
This is a self-archived version of an original article. This version 
may differ from the original in pagination and typographic details. 

Author(s): 

Title: 

Year: 

Version:

Copyright:

Rights:

Rights url: 

Please cite the original version:

CC BY 4.0

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Changing the ownership of ideas : Multimedial accomplishment of collaborative
reflection in an organizational workshop

© 2022 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd.

Published version

Salomaa, Elina; Lehtinen, Esa

Salomaa, E., & Lehtinen, E. (2022). Changing the ownership of ideas : Multimedial
accomplishment of collaborative reflection in an organizational workshop. Language and
Communication, 85, 14-33. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.langcom.2022.04.001

2022



Language & Communication 85 (2022) 14–33
Contents lists available at ScienceDirect
Language & Communication

journal homepage: www.elsevier .com/locate/ langcom
Changing the ownership of ideas: Multimedial
accomplishment of collaborative reflection in an
organizational workshop

Salomaa Elina*, Lehtinen Esa
University of Jyväskylä, Finland
a r t i c l e i n f o

Article history:
Available online 22 May 2022

Keywords:
Workplace
Multimediality
Collaborative reflection
Remediation
Recontextualization
* Corresponding author. Department of Language
Box 35, FI-40014, Finland

E-mail addresses: elina.h.salomaa@jyu.fi (S. Elina

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.langcom.2022.04.001
0271-5309/� 2022 The Authors. Published by Elsevi
0/).
a b s t r a c t

Reflecting on work processes together with one’s co-workers is becoming increasingly
important in workplaces. This study examined collaborative reflection in the organiza-
tional context through analyzing a case of a complex workplace setting where an enter-
prise social media platform, talk-in-interaction, and handwriting were used to engage
participants in the process of reflection. Drawing on the concept of remediation, the results
show that collaborative reflection is interactionally accomplished through a multimedial
activity chain, in which the ownership of presented ideas is transformed from individual
ideas into shared views of the team. The study shows in detail how the process of
collaborative reflection evolves in workshop activities and how both traditional and digital
media are used to support the process.
� 2022 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC

BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
1. Introduction

Collaboration and collective knowledge production, through which employees collectively make sense of organizational
issues, are characteristics of modern workplaces (Maitlis and Christianson, 2014). As Iedema and Scheeres (2003) note, work
today increasingly involves talking about and reflecting on work processes together with one’s co-workers. In addition,
people are often expected to do such reflection work in separate but somehow connected organizational units, which means
that teams not only work internally but also need to establish and manage interactions with other teams in their company
(van Osch and Steinfield 2016). In recent decades, organizations have started to invest in technologies and platforms that
enable effective online collaboration of this kind within and across teams (Darics and Gatti, 2019: 238). A current trend in
workplaces is the use of social media tools designed specifically for the purpose of working collaboratively. These platforms
facilitate sharing, editing, and documentingwork-related information and thus enablemembers both to collectively reflect on
the processes they are involved in and to track these processes (Song et al., 2019.)

Although digital devices have become a crucial part of our everyday lives partly changing the ways we interact with each
other and do our jobs, the “new”media forms have not completely replaced the traditional ones: individuals in organizations
continue to rely for example on paper in their collaborative sensemaking processes (see Nielsen, 2012; Jensen et al., 2018;
Nissi and Pälli, 2020). Thus, rather than examining a single digital medium in isolation, it is important to study the ways
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people engage with a range of media to accomplish communicative and collaborative work (Boczkowski and Orlikowski,
2004).

In this article, we investigate multimodal and multimedial collaborative reflection in the organizational context. We
approach this issue through an illustrative case study where enterprise social media, post-it notes, and the human body are
used during a face-to-face workshop to carry out a particular organizational task that has to do with reflecting on a major
project that the participants are involved in. The focus of the study is on the reflection process undertaken within one team
before its outcomes are presented and further elaborated with the upper management and other teams involved in the
project. Although the focus is on the interactive work of one team, we examine this in relation to what happens later to the
outcomes of the reflection process at a broader organizational level. We approach the case through the following research
questions:

1) How are different modes and media used in collaborative reflection?
2) How is joint understanding achieved through a chain of multimedial actions?

The aim of our case analysis is to gain a better understanding of how different media converge in everyday activities in
organizations and what kinds of roles they may have in supporting collaborative reflection. In addition, we aim at discussing
the role of digital technology in workplaces through the lens of multimediality. While researchers have often used the terms
intermediality and transmediality to refer to interrelations between media (see, e.g., Elleström, 2014), we prefer to use the
concept of multimediality. We see it as a broader concept that better describes the use of multiple media and their in-
terrelations and transformations. In talking about multimediality, wewant not only to distinguish betweenmedia andmodes
but also emphasize the integral relationship between them (see Kress and van Leeuwen, 2001; Bateman, 2017). While modes
can be seen as ways of conveying meanings, such as talk, handwriting, or gestures, the concept of medium refers to the
material resources used in meaning-making, such as paper or digital platforms, through which modes come into being
(Kress and van Leeuwen, 2001). Thus, in this study we see multimediality as a necessary counterpart of multimodality.

Below, we first introduce the background to the study, with reference to studies in the fields of Computer Supported
Cooperative Work (CSCW), conversation analysis and workplace studies that have focused on collaborative work and the
ways in which different kinds of materialities, such as technologies and artefacts, can be used to facilitate these activities
(Heath et al., 2000). We then present our data, which were gathered in the context of a development project in a business
organization. In the same section, we introduce the methodological tools and concepts that enabled us to examine the stage-
by-stage process of constructing reflection and the relations between the multiple media used.

