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Abstract
The agent of action in Human-Computer Interaction is, as the hyphenated name of the field 
suggests, usually conceptualized as an contrastive binary of either human or computer. This study, 
informed by ethnomethodology and conversation analysis, instead describes the interactional 
achievement of distributed agency in a ‘smart homecare’ setting where a homecare worker and a 
disabled person coordinate shared activities using a virtual assistant. We focus on the tacit criteria, 
attributions, and discourses of agency embedded in the interactional details of their everyday 
homecare routine. The analyses reveal how collaboration in everyday care tasks involves the 
distributed agency of all participants, irrespective of their ostensible ‘humanness’. Our findings 
(a) provide a critical perspective on the technological imaginary of expensive, high-tech robotic 
replacements for human care work; (b) advocate low-tech strategies for adapting consumer 
technology for smart homecare systems; and (c) suggest alternative approaches to agency in 
assistive technology design, grounded in detailed observation of the interactional infrastructure 
of real homecare settings.
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Introduction

The issue of agency in non-humans is often conceptualized as a binary ontological cate-
gory: whether or not chat-bots, robots, or animals can be said to have psychological char-
acteristics like ‘selfhood, motivation, will, purposiveness, intentionality, choice, freedom 
and creativity’ (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998: 962). Here we follow Edwards (1994) in 
focusing on how tacit criteria, attributions, and discourses of agency are embedded in the 
organization of everyday social actions such as offers, requests, and accounts. The per-
spicuous setting of a ‘smart homecare’ routine invites us to examine the practical ‘impli-
cation of powers, abilities and will’ (Antaki and Crompton, 2015) in interactions involving 
a disabled man and his care worker. It also reveals how transient attributions of techno-
logical agency (Alač, 2016; Pelikan et al., 2022) are built into the participation framework 
that coordinates routine care activities. First, we outline medicalized concepts of agency 
that underpin assistive technology and social care service design, and how they are 
informing the development of ‘smart homecare’ systems. Our analyses then highlight the 
interactional co-construction of smart homecare as a socio-technical infrastructure. 
Finally, we argue that concepts of distributed agency offer a radically different starting 
point for assistive technology, integrating heterogeneous methods, devices, and compo-
nents into social action through the  universal technology of conversation (Sacks, 1984).

Background: The technological imaginary of the ‘care 
crisis’

Elderly and disabled people are increasingly receiving care at home rather than in resi-
dential care facilities that are often associated with a loss of choice and autonomy 
(Rozanova, 2010). The Health Foundation (2021) estimates that over the next decade, 
the social care workforce will need to more than double to meet the growing demand in 
the UK and in other countries where demographic aging is advancing (Ris et al., 2019). 
As social care budgets come under increasing pressure (Schlepper and Dodsworth, 
2023), technologists and policymakers are turning to high-tech ‘solutions’ such as care 
robots, virtual assistants, and ‘smart home’ systems (Abou Allaban et al., 2020; Beaney 
et al., 2020; Callejas and López-Cózar, 2009; Do et al., 2018; Kim et al., 2019) to address 
a looming crisis in care provision. These developments are often driven by a logic of 
efficiency savings and the ongoing drive to replace forms of human care work with tech-
nology (Hester and Srnicek, 2023; Wright, 2021). Even consumer technologies such as 
the Amazon Echo are marketed as assistive ‘smart agents’ that can support the agency 
and autonomy of elderly and disabled people (Amazon, 2019). But how are these tech-
nologies used in a real homecare setting? How do they conceptualize agency – both in 
relation to the user and the virtual assistant? And how, if at all, might they support the 
agency of the care service user? In the following section we briefly review conceptual-
izations of agency in homecare work and as embedded in so-called ‘smart’ technologies. 
We then draw on the concept of distributed agency as it is empiricized in ethnomethodol-
ogy and conversation analysis (EM/CA; Dingemanse et al., 2023; Enfield and Kockelman, 
2017) to explore the distribution of work in participants’ talk and other coordinated activ-
ities within a smart homecare setting.
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Conceptualizations of agency in smart homecare

