temporal aspects

expressions of emotion

IM NUMBER, PHASE

TYPE OF INTERACTION

SOCIAL POSITIONS INVOLVED

CHANGES PROMPTED BY

body position 

bodily movement
opening techn.
closing techn.
inviting techn.
isolation techn.
hailing techn.
using props
staring
gazing at
gazing direction
gazing away

lack of gaze

scanning 

IM + Phase

nodding
shielding fr involvement
lack of movement
mimicking
adjustm. of gaze
using props
personal space orientation
spatial distance
claiming territory
offering territory
possessional actions
using props
terr. encr. violation
terr. encr. : Contamination
gestural sequences
frequency and rhythm
involuntary movements
repetitive movements
facial expression:smile
facial expression: calm
facial expression: grumpy
facial expression: laugh
movement style: careful
movement style: constrained
movement style: demonstr.
movement style: firm
movement style: fleeting gaze
movement style: hesitation
movement style: relaxed
movement style: rocking
movement style: slow
movement style: sudden
movement style: tense
movement style: unsteady

3, W
FB

HO
N

W
YM

/ N
W

YM
N

W
YM

XD
X

3, W
FB

X
X

37, W
FB

HO
N

W
YM

/ N
W

YM
N

W
YM

XD
X

37, W
FB

X
X

X
X

38, W
FB

HO
N

W
YM

/ N
W

YM
N

W
YM

XD
X

X
38, W

FB
X

X
X

X
39, W

FB
HO

N
W

YM
/ N

W
YM

N
W

YM
XD

X
X

X
X

X
39, W

FB
X

X
X

X
9, W

FB
HO

N
W

YM
/N

W
O

F/U
N

SPEC
U

N
SPEC

X
XA

X
X

9, W
FB

X
18, W

FB
HO

N
W

YM
/ N

W
YF

N
W

YM
XD

X
X

18, W
FB

X
X

19, W
FB

HO
N

W
YM

/ N
W

YF
N

W
YF

X
X

19, W
FB

X
17, W

FB
HO

N
W

YM
/ N

W
YF

N
W

YF
X

3X
7X

6X
6X

5X
17, W

FB
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

35, W
FB

HO
N

W
YF/ N

W
O

F
N

W
O

F
X

XD
2X

X
3X

35, W
FB

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
36, W

FB
HO

N
W

YF/ N
W

YF
N

W
YF

X
X

3X
36, W

FB
X

X
10, W

FB
HO

W
O

F/ W
O

F
W

O
F

X
X

X
10, W

FB
X

X
X

X
15, W

FB
HO

W
O

F/ W
O

F
W

O
F

XD
X

3X
X

15, W
FB

X
X

29, W
FB

HO
W

YF/ W
YF

W
YF

X
X

3X
3X

X
X

29, W
FB

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

13, W
FB

HO
W

YF/ W
O

F
W

YF
2XA, 2XD

X
X

13, W
FB

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

31, W
FB

HO
W

YM
/ W

O
M

W
O

M
XD

X
31, W

FB
X

X
X

X
5, W

FB
HO

W
YM

/ W
YM

?
X

X
5, W

FB

Table 2. W
FB, H

O



interactional config.

ritual elements

intensity of involvement

territorial orientation

temporal aspects

expressions of emotion

IM NUMBER, PHASE

TYPE OF INTERACTION

SOCIAL POSITIONS INVOLVED

CHANGES PROMPTED BY

body position 

bodily movement

opening techn.

closing techn.
inviting techn.
isolation techn.
hailing techn.
using props
staring
gazing at
gazing direction
gazing away
lack of gaze
scanning 
nodding
shielding fr involvement
lack of movement
mimicking
adjustm. of gaze
using props
personal space orientation
spatial distance
claiming territory
offering territory
possessional actions
using props
terr. encr. violation
terr. encr. : Contamination
gestural sequences
frequency and rhythm
involuntary movements
repetitive movements
facial expression:smile
facial expression: calm
facial expression: grumpy
facial expression: laugh
movement style: careful
movement style: constrained
movement style: demonstr.
movement style: firm
movement style: fleeting gaze

movement style: hesitation
movement style: relaxed
movement style: rocking
movement style: slow
movement style: sudden
movement style: tense
movement style: unsteady