In our analysis, we show that the reflective task in question is accomplished through distinct stages that form a multi-
medial chain through which the group’s members collectively make sense about the problems they consider the organization
to be facing. We show how, throughout the reflective process, ownership of the participants’ ideas is changed in order to
construct a joint understanding of the organization’s problems and of the team as an entity. We also show that while the
participants accomplish the task in a face-to-face meeting, the digital platform used in the process has a major role in turning
individual ideas into shared views. The concluding section discusses the results and their implications for organizational work
and outlines potential future directions for multimedia research, especially in workplace contexts.
2. Collaborative reflection in workplaces

Reflection is a fundamental element of modern organizations that can be seen as offering a valuable perspective on
organizational change and development as well asmany other organizational concerns. Manywork-related processes, such as
sensemaking, learning, and decision-making require reflection at some level. (Boud et al., 2006; Reynolds and Vince, 2004). In
these contexts, people engage in making sense of the work they do, thereby actively contributing to metadiscursive
communication in order to find better working practices (see Iedema and Scheeres, 2003; Prilla et al., 2012). In addition, such
work activities are increasingly being accomplished together with co-workers in a collaborative manner (Iedema and
Scheeres, 2003). Thus, whereas reflection was earlier seen primarily as an individual process, it is now seen increasingly as
a collective accomplishment (Reynolds and Vince, 2004). In this article, we focus on one such collaborative practice,
collaborative reflection in an organization (Prilla et al., 2012; Prilla and Blunk 2020), from an interactional perspective.

Fundamental to collaborative reflection is that it must be seen as a social process throughwhich participants may find new
perspectives or tools for developing their work (Prilla et al., 2012). That means people engaging in reflection are expected first
to make their experiences explicit and then to share and negotiate them with co-participants, thus collaboratively making
sense of the ideas in play (Prilla and Blunk 2020; Veen and de la Croix, 2016). In this respect, collaborative reflection is closely
connected to the interests of researchers in the fields of workplace studies and CSCW, such as collective sensemaking (e.g.,
Stigliani and Ravasi, 2012; Bansler and Havn, 2006). The core of both of these work activities is to create order in organi-
zational reality and to make joint sense of complex issues. However, according to Prilla and Blunk (2020), collaborative
reflection goes beyond sensemaking, as the emphasis is not solely on building common understanding but also on how
shared understanding of the experiences of the organizational actors may be translated into learning.

Following Veen and de la Croix (2016), we approach collaborative reflection as an interactional achievement. For
collaboration to occur, the interactants need to engage in a coordinated activity through which they orient jointly to one
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another and to their work tasks (see van Osch and Steinfield, 2016). That is, the actors in the process need not only to display
their orientation to a common goal as the purpose of their immediate interaction, but also to build a connection to the larger
work project which their individual tasks are designed to contribute to. These levels of coordination can be termed micro-
coordination, which focuses on the interpersonal coordination between the teammembers, and macrocoordination, through
which more durable structures between people in the organization are established (Swarts, 2016). In this study, we focus on
microcoordination, in which participants collaboratively reflect on their work and construct a shared understanding of the
issues and practices they find to be in need of development. At the same time, however, we cannot ignore the larger scale
coordination that shapes and is shaped by the outcomes of reflection. That is, we show how the microcoordination of
reflection is enacted and how it is intertwined with the larger organizational project.

As in the context of collaborative writing (see Clayson, 2018), collaborative reflection is not done solely with language and/or
the body but also with tools and technologies that may be intertwined. The central point, also highlighted in CSCW studies, is
that different kinds of technologies varying from paper and pen to more complex digital systems are embedded in workplace
activity and feature in interaction and work (see Heath et al., 2000). In the case of collaborative reflection, such tools become
important, since in order to sustain and retrieve the outcomes of reflection, it is crucial that these collaboratively negotiated
experiences are somehow documented (Prilla et al., 2012). However, during the process, different technologies and artefacts
may also be used for other purposes as well as for documenting outcomes. For instance, Stigliani and Ravasi, 2012 showed how
individuals used several kinds of visual artefacts, such as whiteboards and sketches, to support both individual thinking and
interactive communication in their work of constructing a novel understanding of a given organizational issue. In the following
sections, we first show how digital media may be used as part of the collaborative reflection process. We then introduce some
relevant research that has been conducted on collaborative practices in the workplace from an interactional perspective.

2.1. Multimediality of reflection processes

In order to facilitate many collaborative tasks in workplaces, including reflection, most modern organizations have
adopted enterprise social media platforms in their daily work. According to Leonardi et al. (2013), these internal platforms
resemble many social media networks in that they enable the posting, editing, and sharing of messages among multiple
people. However, instead of public dissemination, they often support internal communicationwithin an organization – either
within a team or across teams (van Osch and Steinfield, 2016). Often the most useful function of these platforms is their
possibility to make work activities and common interests visible to others in the organization (Treem, Leonardi & van den
Hooff, 2020; van Osch and Steinfield, 2016). That is, the visibility afforded by enterprise social media makes the activities
and behavior of the members of the organization transparent, available, and “trackable” to both themselves and others (Song
et al., 2019). Visibility of both the production and outcome of collaborative practices may thus help teammembers coordinate
their reflection processes and share the results with other teams.

However, as pointed out by Prilla and Blunk (2020) in their study on collaborative reflection in an online medium, the
achievement of online collaborative reflection is both an online and an offline process. In their study, they noticed that certain
activities in a reflection process had been done outside of the digital system and therefore some traces and trajectories were
absent in the online medium. To tackle the problem of the online/offline dichotomy, rather than studying work and inter-
action through a single isolated digital medium, we examined how actors in workplace interaction engage with an array of
traditional (such as paper and pen) and digital media forms and the ways such media interact in practice to accomplish the
task of collaborative reflection (see Boczkowski and Orlikowski, 2004: 9). As Orlikowski and Scott (2016) note, organizational
practices are permeated by multiple media that are intertwined and thus used together.

To demonstrate how various media are intertwined in collaborative reflection, we must delve into the process where
people use these media in their interaction both in parallel and sequentially. Previous studies on collaborative reflection have
shown that the process consists of multiple stages, such as individually writing down experiences, articulating them and
documenting the outcomes (Prilla et al., 2012). However, many studies on reflection have focused on the outcome of the
process and have not taken the interactional reality into account (Veen and de la Croix, 2016). Our study zooms into the
different stages and demonstrates how each is constructed multimodally and multimedially in collaboration, and how each
stage draws from previous stages, thus shaping both the form of the ideas presented and the meaning and function they
acquire in workplace interaction. In other words, the focus is on examining how ideas generated in collaborative reflection
travel from one medium to another. Therefore, we consider the multimedial process as a matter of remediation, which, as
Prior et al. (2006) state, refers to the transformation of meaning across the chain of different media.