Discourses of agency in health and social care often center on individualistic notions of 
autonomy and empowerment that prioritize personal choice and independence (Wray, 
2004). Disability and care needs are, by extension, associated with loss of agency 
(Rozanova, 2010), identity, and a ‘sense of “being”’ (Pirhonen and Pietilä, 2018: 16). When 
care professionals ‘do for’ instead of ‘doing with’, this can undermine a service user’s 
confidence about living independently at home (Rooijackers et al., 2021). In this context, 
care professionals must manage conflicting priorities, as Pilnick (2022) puts it, ‘between 
autonomy and abandonment’: providing much-needed support, but without limiting ser-
vice users’ agency, decision-making, and choice (Holmberg et al., 2012). Similarly indi-
vidualistic discourses of agency tend to underpin technical understandings of the user in the 
design of conversational user interfaces and assistive technology (Albert et al., 2023). 
Human-computer interaction (HCI) design usually involves constructing a necessarily 
simplified model of the user that articulates their needs, choices, and capabilities (Fischer, 
2001). Hersh and Johnson (2008) trace the ascendence of a social model of disability in 
user modeling: part of a broader critique of a ‘medical model’ that reproduces ableist 
understandings of disabled people in terms of individual impairments requiring a technical/
medical ‘fix’ to achieve independence. Bennett et al. (2018) build on a social model of dis-
ability to suggest an alternative frame for assistive technology that prioritizes shared 
agency and interdependence. These conceptual dichotomies between social and medical 
models in assistive technology design and between discourses of autonomy and abandon-
ment in health and social care (Cluley et al., 2020) mirror long-standing dichotomies 
between structure and agency in social theory (Pirhonen and Pietilä, 2018). While this 
theoretical discourse of agency has been vital for advances in social and research justice 
(Harrison, 2014), as an analytic framework it can shift focus away from participants’ prac-
tices and discourses of agency in social interaction (Dewsbury et al., 2004).

Data and methods

We used applied conversation analysis (Antaki, 2011) and multimodal transcriptions of 
video data (Mondada, 2018) to study the moment-by-moment unfolding of actions 
through which questions of agency become relevant for the participants in the smart 
homecare environment. This approach draws on related empirical studies of interactions 
with smart speakers and social robots (Alač, 2016; Due, 2021; Krummheuer, 2015; 
Pitsch, 2016) in which agency is understood to be ‘distributed across human bodies and 
technology’ (Alač et al., 2011: 905). These methods allow us to examine the distribution 
and ascription of agency in these interactions ranging from what Pelikan et al. (2022: 20) 
call ‘autonomous agency’, where a robot’s actions are treated as interactionally relevant 
by coparticipants, to ‘non-agency’ where a robot’s actions are not treated as accountable, 
nor as interactionally relevant for whatever happens next. Our data are selected from 
around100 hours of video collected by a disabled man (Ted) and his care assistant (Ann) 
using a smart speaker (Alexa) connected to a variety of voice-controlled lights, plugs, 
and two voice-controlled cameras that they could turn on or off at any time. The partici-
pants helped develop a data collection protocol, approved by Loughborough University 
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ethics review (8-8-2019), and gave permission for all data to be used, shared, and pub-
lished using open content licenses.

Analysis

In the analyses below, we focus on three variations in the organization of a common task 
within Ted and Ann’s care routine: turning a voice-controlled electric fan heater on or 
off. Ted initiates this action many times during his daily care activities such as getting out 
of bed, eating a meal, or getting dressed, usually before taking off blankets or opening a 
window.

In Extract 1, for example, Ann has just arrived as Ted begins their morning routine of 
opening the curtains and getting him out of bed by asking Alexa to ‘turn on heater’.

Extract 1 (see https://bit.ly/agency-ex1)

  #fig1
01 TED: +Alex:a,
  +looks at # Alexa–>
02         (0.6)
03         (1.6)+  
            –>  +
04 TED: Turn on hea:ter:.
05         (1.7)
06 ALE: †∇Okay.              + #fig2
  ann:  ∇walks around the #bed, moves heater––>
  ted: †. . .-turns towards Ann walking past —–>
    ------>++. . .turns to Alexa––>>
07         (4.1)∇
  ann:                   ––>∇
08 ANN: ∇.hhh                    ∇
  ∇steps over heater∇
09 ∇ (3.5)
  ann: ∇opens curtains––>>
10 TED: Alexa?
11           (0.8)
12 TED: Turn on ↑big hea:ter.
13           (1.5)
14 ALE: Okay.

