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was 8 key tool we uted a3 we studied
\ﬂ _/ what was happening inside sur group

It could be essy to just focus on what geks S8/ in
3 meeting — its fast Lo write down, €8sy to explain
to readers — but its not redlly the whole story.

Think about tense meetings, where
people are disagreeing strongly,
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(we saw this & Lot inthe
second year of our group.)
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[# we just wrote down the “4alk] But if 30u look at interaction, it
and shared that, you wouldn't get tells adifferent story alltogether:

a sense of how it was received ar
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holding our bedies

using 8pace D’ Mé
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Interaction analugis pays
attention to kh%wags?zﬂe
use space , nold our bodies,
oesture, make Faces , and
engage with each other in
ways thet creste and
communicate meaning.

gesturing

We look 8t the physical
clues for wwhat is going on
n the meaning go that
we ¢an interpret it.

making faces enga '\nsﬂu{s'\th
each dther
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W«‘m our regedrch, we collected video
of every meeting, Al the ralliey,and
Qsﬂ: of the debriefs and retreats,

@abm fuso years.
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We recorded most of these from multiple
angles, and stacked the video so we can
wateh all of them at the same time.
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We could really pay atkention to speskers
and Listeners simultaneously, and all+he
other Litke things that happened and with so much video, we could Look. &t
not just the individual interactions,but
also the patterns and trends over time.




¢ helped us quite a bit in understanding.
how normalized racial and gender dynamics
erested the conditions for white men in

the group o becwme recognized as leaders.

When we paid atkention ko spesking Frequency and duration, we could see
that white men spoke wW&aagy more, end way Longer, than any ckhers.

L StudioCode timeline
The gheer volume of their garticipation (ed ather pesple. o assume they were in change.

We used vido data and participant
interviewss to investigate what we found.

stacked meeting video
gestures Like nedding { o BANG | aan
affirmations when these

whike men speke, but not By o i
for other participants & &
\E"t/\w
stimulated recall interview (SRI) /
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We also Looked at things
like exelusive tolk —

Have you ever been in 3 meetin
where two or three pesple are
talking to eachather, and every-
one else s just watching?

— looking &t who spoke 3nd
88 in volved in decision-making,

Thats exclusive talk,and its ancther
tupe of interaction we an'aLSzeA

Tl :
These interaction dgnemics weren't
consciously choten by our group.

They were bayesly invivble
until we started naming
and investigating them.

That's one of the assets
of interaction analysis:

it c8n reveal the normalized dyrermics
of race and gender, so we can ook
at how they impact the broader
interaction dynamics of the group

and the types of lesrning
they enable and constrain.
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