In our definition of media, we follow Arminen et al. (2016), who argue that all communication is mediated through
language, body, technologies or other artefacts and thus there is no such thing as unmediated interaction. This means we
consider all kinds of materialities carrying resources of communication as ‘media’ that enable and constrain different kinds of
actions (see also Kress and van Leeuwen, 2001). In this sense, remediation is closely linked to the concept of recontextual-
ization, which we understand in Linell’s (1998: 144–145) terms “as the dynamic transfer-and-transformation of something
from one discourse/text-in-context to another”. The transferred elements can be anything from specific lexical items to more
abstract entities such as discourses or ideologies. What is central in the concept is that the meaning of the transferred ele-
ments is unavoidably transformed as they are refitted into new contexts (Linell, 1998). Through the concept of remediation
(Prior et al., 2006), we want to draw attention to the fact that chains of recontextualization often also involve chains of
different media, and different practices of mediation.
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2.2. Collaboration at work as multimodal interaction

Here we adopt an interactional perspective on workplace collaboration. Earlier interactional studies, mostly in the field of
conversation analysis, have looked at various kinds of meetings, workshops and brainstorming sessions in organizations
whereworkers are expected to take part in idea development, shared knowledge creation, collaborative planning or joint text
production (e.g., Asmub and Oshima, 2012; Nielsen, 2012; Nissi and Pälli, 2020). The existing research in the field has taken a
multimodal perspective on these institutional encounters, which means that they have focused not only on talk-in-
interaction but also on embodied interaction and the use of material artefacts as part of the shared accomplishment of
organizational tasks (Nielsen, 2012; Asmub and Oshima, 2012).

Studies of collaborative work practices have shown how collaboration is achieved through specific sequential patterns. For
example, Nissi (2015), in her study of thewriting of a joint document in ameeting, shows how the participants used proposal-
acceptance sequences to make sure that they agreed on what they were writing (see also, Asmub and Oshima, 2012). Yasui
(2013), who studied brainstorming sessions, showed how proposals can be met with agreements, partial agreements, as well
as proposals for alternative courses of actions. Wasson (2016) also notes the importance of agreement but points out that
information requests and offers of information may also be part of collaborative decision making.

Some of these studies have drawn attention to interactional practices that specifically accomplish reflection. Nielsen
(2012) shows how explaining and accounting for one’s ideas is an important aspect of collaboration, while Veen and de la
Croix (2016) draw attention to the interactional transition from telling one’s experiences to reflecting on them. Both
Nielsen (2012) and Veen and de la Croix (2016) point to the crucial role of the facilitator in initiating such reflective turns of
talk. The facilitator guides the reflection process by distributing turns and urging the participants to share their thoughts. In
our study, we show how different sequential practices were used in the various stages of the reflection process and the
centrality of the facilitator in initiating those practices.

The embodied perspective of these studies means that they draw attention to the body as an important resource in
accomplishing sequential activities. For example, Mondada (2016b) in her study of participatory democracy meetings de-
scribes the delicate embodied ways through which the facilitator displayed his sense of whether or not agreement had been
reached on an issue. For example, the facilitator stated walking towards the whiteboard in order to write on it when he
thought the participants were approaching an agreement but discontinued walking when he noticed that agreement was in
doubt. Yasui (2013), in turn, shows how gestures were used when accepting, rejecting, and elaborating on proposals.

In addition to their bodies, participants in collaborative activities utilize material artefacts. Nielsen (2012) and Nissi and
Pälli (2020), for example, showed how written paper notes or cards were used and how the fact that they can be easily
moved is important for the ongoing activities. In Nielsen’s (2012) study, notes written individually by the participants were
arranged on a board to assist the participants to explain their ideas to the others. Nissi and Pälli (2020), on the other hand,
investigated an activity where groups in a training organized their individual notes into a collective visual configuration that
they then used to share their ideas with other groups. Embodiment and material documents, post-it notes in particular, also
had a major role in our case study.

Some of the studies reviewed in this section analyzed activities in which digital tools were used (e.g., Asmub and Oshima,
2012; Nissi, 2015; Oittinen, 2020). Their results showed how the different affordances of different tools had consequences for
the participants’ interaction. For example, projecting the computer screen on a whiteboard made it possible for the partic-
ipants to monitor what was being written (Asmub and Oshima, 2012; Nissi, 2015). The computer itself is also a material
artefact, and through mutual orientation to the computer participants may display alignment with each other (Asmub and
Oshima, 2012; Oittinen, 2018). Jensen et al. (2018) analyzed how digital sticky notes were used and found, for example,
that their easy movability led to flexible practices where notes were rearranged multiple times.

From the perspective of our focus on multimediality, however, it should be noted that these studies focused on temporally
constrained interactional encounters. Digital tools have been treated as one resource among others, e.g., talk, gesture, and
different material artefacts, that participants in encounters rely on as part of their multimodal interaction. However, ubiq-
uitous digital technologies can also offer us awindow onwhat happens before and after the moment they are used in face-to-
face or digitally mediated encounters. Thus, if we analyze a digital platform as a medium rather than as simply a situated
resource, it is possible to capture the broader interconnections between different media as well as the chains of activity that
emerge at the intersections of multiple media. A similar point is made by Luff and Heath (2019), although their context of
study was quite different from ours. They analyzed different kinds of traffic control rooms and highlight the shift that has
occurred away from simpler environments where workers are in the same location to more complex arrangements where
work is done by teams that are distributed in different locations. Although various technologies are used in the former case as
well, the latter is more complex in that technologies provide a link between dispersed professionals. For example, Luff et al.
(2018) show how a technologically mediated ‘incident log’ emerged and was used across time by different individuals and
teams. We also see digital tools as both situated resources in multimodal interaction and as media whose influence extends
beyond situated encounters.