https://bit.ly/agency-ex1
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Here we see how Ted plays his part in the ‘getting out of bed’ routine by turning heat-
ers on while Ann is busy with her own tasks. In line 1 Ted initiates a ‘summons-response-
request-response’ (SR3) sequence (Hall and Albert, 2024) with the smart speaker. This 
standardized sequence – common to many smart speaker interactions – starts with a 
wake word (here, ‘Alexa’) as a summons. The ‘wake light’ comes on as a visible response 
(transcribed as a blue line next to line numbers) showing the device is activated. This is 
usually followed by a request or command, and a response from the smart speaker. In this 
case, Ted just finishes the request ‘turn on heater’ at line 3 as Ann walks toward the 
heater. While she moves the heater out from under the bed, Alexa’s response ‘Okay’ and 
the heater turning on closes the sequence. Ted then does another SR3 sequence, this time 
turning on the ‘big heater’ in lines 10–14 as Ann continues walking around the bed open-
ing the curtains. This illustrates the distribution of labor in Ann and Ted’s care routine 
and shows how Ted uses the virtual assistant to accomplish ‘his’ tasks and take an active 
role in the joint care activity.

Ted’s initiation of a sequence that is completed by Alexa turning on the heater is an 
example of what Pelikan et al. (2022) call ‘hybrid agency’, where the action is ‘treated 
as partly instructed by a human operator’. In this case, hybrid agency is accomplished by 
Ann timing her move of the electric heater to fit Ted and Alexa’s sequence closing and 
the heater coming on. Ted achieves agency as a participant in the care routine as he initi-
ates the SR3 sequence that implicates Alexa first as a recipient, then as a participant in 
the task of turning on the heater, which, in turn involves Ann in the pragmatics and tem-
porality of completing the task. Our next clip shows how turning the heater on and off 
remains Ted’s responsibility, even when he is clearly struggling with Alexa. 

In Extract 2, the heater is already on. Ann is kneeling behind Ted, leaning on the bed, 
writing in a medication diary. Ted repeatedly struggles to get Alexa to turn the heater off, 
to no avail. Notice how Ann accounts for not intervening to help him afterward.

Extract 2 (see https://bit.ly/agency-ex2)

01 TED: †Alex:a,    #fig3
  ted: †..lifts head turns to TV-->
02           (0.8)
03 TED: Turn ↓off (0.7) hea:ter. †
                            -->†
04 +    (2.8)          +
  ted: +. . .turns to Ale.--+
05 TED: Alexa:,     #fig4
  +– looking at Ale -->
06          (1.1)
07 TED:   Turn ↓off hea:ter.+
                      -->+
08 †                      (4.3)                  †
  ted: †tilts head down and moves side to side †

https://bit.ly/agency-ex2
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We see Ted struggling by trying new ways to ‘upgrade’ the design of his request in pur-
suit of a ‘heater-turning-off’ response from Alexa using methods that Stivers and Rossano 
(2010) identify as increasing the pressure on a recipient to produce a response. For 

09 TED: †↑Alexa:?
  †lifts head-->
10         (1.1)
11 TED: Turn ↓off (0.4) hea:ter.
12 (4.3)†+
  ted:   -->†+looks at Ale-->
13         (3.1)+
  ted:           -->+
14 TED: +† Alexa?
  +looks down-->

     †tilts head down-->

15         (0.8)  
16 TED: What time is it,  
17         (1.7)  
18 ALE: The time is eleven thirty-one ām. 
19 TED: †◦Okay.◦ † Alex:a,  
  †nods head† lifts head––>    
20       (0.4)  
21 TED: Turn off (0.5) hea:ter.†  
                          ––>† lowers head––> 
22 (4.0)†+  
  ted:   ––>†+looks at Ale+ looks down–> 
23      (4.9)  
24 ALE: Heater isn't responding. Please check its 
25 network connection and power supply, 
26 TED: Alex:a,+  
      ––>+  
27       (0.5)
28 TED: †Turn ↓off† (0.5)†hea:∇ter.          †
  †lifts head†     †lowers head†
  ann:                        ∇. . . .––>
29       (1.6)
30 ALE:    O∇kay.      ∇
  ann: ––>∇stands up∇
31         (3.8) #fig5
32 ANN: ∇◦So that one’s done.◦
  ∇ walks round to desk, to the side of Ted–>
33       (1.1) #fig6  
34 ANN: +The∇diaries up to date Δ((laughs)). Sorry I jus need 
35 to update it while+ we got all the+†letters†+. And then 
36 I can file them ↓in the dia:ry to takeΔ∇with us_+ 
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example, his first unsuccessful SR3 sequence in lines 1–3 is produced without looking 
toward Alexa. When re-doing of this request in lines 5–7, Ted does recipient-directed 
speaker gaze toward Alexa and can monitor the ‘wake-light’ for a visible response to his 
summons. In the third SR3 sequence in lines 9–11, Ted raises the pitch and turn-final into-
nation of his summons. After trying all these ‘upgrades’, Ted switches the request compo-
nent of his next SR3 sequence to ‘what time is it’ in line 16. This works as a ‘check if Alexa 
is working’, since as soon as Alexa responds ‘the time is…’ in line 18, Ted responds with 
‘Okay’, and immediately follows up by redoing his earlier ‘turn heater off’ SR3 sequence 
in lines 19–21. This time, Alexa reads an error message ‘heater isn’t responding’ with 
instructions to ‘please check its network connection and power supply’, which Ted would 
not be able to do from his chair. As Ted initiates the next summons, Ann gets up just as 
Alexa finally responds and turns off the heater. This episode presents some evidence that 
Ann was intervening to help Ted at this point, since at lines 32–36 Ann announces the 
‘close’ of her activity ‘So that one’s done’, laughs, then gives a sorry-prefaced account in 
lines 34–37 for not helping earlier while Ted was struggling with Alexa.