24, BBFS
HO

NW
YM

/NW
YF/NW

OM
/NW

OF
NW

YM
XD

X
X

X
26, BBFS

HO
NW

YM
/NW

YF/NW
OM

/NW
OF

NW
YM

XD
X

X
X

X
28, BBFS

HO
NW

YM
/ NW

YM
NW

YM
XD

X
X

X
20, BBFS

HO
NW

YF/ NW
OM

/ NW
YM

NW
YF

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

25, BBFS
HO

NW
YF/ NW

OF
NW

OF
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
19, BBFS

HO
NW

YM
/ NW

YF/ NW
OM

NW
OM

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
2, BBFS

HO
W

YM
/ W

YF 
W

YM
X

XD
X

X
X

X
X

8, BBFS
HO

W
YF/W

OM
/W

OF
W

OM
X

X
X

X
10, BBFS

HO
W

OM
/ W

OF
W

OM
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
11, BBFS

HO
W

YM
/W

YF/W
OM

/W
OF 

W
OF

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
12, BBFS

HO
W

OM
/ W

OF
W

OF
XD

X
X

X
X

13, BBFS
HO

W
YM

/ W
OF

W
OF

X
XD

X
X

X
X

X
X

22, BBFS
HO

W
OF/ W

OF
W

OF
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

Table 3. BBFS, H
O



interactional config.

ritual elements

intensity of involvement

territorial orientation

temporal aspects

expressions of emotion

IM NUMBER, PHASE

TYPE OF INTERACTION

SOCIAL POSITIONS INVOLVED

CHANGES PROMPTED BY

body position 

bodily movement
opening techn.

closing techn.

inviting techn.
isolation techn.
hailing techn.

using props
staring
gazing at
gazing direction
gazing away
lack of gaze
scanning 
nodding
shielding fr involvement
lack of movement
mimicking
adjustm. of gaze
using props
IM + PHASE

personal space orientation

spatial distance
claiming territory
offering territory
possessional actions
using props
terr. encr. violation
terr. encr. : Contamination
gestural sequences
frequency and rhythm
involuntary movements
repetitive movements

facial expression:smile
facial expression: calm
facial expression: grumpy

facial expression: laugh
movement style: careful
movement style: constrained
movement style: demonstr.
movement style: firm
movement style: fleeting gaze
movement style: hesitation
movement style: relaxed
movement style: rocking
movement style: slow
movement style: sudden
movement style: tense
movement style: unsteady