3. Data and methods

Our data derive from a development project in a large private organization that has to do with a major change in the
organization’s information system. We are interested in the work of one of the teams, which is responsible for training the
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members of the organization. The team is, however, closely connected to the other teams working on the same project. The
relation between these teams is evident in the task we examine in this study: The teams have been asked to reflect on the
progress of the ongoing project, and to suggest what they would like to change with regard to the project and why. The teams
were expected to first reflect on their work among themselves and then submit the issues that emerged for discussion
together with the other teams and with the upper management in charge of the project. Here, we zoom in on the collabo-
rative reflection process of one team in a large multi-team project by examining how they go about reflecting on their work
and how they position themselves as members of the team vis-á-vis the project as a whole.

An important part of the work of the selected team concerns the regular organization of face-to-face workshops and the
use of a digital platform called Howspace, which is a collaborative tool that has been especially designed for facilitator-led
workshops. The platform is promoted as a social media-like environment that supports participant interaction. The plat-
form is used by the team solely for internal use, which means that the members of other teams do not see the content
published on it, unless the teammakes this available by sending them a link to the platform. Howspace is mainly used during
workshops, when the participants activity is guided by an internal facilitator, who, e.g., sets the assignments and updates the
content of the platform.

Crucially, for our purposes, the task is carried using several media: as well as the digital platform, the participants also
employ handwriting on post-it notes and talk-in-interaction. The data we analyzed for this article derive from both a video-
recording of the workshop and screenshots from the platform. Focusing in detail on complex case allowed us to delve into
how different media come into play in the accomplishment of organizational practices.

Methodologically, our study is based on conversation analysis, whichmeans looking at contributions to interaction as part
of their sequential context (see, Schegloff, 2007). We use analytic tools from both multimodal conversation analysis
(Mondada, 2016a) and digital conversation analysis (Giles et al., 2015) to examine howparticipants’ contributions are not only
verbally but also bodily, materially, and digitally accomplished. At the same time, these approaches enable us to analyze the
ways in which the affordances of the chosen medium are procedurally consequential for the participants’ actions (see
Arminen et al., 2016). In particular, the use of conversation analysis enables us to study the interaction as fundamentally
constituted from the facilitator’s initiatives and the other participants’ responses to these. We also look at how the partici-
pants, in their responses, display their orientation to previous responses by other participants and how their turns are
sequentially and temporally organized to advance the collaborative task at hand. We focus on the sequences in which par-
ticipants accomplish the activities of recontextualization and remediation, that is, where they reuse existing elements in a
different context and/or medium. By examining these activities in detail through the lenses of conversation analysis, it is
possible to analyze remediation as a joint accomplishment, and further, the ways in which different media feature in the
production of collaborative reflection.

4. Recontextualization of an idea through a multimedial activity chain

Before proceeding to a detailed analysis of collaborative reflection by the team, it is important to acknowledge the larger
organizational context in which the reflective work takes place. As described in the data section, the results of the reflection
process reported for this article are to be used in a joint meeting between teams andmanagement, where joint ‘priority areas’
will be decided on for the whole project. Interestingly, in their later workshop, the present team discusses these ‘priority
areas’. Thus, they display an orientation to the organizational outcomes of their reflectionwork. The following excerpt shows
how the facilitator raises the matter in the workshop. The excerpt motivates our upcoming analysis as it shows the orga-
nizational relevance of the team’s reflection work.
Before the excerpt the facilitator, Eveliina, has introduced the ‘priority areas’ that had been formulated at the joint meeting
of the project involving other teams and the management. In the excerpt, she asks the team members to share their ideas on
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these priority areas. The excerpt reveals two important aspects with regard to organizational collaborative reflection. First, it
shows that the preliminary reflectionwork the team has done in their internal workshop is expected to have an impact, i.e., it
is important for them that the priority areas of the whole project ‘correspond to’ the results of their ideas. Second, it shows
that it is crucial for the team to gain a joint understanding of these organizational issues in order to make their voice heard in
the project. Thus, Eveliina positions the team as an entity and their ideas as shared (‘what we wanted to say’).

In the analysis sections that follow, we take a step backwards and show in detail how the participants in an internal
workshop take part in collaborative reflection, and how they construct a shared understanding of the organizational prob-
lems in question by simultaneously constructing their team as a unified “we”. We show that this process of ‘doing organi-
zational reflection’ includes activities of remediation and recontextualization through which personal ideas evolve into a
collective understanding.

First, we identified the stages of the collaboration process. We found a total of nine distinct stages characterized by the use
of multiple media. The stages are shown below.
These stages are somewhat similar to those found in previous studies on collaborative reflection, including the individual
writing down of ideas, explaining them and documenting the outcomes (Prilla et al., 2012). In the next subsections, we
demonstrate some of these stages in detail. We show that different media are used in different stages of the task for different
purposes: while post-it notes as tangible and editable objects are useful for turning thoughts into writing as well as for
organizing and reorganizing activity, talk may be used for taking responsibility for the ideas on the notes by explaining them
more specifically. Finally, the digital platform may be used for stabilizing the meaning of collectively generated views as well
as storing and sharing them.We also show howparticipants construct an understanding of organizational issues step-by-step
during the multimedial activity chain. At the same time, the ownership of ideas changes: individually written ideas evolve
into shared views.

4.1. Introducing the task: anticipation of the recontextualization process

The task that we analyze in this article had been introduced on the digital platform before the face-to-face workshop. In
extract 1a, we show a screenshot of the platform and a translation of the most relevant part of the introduction. Although
digital contributions may differ from oral interaction in that they do not necessarily require responses from recipients, they
can also be analyzed using conversation analytic methods (see Giles et al., 2015). We show what kinds of activities the
introduction of the task projects from the participants and how the introduction of the task anticipates the recontextuali-
zation process where individual ideas eventually turn into shared views.
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Extract 1a
The introduction has two parts (one paragraph for each): first a general introduction, then a more detailed one. The
general introduction in the first paragraph explains the organizational rationale for the task and thus functions as background
information that motivates accomplishment of the task. The paragraph comprises two sentences linked by an arrow that
depicts the organizational relationship between their content, i.e., the fact that there is going to be a meeting with the upper
management of the project entails the need to come up with both things to ‘hold on to’ and things to ‘change’ in the project.
Thus, the introduction informs the team about the results of the task will be used for on the organizational level. It is also
interesting that the task is introduced using inclusive we. Thus, the goal is to find a shared understanding of the relevant
issues.