The changes in the design of Ted’s six SR3 sequences in this episode probe the avail-
ability of the device in different ways, treating it – at least potentially – as responsive to 
variations in ‘recipient design’ (Tuncer et al., 2023). While this practice, as a way of ori-
enting to Alexa, does not explicitly attribute fully-fledged, agentic recipiency to the 
device, it clearly demonstrates the relevance and expectation of at least establishing 
addresseeship. As Dingemanse (2020) points out, participants in human interaction may 
use gaze, address terms, summonses, and interjections to establish this fundamental pre-
requisite of other-availability for the interactional achievement of distributed agency. 
Ann’s apology for not having helped also achieves a form of ‘hybrid agency’ in that it 
treats her involvement in and coordination with Ted and Alexa’s actions as an accountable 
matter. In this sense, we also see how Ann attributes agency to Ted by not helping him. 
Here she is managing the trade-off mentioned earlier: between autonomy (letting Ted do 
things and make choice for himself), and abandonment (leaving him to struggle).

In Extract 3, Ted struggles to turn off the heater again, while Ann is moving about the 
room, busy with other tasks. This time, however, after the third time, Ann does intervene 
to help.

Extract 3 (see https://bit.ly/agency-ex3)

01 TED: + Alex:a,  
  +looks to heater  ––>  
02         (1.1)  
03         (2.0)  
04 TED:   Turn hea:ter ↑off_+  
                       –>+  
  ted:                        +looks down–>] 
  ann:                        $---Ann walks past heater-> 
05 ALE: Sorry the hub that device tee vee+ +connected 
06 to +is not responding+  
  ted:                                    ––>+ 
   #fig7                                +. . . . . .––> 

https://bit.ly/agency-ex3
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At first, Ann continues with her own tasks while leaving Ted to turn the heater on and off. 
After Ted completes his initial SR3 request to ‘turn heater off’ in line 4, Ann moves to 
close the curtains behind the heater. Just as Alexa responds with a ‘device not respond-
ing’ error message, Ann climbs over the heater in lines 5–6, not even glancing at it as she 

  ann: #climbs over heater to door------------. . .$ 
  . . .. . .+looks to heater––+  
07 ALE: [please  ] check its network-
08 TED: [ +Alexa,]
   +looks to Ale ––>
09 TED: Turn ↓off (0.7) hea:ter.+
  ted:                            ––>+
10         + (5.5) + + (7.7)       +
          +looks down+ +looks to 

heater+
11 TED: +Alexa?
  +. . . . .––>
12            (0.6)
13 TED:                    +>Turn ↓off hea:ter.<+
  ted: ––>+looks to Ale––––––––+
14          +      (4.1)                                                 +
  ann:     +looks to Ted––+ #fig8
  ted:           +turns from Ann to heater+
15 ANN: +Δ ALEXA, +  
  ann:  Δ looks to Ale––>  
  ted: +looks to Ale then heater+  
16                 (0.3)
17                 (0.4)
18 ANN: ↑Turn off ↓heater.
19         (2.4)Δ
  ann:            –>Δ
20 TED: +ºI think it might be (broken).º
  ted: +looks at Ale then heater––>
21         ∇       (3.7)    ∇
  ann:         ∇draws curtains∇
22 ANN: Δ↑Ale:xa,
  ann: Δlooks at Alex––>
23    + +(0.4)      +  
  ted: ––>+ +looks down+  
24         (0.5)  
25 ANN: ↑Turn ↑heater off.Δ  
  Ann:                   ––>Δ  
26         (1.3)   &heater turns off. . .& 
27 ANN: ↑Righ[t_∇ ]  
28 ALE:         [Okay ]  
  ann:   walks over to end of bed–>>  
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moves past. In this sense, Ann remains committed to her task while Ted again begins to 
‘upgrade’ the design of his request in pursuit of a response from Alexa: first he interjects 
during Alexa’s error message in line 7 by re-using the wake word ‘Alexa’, which inter-
rupts Alexa’s turn in progress as the device responds to the summons by ‘listening’ for a 
command. Ted then changes the syntax of his request from ‘turn heater off’ in line 4 to 
‘turn off heater’ in line 9, while raising the intonation of the wake-word ‘Alexa?’ at line 
11. Again, these incremental modifications to the recipient design of Ted’s requests sug-
gest he ascribes Alexa a degree of agency in recipiency.