2, W
S

HO
W

YM
/ W

OM
/ W

OF
W

YM
X

XD
3X

4X
4X

3X
2X

X
X

X
2, W

S
X

4X
X

X
X

X
X

X
3X

X
X

5, W
S

HO
W

OF/ W
OF

W
OF

3X
XD

X
X

3X
X

X
5, W

S
X

X
X

X
6, W

S
HO

W
YM

/ W
OF

W
OF

2X
X

X
X

X
X

6, W
S

10, W
S

HO
NW

OM
/ NW

YF
NW

OM
3X

X
X

X
X

10, W
S

X
17, W

S
HO

NW
YF/ NW

OF
NW

OF
X

X
X

3X
X

X
17, W

S
X

X
28, W

S
HO

NW
YM

/NW
YF/NW

OM
/NW

OF
NW

OM
3X

3XD
X

X
X

X
28, W

S
X

3X
X

X
X

32, W
S

HO
NW

YM
/ NW

OM
NW

OM
X

X
X

X
X

32, W
S

X
X

41, W
S

HO
W

OM
/ W

OF
W

OF
X

X
X

X
X

41, W
S

X
X

42, W
S

HO
NW

YM
/ NW

OM
NW

OM
X

X
X

X
42, W

S
X

X
X

43, W
S

HO
W

YM
/ W

YF
W

YM
XD

X
X

43, W
S

X
X

X
44, W

S
HO

W
YM

/ W
YF

W
YF

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

44, W
S

X
X

45, W
S

HO
NW

YM
/NW

OM
/NW

YF
NW

YM
3X

3XD
X

3X
3X

X
3X

3X
45, W

S
X

X
4X

3X
X

46, W
S

HO
NW

YM
/ NW

OF
NW

YM
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
46, W

S
X

49, W
S

HO
NW

OM
/ NW

YF/ NW
OF

NW
OF

X
XD

X
X

X
X

X
49, W

S
X

X
X

X
50, W

S
HO

NW
YF/ NW

OF
NW

OF
XD

X
X

50, W
S

X
X

X
X

X
51, W

S
HO

NW
YF/ NW

OF
NW

OF
X

XD
X

X
51, W

S
X

X
X

X
52, W

S
HO

NW
YF/ NW

OM
NW

OM
X

X
X

X
52, W

S
X

X
X

53, W
S

HO
NW

YF/ NW
OF

NW
OF

XD
X

X
X

X
X

53, W
S

X
X

X
54, W

S
HO

W
OM

/ W
OF

W
OM

X
X

X
54, W

S
X

X
63, W

S
HO

W
YF/ W

OF
W

OF
XD

2X
2X

X
63, W

S
X

Table 4. W
S, H

O



interactional config.

ritual elements

intensity of involvement

territorial orientation

temporal aspects

expressions of emotion

IM NUMBER, PHASE

TYPE OF INTERACTION

SOCIAL POSITIONS INVOLVED

CHANGES PROMPTED BY

body position 

bodily movement
opening techn.
closing techn.
inviting techn.
isolation techn.

hailing techn.
using props

staring

gazing at
gazing direction
gazing away

lack of gaze
scanning 
nodding
shielding fr involvement
lack of movement
mimicking
adjustm. of gaze
using props
IM + PHASE

personal space orientation
spatial distance
claiming territory
offering territory
possessional actions
using props
terr. encr. violation
terr. encr. : Contamination
gestural sequences
frequency and rhythm
involuntary movements
repetitive movements
facial expression:smile
facial expression: calm
facial expression: grumpy
facial expression: laugh
movement style: careful
movement style: constrained
movement style: demonstr.
movement style: firm
movement style: fleeting gaze
movement style: hesitation
movement style: relaxed
movement style: rocking
movement style: slow
movement style: sudden
movement style: tense
movement style: unsteady