In the second paragraph, the task is introduced in more detail through questions. First there is a more general question,
which is then specified through three numbered questions. These questions foreshadow the development from individual to
shared ideas. In the first numbered question – as well as the general question – the subject is – in Finnish – in the familiar
second person singular (translated as ‘you’). That is, the question is directed to the participants as individuals: what would
each of them like to change in the project. In the third question, however, the plural pronoun me ‘we’ is used in the inclusive
sense. Thus, the action of actually changing things is attributed to the participants as a collective.

If we look at the linguistic form of the introduction, it is clear that it projects a response from the participants. First,
questions anticipate answers. Second, the formulation voit kommentoida ‘you can comment’ assumes that the partic-
ipants engage in ‘commenting’. Interestingly, however, the introduction does not detail how answering the questions
or ‘commenting’ should be accomplished in practice. The chat function of the platform has been made available, which
would make it possible for the participants to do the task beforehand and record their answers in the chat, but there is
no instruction in the text for them to use the chat. In reality, this affordance of the platform is not used: no one does
the task beforehand. Rather, most of the task is accomplished during the face-to-face workshop. In the workshop,
the facilitator also reintroduces the task orally. In so doing, she uses the introduction on the platform as the basis
for her oral introduction. She performs the introduction in three stages, as the activity unfolds, in accordance with
the three questions on the platform. Moreover, the platform is visually available on a large screen throughout the
meeting.

In extract 1b, we show how she reintroduces the first part of the assignment, and how the participants begin to orient
towards accomplishing it.
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Extract 1b

Firstly, it is noteworthy that the facilitator, Eveliina, repeats question 1 on the platform almost verbatim (line 6). She also
uses the singular second person pronoun sä ‘you’, thus maintaining the platform’s focus on individual ideas. However, she
reframes the assignment in that she introduces a newmedium, post-it notes, throughwhich the taskwill be actualized. This is
done through two directives that call for two physical activities by the participants. In the first directive she asks the par-
ticipants to ‘take’ the post-its (line 2), projecting that the participants reach for the post-its that are on the table. In the second,
she suggests that they ‘record’ (line 4) their thoughts on post-its, thereby projecting the act of hand-writing. This second
directive is formulated as a personal wish (line 3). The extract also shows how the participants start responding to the first
directive. While Eveliina is speaking, three of them reach for and take post-its (lines 2, 4 and 6). In figure 2, we can see the
position of Tommi’s right hand as he starts taking post-its from the table. Later (not shown) they also respond to the second
part of the directive and write on the post-its.

In summary, we observed how the way the task was introduced in the digital platform made it clear that the workshop
participants were expected to accomplish collaborative reflection through first presenting their personal views and then
transforming these into shared ideas. Our analysis also showed that only some of the affordances of the digital platform as a
medium were used. For example, the affordances of accessibility and retrievability turned out to be important, whereas the
interactional affordances of the digital technology were not used. Rather, the task was reintroduced in the face-to-face
workshop and a different medium, post-its, brought into play. As we later show, this medium has a set of affordances that
differ from those of the digital platform in important and consequential ways.

4.2. From written ideas to talk: displaying ownership of one’s idea

After the participants havewritten their ideas down, the facilitator instructs them to place the post-it notes on a board and
to turn their written ideas into talk. This stage of the multimedial activity chain is related to the second question on the
platform (‘Why (reasons)?’). Here, the facilitator has a central role in initiating the activities of collaborative reflection in the
workshop. This is evident in the ways she guides the group members one after the other to present their notes and to
elaborate onwhat they have written. She initiates the proceedings by gazing at and naming the person she wants to take the
floor. Extract 2a shows how this work of turning written notes into talk was accomplished.
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Extract 2a:
In the workshop, post-it notes were used to support the documentation of individual experiences by forming a material
base that may be used for revisiting to experience and turning it into reflective talk. Extract 2a, shows how individuals’
written-down ideas can be turned into talk and their ownership made relevant. First, the facilitator asks Noora to take the
floor through multiple requests for action. The manner in which the facilitator’s third request (line 3) is designed un-
derlines the requirement that participants display their ownership of the idea on the post-it note. Eveliina asks Noora to
introduce her own post-it notes, thereby making the display of personal ideas relevant. However, sharing one’s individual
view of the topic is treated here as a potentially delicate issue, as can be seen in the way Eveliina reformulates the request:
in fact, the first request is addressed to all the participants as a question about the running order (do we let). Her first
reformulation of that request (line 2) is addressed to Noora, in which she makes it more explicit that either sharing in-
dividual thoughts or being the first one to do so may somehow be a sensitive matter. She does this with an interrogative
request asking about Noora’s courage to do that (do you dare to begin). Finally, she reformulates the request with another
other-oriented interrogative form (would you present), which is more clearly related to the immediate task, and thus
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straight away makes the acceptance or rejection of the request relevant as a next action. (On request formats, see Fox and
Heinemann, 2016).

Noora consents to the final request by getting up and recycling the words from the previous turn (line 4).
She claims ownership of the ideas by identifying the post-its by their color and their position on the board (lines 10–11). By
pointing at her post-it notes (fig. 3), she guides the other participants to distinguish them from the other post-it notes. During
Noora’s turn, Eveliina follows the movement of Noora’s hand with her own (fig. 3), registering ownership by slightly pointing
to the board and by the verbal confirmation joo ‘yeah’. Thus, it is worth noting that the action of claiming ownership of one’s
notes is unavoidably multimodal: it is contingent on the material configuration of the notes on the board and the physical
positions fromwhich the other participants have visual access to the board. Thus, to showwhich notes they have written and
therefore to take responsibility for them, the participants need to locate them in embodied ways, through touching, pointing,
or gazing. This is in line with the observations of both Nielsen (2012) and Nissi and Pälli (2020) that when their ideas become
public, individuals also become accountable for them.

Extract 2b demonstrates how the recontextualization process of translating a written post-it note into talk is
accomplished. Prior to the extract, Noora has introduced and explained two of her written ideas and now moves on to her
third idea.