When Ann steps in to help Ted, we get stronger evidence for the accountability of 
Alexa’s conduct and agency in the way Ann shouts at and appears to ‘blame’ Alexa for 
Ted’s difficulties. When Ann looks up from her task, she finds Ted looking from her to 
the heater then back to Alexa. Ann quickly treats this as an opportunity to assist Ted with 
his task. She immediately suspends her current task and shouts the wake-word ‘ALEXA’, 
then does the request ‘↑Turn off ↓heater’. With emphatic prosodic stress and a sharp 
intonational shift we can recognize and describe Ann’s request (at least from the ana-
lyst’s interpretative perspective), as also ‘doing a reprimand’. Furthermore, Ted also then 
attributes blame to Alexa by saying ‘I think it might be (broken)’. One Ann completes 
her previous task of closing the curtains, she continues blaming/reprimanding Alexa by 
shouting ‘↑Ale:xa’, even more loudly and with markedly higher pitch, followed by the 
emphatic command ‘↑Turn ↑heater off’. Finally, as Alexa finally turns the heater off, 
Ann says ‘↑Right’, closing the sequence, and moving to the next task.

In our previous examples, we have seen more tacit forms of ‘hybrid’ or ‘ascribed’ 
agency emerge in the coordination and temporality, and in the recipient design of joint 
activities in a smart homecare setting. Here, however, we see a more clear-cut attribution 
of intentionality and agency in the way that Ann seems to blame and reprimand Alexa 
while stepping in and assisting Ted. Furthermore, by blaming Alexa, here, Ann protects 
Ted’s sense of agency and competence: if Alexa is to blame, then Ted is not at fault for 
being unable to get Alexa to turn off the heater. In extract 2, and in many other instances 
in these data (see e.g. Albert et al., 2023), Ann only intervenes to help Ted after either 
asking or being explicitly granted permission to do so. In this way, Ann maintains Ted’s 
prerogative to animate Alexa to do ‘his’ tasks, upholding Ted’s agency as an active par-
ticipant in the care routine. In Extract 3, we see that Ann carefully monitors Ted’s activi-
ties, and can intervene to offer assistance where needed. By blaming Alexa, Ann manages 
the accountability of her intervention as well as its implications for Ted’s agency and 
competence as a participant.

Discussion and conclusion

Our analysis showcases a powerful example of how participants in a smart homecare 
setting can distribute their labor in ways that prioritize and protect the agency of the 
service user. Firstly, we showed how, in this setting, the agency of all participants,  
human or machine, is constructed through the joint management of routine tasks. When 
a participant initiates an action, pursues a response, or responds to an initiation in this 
interactional environment, they implicate their own agency and the agentic involvement 
of others. These pragmatic understandings of agency are similar to the ‘hybrid’ and 
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‘ascribed’ forms of robotic agency identified by Pelikan et al. (2022). Secondly, we 
found that in moments where the interaction ran into trouble, i.e., when Alexa did not 
respond as requested, this presented participants with an opportunity to renegotiate their 
contingent degrees of agency by withholding assistance, by intervening to help, or by 
ascribing blame to Alexa as a  ‘scapegoat’. Where others (including a technical device) 
are available for the attribution of blame and the ascription of interactional incompe-
tence (see Tuncer et al., 2023), this can mitigate against such ascriptions and attribu-
tions to the service user (Ekberg et al., 2020). Blaming the virtual assistant here also 
manages conflicting priorities in discourses of agency in care work: providing ways of 
doing assistance without undermining the agency of the care service user.

These findings also have some critical implications for the technical and conceptual 
design of homecare systems and services.