26, W
FB

HE
W

YF/ W
OF/ NW

YM
NW

YM
X

X
3X

3X
26, W

FB
X

X
X

28, W
FB

HE
W

YM
/W

YF/NW
YM

/NW
YM

NW
YM

XD
3X

X
4X

X
X

28, W
FB

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
33, W

FB
HE

W
OF/ NW

YM
/ NW

YF
NW

YM
XD

X
X

X
33, W

FB
X

X
X

3X
X

23, W
FB

HE
NW

OM
/NW

OF/W
YF

NW
OM

X
X

X
X

X
X

23, W
FB

X
24, W

FB
HE

NW
YF/W

YF/NW
OF

NW
YF

X
X

X
24, W

FB
X

X
14, W

FB
HE

NW
YM

/ NW
OF/ W

OF
NW

OF
X

XD
X

X
X

X
X

X
14, W

FB
X

X
X

X
X

X
22, W

FB
HE

NW
OF/ W

YF
NW

OF
XD

X
X

X
X

22, W
FB

X
X

X
X

7, W
FB

HE
W

YM
/ UNSPEC

W
YM

X
X

X
7, W

FB
X

8, W
FB

HE
W

YM
/ W

YF/ NW
YM

W
YM

3X
X

X
3X

3X
X

X
X

8, W
FB

X
X

12, W
FB

HE
NW

YF/W
YM

/UNSPEC
W

YM
X

2XD
X

X
X

X
3X

12, W
FB

X
X

X
X

X
X

16, W
FB

HE
NW

YM
/W

YM
W

YM
XD

X
16, W

FB
X

X
X

X
X

20, W
FB

HE
NW

YF/W
OM

/UNSPEC
W

OM
X

XD
X

3X
X

4X
X

X
X

20, W
FB

X
X

X
21, W

FB
HE

W
OM

/ NW
YF/ W

YF
W

OM
X

3XA
X

21, W
FB

X
X

X
X

25, W
FB

HE
W

OM
/ NW

YF
W

OM
XD

25, W
FB

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
27, W

FB
HE

NW
YM

/ W
YF

W
YF

3XD
3X

X
X

27, W
FB

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
30, W

FB
HE

W
YF/ NW

YF
W

YF
XD

X
X

30, W
FB

X
X

34, W
FB

HE
W

YM
/W

YF/W
OM

/W
OF/NW

YF
W

YF
X

X
X

X
34, W

FB
X

X
X

X
X

32, W
FB

HE
W

OF/ NW
YF

W
OF

XD
X

X
32, W

FB
X

X
X

11, W
FB

HE
NW

YF/ W
OF

W
OF

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

11, W
FB

X
X

2, W
FB

HE
W

OM
/ NW

YF
?

X
X

X
X

X
2, W

FB
X

4, W
FB

HE
NW

OF/ W
YM

?
X

X
4, W

FB
6, W

FB
HE

W
YM

/ UNSPEC
?

X
X

6, W
FB

X

Table 5. W
FB, H

E



interactional config.

ritual elements

intensity of involvement

territorial orientation

temporal aspects

expressions of emotion

IM NUMBER, PHASE

TYPE OF INTERACTION

SOCIAL POSITIONS INVOLVED

CHANGES PROMPTED BY

body position 

bodily movement
opening techn.
closing techn.
inviting techn.
isolation techn.
hailing techn.
using props
staring
gazing at
gazing direction
gazing away
lack of gaze
scanning 
nodding
shielding fr involvement
lack of movement
mimicking
adjustm. of gaze
using props
personal space orientation
spatial distance
claiming territory
offering territory
possessional actions
using props
terr. enchr. violation
terr. enchr. : Contamination
gestural sequences
frequency and rhythm
involuntary movements
repetitive movements
facial expression: smile
facial expression: calm
facial expression: grumpy
facial expression: laugh
movement style: careful
movement style: constrained
movement style: demonstr.
movement style: firm
movement style: fleeting gaze
movement style: hesitation
movement style: relaxed
movement style: rocking
movement style: slow
movement style: sudden
movement style: tense
movement style: unsteady

18, BBFS
HE

W
OF/ NW

YM
NW

YM
XD

X
X

X
X

X
X

14, BBFS
HE

NW
YM

/ W
YF/ NW

YF/ W
OF

NW
YM

XD
X

X
X

X
X

7, BBFS
HE

W
YF/W

OM
/NW

YM
NW

YM
XD

X
X

X
16, BBFS

HE
W

OM
/ NW

YF
NW

YF
X

XD
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
21, BBFS

HE
W

YF/ W
OF/ NW

YM
/ NW

YF
NW

YF
X

XD
2X

4X
3X

X
X

X
X

X
X

3X
4X

23, BBFS
HE

W
OM

/ NW
YF/ NW

OM
/ NW

OF
NW

YF
X

XD
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

5, BBFS
HE

W
YF/ NW

OF
NW

OF
X

XDA
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

1, BBFS
HE

W
YF/ NW

OF
NW

OF
X

XD
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
6, BBFS

HE
W

YM
/W

YF/NW
OF

NW
OF

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
17, BBFS

HE
W

OF/ NW
OF

NW
OF

3XD
X

X
3X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

4X
27, BBFS

HE
W

YM
/ NW

OM
/ NW

OF
W

YM
XD

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
3, BBFS

HE
W

YF/ NW
OM

W
YF

X
XD

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
3X

X
X

3x, BBFS
HE

W
YF/ NW

OM
W

YF
XD

X
X

X
X

X
X

4, BBFS
HE

W
YF/ NW

YF
W

YF
X

X
X

X
9, BBFS

HE
W

YF/W
OM

/NW
YM

W
YF

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
15, BBFS

HE
W

YF/ NW
OF

W
YF

XD
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

Table 6. BBFS, H
E



interactional config.

ritual elements

intensity of involvement

territorial orientation

temporal aspects

expressions of emotion

IM NUMBER, PHASE

TYPE OF INTERACTION

SOCIAL POSITIONS INVOLVED

CHANGES PROMPTED BY

body position 

bodily movement
opening techn.
closing techn.