Extract 2b
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In the extract, Noora takes advantage of the availability of mutual visual access by pointing at her post-it note on
the board and orally reformulates its content, thereby reconstructing its meaning. In other words, the idea is not only
recontextualized from one context to another but also remediated from one medium (post-it note) to another
(human voice). In these overlapping processes, not only are the communication modes changed from text to talk
but there is also a shift from a depersonalized written note to a more personalized oral statement (see Iedema, 2001).
The personalization process in Noora’s turn is twofold: first, since the post-it note does not reveal who owns the idea,
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Noora claims ownership by explicitly stating mä nostin ‘I raised’ (line 1) before explicating what she has written on the
note.

Second, Noora personalizes herself and the other co-participants as part of the team. Whereas in the post-it note she has
referred to the organization by a proper noun, Tuomikari, in her talk she uses the pronoun ‘we’ instead (line 3). The use of the
words ‘on the project side’ to refer to external parties emphasizes her construction of the people in the room as a group and
the ideas introduced as something shared by that group. In contrast, the other teams in the same project are referred to as
external ‘they’, indicating that they are not seen as strictly part of the same group. The distinction between the teams and
their duties in relation to each other is also manifested bodily. First, Noora’s hand gesture shifts from pointing at a post-it note
(fig. 4.1) to withdrawing her arm (fig. 4.2) and then pointing again (fig. 4.3), thereby indicating the transfer of work materials
from the external team to their team. A similar indication of direction and movement can be seen in fig. 5, in which she first
touches the card to show that something is prepared on the project side (fig. 5.1). She then opens her palm (5.2) and draws it
toward herself, indicating themovement from the external team toTuomikari (fig. 5.3). In so doing, Noora also shows that she
is a member of the category ‘Tuomikari’. The arrow on Noora’s post-it note seems to have the same kind of function of
indicating movement between teams.

In the extract, Noora also exemplifies the written idea by adding a small narrative (from line 6). In explaining the card
through an example from her ownwork context, she treats the written idea as unspecified: as Sellen and Harper (2002: 67)
note, documents alone do not always produce the necessary information but may need to be accompanied by talk. In other
words, the limited space of post-it notes forces participants to compress their ideas in just a few words, often leaving them
under-specified, which maymake it relevant to elaborate on the ideawritten on the note (see Nielsen, 2012: 104). By giving
an example from a context that other members of the group can recognize, Noora searches for common ground through
which her individual view that certain practices have failed may be perceived as an organizational problem. By nodding in
line 8, Eveliina, Laura and Tiia support the progress of Noora’s telling (Stivers, 2008). Further, Laura’s prominent nod
(line10) and Eveliina’s verbal confirmation ‘yes’ (line 12) and the continuation ‘and that is also related to our training
materials’ (lines 15–16) in positions where Noora has already produced elements that provide insight into her stance show
that they recognize the situation, and hence participate in constituting Noora’s view of failed practices as an organizational
problem.

To sum up, the extracts show how the ownership of an idea is made relevant when a post-it note becomes a focus of talk in
a situation. The restricted size of post-it notes compels participants to compress their ideas in a few key words, which can
subsequently be elaborated orally. Through talk, the idea is framed by personal experiences and attached to a joint organi-
zational reality. Thus, remediation from the written post-it note to talk-in-interaction shifts the depersonalized key words
into personalized ideas that can be evaluated from an organizational perspective.
4.3. Reshaping the meaning and function of post-it notes: blending ideas together

The next stage in the activity chain is partly intertwined with the previous stages. In this stage, the facilitator
starts creating categories for similar ideas. She writes labels describing broader organizational issues on blank post-it
notes and places them on the board. During each turn, she shifts the post-it notes that have been identified and are
being explained into categories. Extract 3 shows how this reorganizing activity is accomplished through the affordances
of post-its and the board, and how it becomes collaborative in that the other participants also contribute to the reor-
ganizing process.

Extract 3
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Extract 3 demonstrates how the facilitator uses the post-it notes as material artefacts that can be moved from one spot to
another. That is, the affordances of tangibility and stickiness enable sorting of the written ideas (see Jensen et al., 2018). In the
extract, Tessa has just explained her ideas, whichmakes her post-it notes ready to be relocated to their appropriate categories.
Eveliina takes Tessa’s notes from the board (line 1) and after a short hesitation (lines 5–6) she finds suitable categories for
Tessa’s ideas (lines 6 and 8) and re-attaches the post-it notes to their new place on the board (fig. 6). By reorganizing the ideas,
the facilitator begins to construct a shared understanding of the current organizational problems. Doing this shows that the
ideas introduced are relevant for the organization in that they are closely linked to broader issues that define that organi-
zation. The post-it notes as individual contributions begin to blend together, and ideas are detached from those who wrote
and presented them (see also Nissi and Pälli, 2020). That is, the concrete cases presented by the teammembers are turned into
‘comprehensive topics’ (Prilla et al., 2012) that constitute the ideas of the given group at the organizational level.

The sensemaking of relations between post-it notes is made recognizable in Eveliina’s verbal and embodied actions: while
organizing the post-it notes on the board, she loudly articulates what she is doing (lines 1–8). By turning to face the group
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while still organizing the post-it notes, Eveliina can not only progress the organizing process but also manage speaker
transition (see Nielsen, 2012). Although the reorganizing activity continues, Eveliina’s ‘all right’ (line 9) acts as a pre-closing
utterance that signals the ending of the talk about this particular post-it note and moving on (see Schegloff and Sacks, 1973).

The order inwhich ideas are discussed is negotiated in a sequence initiated by Eveliina (line 10). She turns her head away from
the board and faces the members of the group who are sitting on Tessa’s side, thus anticipating that the participants proceed in
accordance with the seating order. Tessa looks at Antti, thus giving him the floor. At this point, now that two participants have
already explained their cards, the pattern of the task as well as the social actions required are recognizable to the participants. In
order to elicit talk from the next participant, Eveliina simply asks ‘who will continue?’ (line 10) without specifying what that
person is expected to do. In lines 11–12, Antti takes the floor and makes explicit the suggestion of proceeding in order.1

At the same time, speakers begin to link their ideas to other participants’ notes. In extract 3, Antti shows that his idea is not
wholly novel but related to the previous turn by Tessa. First, in the lines 14–15, he explains that his idea is connected towhat has
been said earlier. Second, in his talk, Antti uses the demonstrative pronouns se and siin (lines 17–18), which are not present on
his written post-it. They can be considered here as components that resemble definite articles and show that the idea in
question is already known (see, Laury, 1997). The utterance niin ku Tessa just sano ‘as Tessa just said’ explicates the similarities
between the ideas andmakes it visible that Antti is listening and orienting to the ongoing discussion. In so doing, Antti performs
at least two significant actions: first, he positions himself as a co-producer and constructs his ideas as collectively shared by the
members of the organization. Second, he avoids a possible problem with tellability: since the ideas are similar, he needs to
minimize the newsworthiness of his ideas by framing them as overlappingwith others’ ideas (see Nissi, 2015: 8). In this way, the
team members organize their ideas and construct their relationships with each other through their talk.