Firstly, it is striking that the participants in our data use the participation framework 
of their care routine to combine cheap consumer technologies into a highly functional 
smart homecare system. The functionality here depends on the realization of distributed, 
hybrid agency with humans and machines, rather than reliance on the kinds of expensive, 
high-tech, and often dysfunctional care robotics systems that still dominate the techno-
logical imaginary of this research area (Wright, 2023).

Secondly, the smart homecare setting described here demonstrates how participants 
can harness forms of hybrid and attributed agency involving technology – in the broadest 
sense – including what Sacks (1984) calls ‘the technology of conversation’. Like the 
frame of ‘interdependence’ for assistive technology proposed by Bennett et al. (2018), 
our analysis suggests an alternative to what Jackson et al. (2022) describes as the high-
tech ‘disability dongle’ design paradigm. Rather than starting by building mediagenic 
gadgets that target an individual’s impairments for a medical or technical ‘quick fix’, we 
might initiate a design process by observing the distribution of agency and shifts between 
interactional roles and tasks in this kind of naturalistic setting.

Finally, we see how all participants are involved, in different ways, in the co-produc-
tion and maintenance of the technical and interactional infrastructures of this smart 
homecare setting. This perspective highlights the inadequacy of widespread utilitarian 
concepts and rhetoric about the potential ‘efficiencies’ of replacing human care support 
that often motivate assistive technology and care robotics research (e.g. Bedaf et al., 
2013; García-Soler et al., 2018).

Our findings also carry some broader methodological implications for our analytic 
approach to distributed agency and issues of interactional competence in computers, 
animals, and other ‘analytic objects’ (Edwards, 1994) which do not carry unquestioned 
assumptions of agency. For example, we could be inspired, in our analytic approach, by 
emulating the unproblematic and unmarked integration of the virtual assistant into the 
coordination of the homecare routine. As Jefferson (1989: 429) says of ‘the alien charac-
ter of conversation analysis’: when examining smart homecare interactions, we might 
adopt an analytic approach that eschews the normative assumptions about agency built 
into lay characterizations of categories such as ‘human’ and ‘machine’.

Declaration of conflicting interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship, 
and/or publication of this article.



Albert and Hall	 915

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research, authorship, and/
or publication of this article: This research was supported by an ESRC PhD studentship funded 
through the Midlands Graduate School DTP [ES/P000711/1] and Loughborough University. The 
data on which this paper draws were collected for a British Academy/Leverhulme Small Research 
Grant [SRG19\191529] awarded to Saul Albert.

References

Abou Allaban A, Wang M and Padır T (2020) A systematic review of robotics research in support 
of in-home care for older adults. Information 11(2): 75.

Alač M (2016) Points to and shakes the robot’s hand: Intimacy as situated interactional mainte-
nance of humanoid technology. Zeitshrift für Medienwissenschaft 8(15): 41–71.

Alač M, Movellan J and Tanaka F (2011) When a robot is social: Spatial arrangements and multi-
modal semiotic engagement in the practice of social robotics. Social Studies of Science 41(6): 
893–926.

Albert S, Hamann M and Stokoe E (2023) Conversational user interfaces in smart homecare inter-
actions: A conversation analytic case study. In: Proceedings of the 5th international confer-
ence on conversational user interfaces, New York, NY, USA, 19 July, pp.1–12. CUI’23. New 
York: Association for Computing Machinery.

Amazon (2019) Amazon Alexa: Sharing is caring. Available at: https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=225Wlg3pkdo (accessed 30 October 2019).

Antaki C (2011) Applied Conversation Analysis: Intervention and Change in Institutional Talk. 
London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Antaki C and Crompton RJ (2015) Conversational practices promoting a discourse of agency for 
adults with intellectual disabilities. Discourse & Society 26(6): 645–661.

Beaney P, Kalirai HS and Chambers R (2020) Alexa.  .  . what pills do I need to take today? 
Prescriber 31(6): 20–23.

Bedaf S, Gelderblom GJ, de Witte L, et al. (2013) Selecting services for a service robot: Evaluating 
the problematic activities threatening the independence of elderly persons. In: 2013 IEEE 
13th international conference on rehabilitation robotics (ICORR), June, pp.1–6. Available at: 
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/6650458 (accessed 17 March 2024).

Bennett CL, Brady E and Branham SM (2018) Interdependence as a frame for assistive tech-
nology research and design. In: ASSETS ’18: Proceedings of the 20th International ACM 
SIGACCESS Conference on Computers and Accessibility, New York, NY, USA, 8 October 
2018, pp. 161–173. Association for Computing Machinery.