inviting techn.

isolation techn.
hailing techn.
using props
staring
gazing at
gazing direction
gazing away
lack of gaze
IM + PHASE

scanning 

nodding
shielding fr involvement
lack of movement
mimicking
adjustm. of gaze
using props
personal space orientation
spatial distance
claiming territory

offering territory
possessional actions
using props
terr. encr. violation
terr. encr. : Contamination
gestural sequences
frequency and rhythm
involuntary movements
repetitive movements
facial expression:smile
facial expression: calm
facial expression: grumpy
facial expression: laugh
movement style: careful
movement style: constrained
movement style: demonstr.
movement style: firm
movement style: fleeting gaze
IM + PHASE

movement style: hesitation
movement style: relaxed
movement style: rocking

movement style: slow
movement style: sudden
movement style: tense
movement style: unsteady

20, W
S

HE
W

OF/ NW
YM

NW
YM

4X
X

X
X

3X
X

3X
X

20, W
S

X
3X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
20, W

S
3X

12, W
S

HE
W

YM
/ NW

YM
/ NW

YF
NW

YM
X

X
X

12, W
S

X
X

12, W
S

21, W
S

HE
W

YF/ NW
YM

NW
YM

4X
3X

X
21, W

S
X

X
X

3X
3X

3X
X

X
X

21, W
S

X
3X

33, W
S

HE
W

YF/ NW
YM

NW
YM

X
3XD

3X
3X

X
X

33, W
S

X
X

3X
4X

2X
X

33, W
S

37, W
S

HE
W

O
M

/W
YF/NW

YF/NW
YM

/NW
O

M
NW

YM
4X

XD
X

X
X

X
37, W

S
X

X
X

3X
3X

37, W
S

X
X

47, W
S

HE
W

YM
/ W

YF/ NW
YM

NW
YM

X
XD

X
X

47, W
S

X
X

X
47, W

S
48, W

S
HE

W
YM

/ NW
YM

NW
YM

X
XD

X
X

48, W
S

X
X

X
X

48, W
S

57, W
S

HE
W

YF/ NW
YM

NW
YM

X
X

X
X

57, W
S

X
X

X
X

X
57, W

S
58, W

S
HE

W
O

M
/ NW

YM
/ NW

YF
NW

YM
X

X
X

58, W
S

X
X

X
X

X
X

58, W
S

3, W
S

HE
W

OM
/ W

YF/ NW
YF/ NW

O
F

NW
YF

X
XD

X
X

X
4X

X
X

X
3, W

S
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
3, W

S
3X

14, W
S

HE
W

YM
/ W

YF/ NW
YF

NW
YF

X
XD

X
X

X
14, W

S
X

X
X

3X
X

14, W
S

18, W
S

HE
W

YM
/ W

YF/ NW
YF

NW
YF

3X
X

X
X

X
X

18, W
S

X
X

X
X

18, W
S

24, W
S

HE
W

O
M

/W
YF/NW

YM
/NW

YF
NW

YF
3X

3X
3X

3X
3X

24, W
S

4X
3X

3X
X

X
X

X
24, W

S
30, W

S
HE

W
YM

/ W
YF/ NW

YF
NW

YF
X

3XD
3X

X
3X

30, W
S

X
3X

X
3X

X
30, W

S
X

34, W
S

HE
W

YF/ W
O

F/ NW
YF/ NW

OF
NW

YF
4X

X
X

X
X

X
34, W

S
X

X
X

X
X

X
34, W

S
4X

36, W
S

HE
W

O
M

/ W
O

F/ NW
YF

NW
YF

4XD
3X

X
X

X
36, W

S
36, W

S
56, W

S
HE

W
O

F/ NW
YM

/ NW
YF

NW
YF

X
X

56, W
S

X
X

56, W
S

65, W
S