The next step in the activity chain is to mark the ideas over which the team can have some influence. In this stage, the
facilitator asks the team members to propose such ideas, which she then marks by drawing a spot on the post-it in question.
1 Antti seems to refer to the placement of the post-it notes on the board rather than the seating arrangement. However, both the seating arrangement
and the placement of post-it notes project Antti as the next speaker.
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Extract 4 shows how the ideas are no longer identified according to their author but cited with regard to their content. In
addition, this stage shows how the post-its’ affordance of editability enables the task to be accomplished.

Extract 4:

In line 1, Laura brings up a new idea for consideration by the team. This is indicated by the turn-inital particle pair
ja sit ‘and then’, which marks the topical shift from one idea into another while also indicating that the turn is related
to the action chains of suggesting ideas (see VISK x1030). By using a deictic marker, i.e., the demonstrative pronoun toi
‘that’, prior to ‘number of meetings’ while gazing at the board, Laura shows that a referent (i.e., the post-it note)
is available to all present. At the same time, the turn can be seen acting as a request that Eveliina do
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something to the referent. (see Laury, 1997: 74). Eveliina complies by beginning to look for the post-it note under dis-
cussion (line 2).

It is noteworthy that Laura uses ready-made labels to guide the facilitator in navigating between multiple post-it
notes by referring to one of the categories (toimintamallissa ‘in the operations model’) as an umbrella term for the
idea in question (line 3). This shows how the labeling of post-its stabilizes the notes as members of the category
under which they have been grouped in. How Laura now refers to the post-it note shows that the ownership of ideas is no
longer relevant. It is more important that the view is collectively accepted as part of a specific category. In turn, by
marking the note (fig. 7), Eveliina acknowledges Laura’s suggestion as a potentially influential idea. The facilitator
thus positions herself as a co-producer by confirming the idea both bodily and verbally (line 4). First, she reads aloud one
part of the note (lines 4–5) and continuing by adding ja sitte ‘and then’ (line 5). She then reads aloud another relevant
part of the note suggested by Laura and further emphasizes its relevance by underlining the words ‘clear aims’ on the
note. The tailorability of post-it notes and the way with which they can be marked during the ongoing conversation
enables the facilitator to make changes to ideas, that is, to separate those that have the potential for influence from those
that do not.

Summing up this section, we have shown how the ownership of ideas changes after individuals’ post-it notes have been
introduced orally. It is only after they have been explained that post-it notes can be moved from their original place to their
relevant category representing a broader organizational issue. In this stage of the reflection process, the participants utilize
the affordances of the combination of the board and post-it notes that enable ideas to be rearranged, thus transforming them
from individual and personal views towards more shared and stable meanings. The extracts show that it is not the facilitator
alone who reorganizes notes but that other participants also take part in the activity by constructing the relations between
the notes as they discuss them.
4.4. From physical to digital form: stabilizing ideas as collaborative reflection

The final two stages of the activity chain consist of the facilitator photographing the collection of post-it notes on the board
and then after theworkshop publishing these pictures, with captions, on Howspace. It is worth noting that in this remediation
process from textual artefacts into digital form, the ideas are no longer referred to as individual contributions but as a
collaboratively constructed and collectively shared understanding of specific organizational problems. The final stage shows
how the different voices of the group members heard during the task through multimodal means have now become blended
together as joint views. The subtle ways of showing agreement with other participants in the previous stages are now made
explicit by the facilitator in and through the digital platform.

Extract 5
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The screenshot from Howspace shows two crucial aspects of the reflection process. First, it shows how the captions frame the
collection of post-it notes as something shared, that is, as collaboratively reflected. Second, it shows that the ideas will be used in
the future, that is, that theymatter in the larger organizational context. In extract 6, Eveliina states, using first-person plurals (e.g.,
‘the overall picture of our ideas’) that the ideas have been constructed together. As shown in the very first excerpt, it is crucial that
the teamhas a joint understanding of the problems in order to be heard in the project. The above extract demonstrates how such a
unified ‘we’ has been constructed: the individual ideas have been stabilized as shared views through a remediation process in
which the post-it notes have been represented as a unified collection. Iedema (2001) shows how different material artefacts have
the power to detach views from dynamic talk-in-interaction and recreate them as more durable manifestations. The posted
picturewith captions can be considered an example of this kind of ‘durablemanifestation’ that turns a process into an outcome. In
addition, it provides stability and retrievability, which are important features, as these ideas will be discussed further with the
uppermanagement. The promise ofmaking these ideas salient to the larger project can be seen in the future-oriented comment in
the caption (‘we will strive to promote every one of these aspects in further work with the project’). These kinds of digitally
documented entries facilitate a return to past experiences or discussions (Prilla et al., 2012).

In organizations, such entriesmaybe used and recycledmultiple times for various purposes often leading to a transformation of
the original talk/text into an organizational document. For example, Spee and Jarzabkowski (2011) show in their study on the
recontextualization of a strategic plan that in their transformation from talk intomaterialized text, ideas and views tend to detach
from the situational context in which they were produced. However, in our case, the original author of the idea is not completely
erased; instead, ownership simply shifts from ‘my idea’ to ‘our idea’. That is, although ideas are presented as jointly developed, the
contributions of different individuals to the result of the collaborative reflection process remain visible. Howspace enables the
remediation of post-it notes from the board to the digital platform in their authentic form. Capturing written ideas in this way
retains individuals’ handwriting and give clues about the reorganizing activity through which collective understanding has been
constructed.At the sametime, thepicturespostedon thedigitalplatform freeze theoutcomeof reflection, as theparticipants canno
longer reorganizeor edit their post-it notes. Thedigital platformaffordsbetter possibilities than thepost-it notes themselves for the
storing, retrieving, andsharingof ideas (see Jensenetal., 2018)and therebymaking themaccessible toothersover timeandspace. In
short, the example demonstrates howdigital devicesmay be used to “upgrade” a traditionalmedium and extend its possible uses.