Callejas Z and López-Cózar R (2009) Designing smart home interfaces for the elderly. ACM 
SIGACCESS Accessibility and Computing 95: 10–16.

Cluley V, Fyson R and Pilnick A (2020) Theorising disability: A practical and representative 
ontology of learning disability. Disability & Society 35(2): 235–257.

Dewsbury G, Clarke K, Randall D, et al. (2004) The anti-social model of disability. Disability & 
Society 19(2): 145–158.

Dingemanse M (2020) Recruiting assistance and collaboration: A West-African corpus study. In: 
Simeon Floyd GR and Enfield NJ (eds) Getting Others to Do Things: A Pragmatic Typology 
of Recruitments. Diversity Linguistics. Berlin: Language Science Press, pp.369–421.

Dingemanse M, Liesenfeld A, Rasenberg M, et al. (2023) Beyond single-mindedness: A figure-
ground reversal for the cognitive sciences. Cognitive Science 47(1): e13230.

Do HM, Pham M, Sheng W, et al. (2018) RiSH: A robot-integrated smart home for elderly care. 
Robotics and Autonomous Systems 101: 74–92.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=225Wlg3pkdo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=225Wlg3pkdo
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/6650458


916	 Discourse & Communication 18(6)

Due BL (2021) Distributed perception: Co-operation between sense-able, actionable, and account-
able semiotic agents. Symbolic Interaction 44(1): 134–162.

Edwards D (1994) Imitation and artifice in apes, humans, and machines. American Behavioral 
Scientist 37(6): 754–771.

Ekberg K, Hickson L and Lind C (2020) Practices of negotiating responsibility for troubles in inter-
action involving people with hearing impairment. In: Wilkinson R, Rae JP and Rasmussen G 
(eds) Atypical Interaction: The Impact of Communicative Impairments Within Everyday Talk. 
Cham: Springer International Publishing, pp.409–433.

Emirbayer M and Mische A (1998) What is agency? American Journal of Sociology 103(4): 962–
1023.

Enfield NJ and Kockelman P (2017) Distributed Agency. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.
Fischer G (2001) User modeling in human–computer interaction. User Modeling and User-Adapted 

Interaction 11(1): 65–86.
García-Soler Á, Facal D, Díaz-Orueta U, et al. (2018) Inclusion of service robots in the daily lives 

of frail older users: A step-by-step definition procedure on users’ requirements. Archives of 
Gerontology and Geriatrics 74: 191–196.

Hall and Albert (2024) Doing virtual companionship with Alexa. Social Interaction. Video-Based 
Studies of Human Sociality 7(3): 3.

Harrison M (2014) Ideas and Outcomes of Social Action (ed. Arches J). Norwich: Social Action 
Solutions. Available at: http://socialaction.info/docs/social_outcomes_booklet.pdf (accessed 
13 July 2023).

Hersh MA and Johnson MA (2008) Disability and assistive technology systems. In: Hersh MA and 
Johnson MA (eds) Assistive Technology for Visually Impaired and Blind People. London: 
Springer, pp.1–50.

Hester H and Srnicek N (2023) After Work: A History of the Home and the Fight for Free Time. 
London and New York, NY: Verso.

Holmberg M, Valmari G and Lundgren SM (2012) Patients′ experiences of homecare nursing: 
Balancing the duality between obtaining care and to maintain dignity and self-determination. 
Scandinavian Journal of Caring Sciences 26(4): 705–712.

Jackson L, Haagaard A and Williams R (2022) Disability Dongle | Platypus. Available at: https://
blog.castac.org/2022/04/disability-dongle/ (accessed 13 July 2023).

Jefferson G (1989) Letter to the Editor Re: Anita Pomerantz’ Epilogue to the Special Issue on 
Sequential Organization of Conversational Activities, Spring 1989. Western Journal of 
Speech Communication 53: 427–429.

Kim K, Norouzi N, Losekamp T, et al. (2019) Effects of patient care assistant embodiment and 
computer mediation on user experience. In: 2019 IEEE international conference on artificial 
intelligence and virtual reality (AIVR), San Diego, CA, USA, 9–11 December, pp.17–177. 
New York: IEEE.

Krummheuer AL (2015) Technical agency in practice: The enactment of artefacts as conversation 
partners, actants and opponents. PsychNology Journal 13(2–3): 179–202.