HE
W

O
F/ NW

YF
NW

YF
XD

X
65, W

S
X

X
X

65, W
S

7, W
S

HE
W

YM
/ NW

O
F

NW
O

F
X

X
X

X
7, W

S
X

X
X

X
X

X
7, W

S
16, W

S
HE

W
YM

/ W
O

F/ NW
YM

/ NW
OF

NW
O

F
X

XA, XD
X

X
X

3X
16, W

S
X

3X
X

X
X

X
X

16, W
S

31, W
S

HE
W

YF/ NW
O

F
NW

O
F

X
3X

X
3X

X
31, W

S
X

X
3X

X
X

31, W
S

27, W
S

HE
W

O
F/ NW

OF
NW

O
F

X
3X

X
3X

3X
27, W

S
X

3X
3X

X
X

3X
X

27, W
S

40, W
S

HE
W

YF/ W
O

F/ NW
O

F
NW

OF
X

X
X

40, W
S

X
X

X
X

X
X

40, W
S

X
61, W

S
HE

W
YF/ NW

O
F

NW
O

F
XD

X
X

X
61, W

S
X

X
61, W

S
8, W

S
HE

W
YM

/ W
YF/ NW

O
M

NW
O

M
X

XA
X

8, W
S

X
8, W

S
X

9, W
S

HE
W

YF/ W
O

F/ NW
O

M
/ NW

YM
NW

O
M

6X
4XD

X
X

3X
4X

3X
4X

9, W
S

3X
3X

3X
X

4X
X

X
3X

X
X

9, W
S

3X
26, W

S
HE

W
OM

/W
O

F/NW
OM

/NW
O

F/NW
YF

NW
O

M
4XD

X
X

4X
3X

X
26, W

S
X

X
26, W

S
X

19, W
S

HE
W

YM
/ W

YF/ NW
YM

W
YM

X
5XD

3X
3X

X
5X

3X
19, W

S
3X

X
X

X
X

X
3X

19, W
S

X
22, W

S
HE

W
YM

/ NW
YF

W
YM

X
XA, XD

X
X

X
22, W

S
X

X
X

X
22, W

S
X

59, W
S

HE
W

YF/ NW
YF

W
YF

X
X

59, W
S

X
X

X
59, W

S
60, W

S
HE

W
YF/ NW

O
F

W
YF

X
3XD

3X
X

3X
60, W

S
X

4X
X

X
3X

60, W
S

4, W
S

HE
W

OF/ NW
YF

W
OF

XD
X

X
X

X
X

4, W
S

X
X

X
4, W

S
13, W

S
HE

W
YM

/ W
YF/ W

O
F/ NW

YM
W

O
F

X
XD

X
13, W

S
X

X
X

13, W
S

Table 7. W
S, H

E (page 1-2)



15, W
S

HE
W

YF/ W
O

F/ NW
YF/ NW

OF
W

OF
3X

XD
X

X
15, W

S
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

15, W
S

X
23, W

S
HE

W
O

F/ NW
YM

/NW
OM

/NW
O

F
W

O
F

X
4XD

X
5X

X
3X

4X
23, W

S
X

X
3X

3X
X

23, W
S

X
X

38, W
S

HE
W

O
F/ NW

YF
W

O
F

X
XD

X
X

X
X

38, W
S

X
X

X
38, W

S
39, W

S
HE

W
O

F/ NW
YF

W
O

F
3X

XD
X

3X
3X

X
39, W

S
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
39, W

S
X

62, W
S

HE
W

O
F/ NW

YM
W

O
F

X
XD

2X
2X

62, W
S

X
X

X
X

62, W
S

64, W
S

HE
W

YM
/W

YF/W
O

F/NW
YM

W
O

F
X

X
64, W

S
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

64, W
S

66, W
S

HE
W

YM
/W

O
F/NW

YF
W

O
F

X
X

2X
X

X
66, W

S
X

X
X

X
X

66, W
S

X
1, W

S
HE

W
OM

/ NW
YF

W
OM

X
XD

X
X

X
X

X
1, W

S
5X

3X
X

X
X

1, W
S

X
11, W

S
HE

W
O

M
/ NW

YF
W

OM
X

X
11, W

S
11, W

S
25, W

S
HE

W
YF/ W

O
M

/ NW
YM

/ NW
OF

W
O

M
4X

4X
3X

X
25, W

S
X

3X
X

X
X

5X
X

4X
X

X
25, W

S
X

29, W
S

HE
W

O
M

/ NW
YM

W
OM
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