5. Conclusion

This article reports on a new way of studying media use in organizations. The overall research aim was to examine
multimediality in everyday organizational activities and the roles of different media in facilitating the work of collaborative
reflection. The empirical analysis reported here focused on the reflection of just one team among other teams working in a
large development project. The analysis revealed in detail how collaborative reflection was accomplished in the team’s
workshop activities and how both traditional and digital media were used to support this process. The results show how,
through interactive reflection, the ideas generated and presented by individuals were turned by the team into joint
understanding.

Our analysis showed in detail how the task of collaborative reflection was accomplished through multiple stages through
which the participants’ ideas were recontextualized step-by-step. In the first stage, we showed how the facilitator introduced
the task by using the instruction on the platform as the basis for her oral presentation and how the expected outcome of the
reflection task was already anticipated. In the next stages of the task, the participants wrote their individual views down on
post-it notes, put them on the board, and in turn explained them. In this stage, ownership of the ideas became relevant, and
the key words written on the post-its were framed by personal experiences and attached to the joint organizational reality of
the team. After being explained, the notes were ready to be reorganized and categorized on the board. In this stage, the
different voices of the group members started blending together. Finally, photographs of the reorganized collection of post-it
notes were published on the digital platformwhere they were represented as explicitly collective views that could be shared
with the upper management.

The findings of the study provide insights both for interactional studies on collaborative practices in workplaces and for
studies on reflective work in organizational contexts. In both areas, the value of our contribution hinges on the multimedial
perspective that we adopted for the study. In the domain of interactional studies, our study confirms themultimodal nature of
collaborative practices noted previously (e.g., Nissi and Pälli, 2020; Nielsen, 2012). To accomplish their joint task, our par-
ticipants employed both embodied and material resources, such as gestures, gaze, or pen and post-it notes. However, in
addition to multimodality, we drew on the concept of multimediality to show that interaction is always somehow mediated,
and that the chosen medium has an impact on the interaction. For example, our study showed that post-it notes on a board
play a key role in negotiating the ownership of ideas generated in the situation, as they may be used both as prompts for
verbal and/or bodily explication by the author and as a way of detaching the idea from the original author through their
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manual repositioning. In particular, these activities are afforded by the stickiness of the post-it notes, which enables them to
be fastened and reorganized on the board. Furthermore, by analyzing the digital platform not only as a situational resource
but also as a medium, we were able to shed light on the activity chains that evolve through the use of different media. More
specifically, the digital platform as amedium also offered us awindowonwhat happens before and after themoment they are
used in face-to-face encounters.

The findings reported here also shed new light on collaborative reflection and how it is accomplished in and through
interaction. Our analysis highlighted the collaborative and multimodal character of reflective processes in workplaces. A
shared understanding of complex organizational issues was achieved in a step-by-step process in which the reflecting par-
ticipants drew on each other’s actions when progressing the task in a multimodal environment. Moreover, it was not the
verbal contributions alone that produced reflection: the embodiedways of pointing and touching as well asmoving and being
seated in a space also had a major role in turning individual ideas into collaborative reflection. Our analysis indicates that
collaborative reflection requires making distinctions between ‘us’ and ‘them’ in order to include both the work of making the
reflection relevant for the organization and the building of an in-group from whose viewpoint the issues can be dealt with.

In our data, the collaborative reflection task was accomplished through a concatenation of actions, which were conducted
with the help of different media. Participants used multiple tools andmedia to support their various reflective activities, such
as thinking, explicating, and sharing their experiences. For example, post-it notes were used to facilitate both individual
thinking and explaining ideas. In conducting these reflective actions, the facilitator of the workshop had an important role.
These results accord with those of prior studies which have shown the importance of the transition from case presentation to
case discussion (Veen and de la Croix, 2016) and that the process can be supported with digital applications designed for
reflective work (Prilla et al., 2012; Prilla and Blunk, 2020).

However, in our studywe addressed the role of enterprise social media used in naturally occurring interaction and showed
in detail how the process of collaborative reflection is a matter of both online and offline interaction (see Prilla and Blunk,
2020). By analyzing interaction exclusively on the digital platform or in a face-to-face encounter, we would not have
captured the entire multimedial activity chain, as the most relevant actions were accomplished between talk, written text,
and the digital platform. By drawing on the concepts of remediation and recontextualization, we were able to zoom in the
process and seewhat happens between these stages of reflective activity. As shown in the analysis, collaborative reflection is a
process in which remediation has a central role in transforming ideas into texts, and written texts into talk and further into
digital recordings. The findings indicate that in addition to the transition from telling experiences to reflecting on them,
through which ‘cases’ are transformed into ‘comprehensible topics’, the transition from case discussion to case recording is
also a relevant step. In this transition, ideas are frozen into a shared outcome, as was done in our data through digitalizing the
collection of post-it notes. The present study thus highlighted a crucial stage in a characteristic organizational chain, where
organizational issues gradually move from discussions to documents and possibly thereafter towards practical outcomes (see
Iedema, 2001; Spee and Jarzabkowski, 2011; Nissi, 2015).

The results of this research support the idea that people in workplace encounters often engage with a range of traditional
and digital media (Boczkowski and Orlikowski, 2004), and that also traditional media have a central role in today’s
increasingly digitized workplaces. However, new kinds of digital tools are rapidly being designed for facilitating collaborative
work tasks, and hence to fully understand the implications of the affordances of different media for the reflection process,
further research needs to be done on situations in which multiple media are used. The findings thus suggest, as a practical
implication, that it is crucial when designing such processes to think carefully about the affordances of different tools and how
they fit into the different stages of those processes.
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