Mondada L (2018) Multiple temporalities of language and body in interaction: Challenges for 
transcribing multimodality. Research on Language and Social Interaction 51(1): 85–106.

Pelikan H, Broth M and Keevallik L (2022) When a robot comes to life: The interactional achieve-
ment of agency as a transient phenomenon. Social Interaction. Video-Based Studies of Human 
Sociality 5(3): 3.

Pilnick A (2022) Reconsidering Patient Centred Care: Between Autonomy and Abandonment. 
Bingley: Emerald Publishing.

Pirhonen J and Pietilä I (2018) Active and non-active agents: Residents’ agency in assisted living. 
Ageing & Society 38(1): 19–36.

http://socialaction.info/docs/social_outcomes_booklet.pdf
https://blog.castac.org/2022/04/disability-dongle/
https://blog.castac.org/2022/04/disability-dongle/


Albert and Hall	 917

Pitsch K (2016) Limits and opportunities for mathematizing communicational conduct for social 
robotics in the real world? Toward enabling a robot to make use of the human’s competences. 
AI & SOCIETY 31(4): 587–593.

Ris I, Schnepp W and Mahrer Imhof R (2019) An integrative review on family caregivers’ 
involvement in care of home-dwelling elderly. Health & Social Care in the Community 27(3): 
e95–e111.

Rooijackers TH, Metzelthin SF, van Rossum E, et al. (2021) Economic evaluation of a reable-
ment training program for homecare staff targeting sedentary behavior in community-
dwelling older adults compared to usual care: A cluster randomized controlled trial. Clinical 
Interventions in Aging 16: 2095–2109.

Rozanova J (2010) Discourse of successful aging in The Globe & Mail: Insights from critical ger-
ontology. Journal of Aging Studies 24(4): 213–222.

Sacks H (1984) On doing ‘being ordinary’. In: Heritage J and Atkinson JM (eds) Structures of 
Social Action: Studies in Conversation Analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
pp.413–429.

Schlepper L and Dodsworth E (2023) The decline of publicly funded social care for older adults. 
Available at: https://www.nuffieldtrust.org.uk/resource/the-decline-of-publicly-funded-social 
-care-for-older-adults (accessed 11 May 2023).

Stivers T and Rossano F (2010) Mobilizing response. Research on Language & Social Interaction 
43(1): 3–31.

The Health Foundation (2021) How much does the NHS and social care workforce need to grow 
by over the next decade to meet demand? Available at: https://www.health.org.uk/news-and-
comment/charts-and-infographics/how-much-does-the-nhs-and-social-care-workforce-need-
to-grow (accessed 11 May 2023).

Tuncer S, Licoppe C, Luff P, et al. (2023) Recipient design in human–robot interaction: The emer-
gent assessment of a robot’s competence. AI & Society. Epub ahead of print 5 January 2023. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00146-022-01608-7

Wray S (2004) What constitutes agency and empowerment for women in later life? The Sociological 
Review 52(1): 22–38.

Wright J (2021) The alexafication of adult social care: Virtual assistants and the changing role of 
local government in England. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public 
Health 18(2): 812.

Wright J (2023) Robots Won’t Save Japan: An Ethnography of Eldercare Automation. The culture 
and politics of health care work. Ithaca, NY: ILR Press, an imprint of Cornell University 
Press.

Author biographies

Saul Albert is a senior lecturer in Social Science (Social Psychology) in the Department of 
Communication and Media at Loughborough University, UK and is a member of the Discourse 
And Rhetoric Group (DARG).

Lauren Hall is a postgraduate researcher in the Department of Communication and Media at 
Loughborough University, UK, and is a member of the Discourse And Rhetoric Group (DARG). 
Her work is supported by an ESRC PhD studentship funded through the Midlands Graduate School 
DTP [ES/P000711/1] and Loughborough University.

https://www.nuffieldtrust.org.uk/resource/the-decline-of-publicly-funded-social-care-for-older-adults
https://www.nuffieldtrust.org.uk/resource/the-decline-of-publicly-funded-social-care-for-older-adults
https://www.health.org.uk/news-and-comment/charts-and-infographics/how-much-does-the-nhs-and-social-care-workforce-need-to-grow
https://www.health.org.uk/news-and-comment/charts-and-infographics/how-much-does-the-nhs-and-social-care-workforce-need-to-grow
https://www.health.org.uk/news-and-comment/charts-and-infographics/how-much-does-the-nhs-and-social-care-workforce-need-to-grow
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00146-022-01608-7

