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Abstract 
 

This paper describes the problems posed by revolving doors for groups entering together, as 
mobile formations, and the resources people use to resolve this problem. It draws upon 
experiments with different camera perspective to capture walking through revolving doors, 
ranging from a static perspective to capturing the members’ perspectives. The analysis reveals 
the work involved in walking together as a formation. Groups walk up to the doors side by 
side and have to either file through one door or select separate doors, potentially separating 
them from the group while maintaining the side-by-side format.  Using this approach the 
paper contributes to the understanding of one specific mobile formation and examines of the 
methodological possibilities in capturing the organisations of pedestrians in and through 
movement. 
 

Keywords 
Mobility, mobile formations, video analysis, ethnomethodology, doors, walking 
 
  



 3 

 

On doors 
“Walls are a nice invention, but if there were no holes in them there would be no way to 
get in or out – they would be mausoleums or tombs. The problem is that if you make 
holes in the walls, anything and anyone can get in and out (bears, visitors, dust, rats, 
noise.) So architects invented this hybrid: a hole-wall, often called a door.“ (Latour, 
1988) 

Doors are underestimated inventions, enabling us to enjoy the protection of walls 
without enclosing us in solitude. This basic functionality of switching between being a 
hole and a wall was, according to Bruno Latour’s classical articles (1988; 1992), 
complemented with other social dimensions delegated to it, such as, force, value, 
duties, ethics and so on. Yet doors “are such ordinary objects that, although we 
constantly use them we seldom give them a second glance.” (Vince, 1995:3). 
Because we take the humble door for granted we fail to realize how much work 
happens at them, around them and through them. Furthermore, there are so many 
different doors around: public doors, bedroom doors, front doors, car doors, doors 
with windows, sliding doors, revolving doors. The local materials variations become 
co-creator of one or another ‘local cultural condition’ (Latour, 1988:301). Social 
actors, unable to operate doors, tend to be immobilized in our society as any cat or 
dog will tell you. Donald Norman (1988) has turned a designer’s eye upon what the 
interaction with doors involves, acknowledging that if we ignore the design of doors it 
leads to all manner of problems for their users. Norman was fascinated with the 
variation in designs of doors, confusing users’ understanding of how the particular 
door in front of them should be opened: 

 “You come to a door. In which direction does it open? Should you pull or push, on the 
left or the right? Maybe the door slides? If so, in which direction?” (Norman, 1998: 3).  

While Latour follows the delegation of labour to hinges, Norman is more interested in 
how users struggle to correctly identify first time whether the door should be opened 
by pushing it or pulling it. Our concern turns toward a door as a place to start 
formulating what is going to happen during and after using the door, after entering or 
exiting whatever space it connects. As we approach, we expect to find something on 
the other side even though we cannot know for certain that there is something on the 
other side. When you enter a building through a door, you may be considering what 
the next action will be. Doors in this sense are similar to other technologies that 
connect one space to another, like escalators and elevators; there is a ‘before’ and 
there is an ‘after’. 

Doors, then, are not only devices that we deal with momentarily, they play a part in 
the larger courses of action unfolding when we are entering and exiting rooms, 
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buildings, vehicles and so on. A door is what “makes space habitable” (Metcalfe & 
Ferguson, 2001). Without doors there would not be an outside or an inside; the door 
separates and connects (Simmel, 1994). Doors form borders between Goffman’s 
(1956) frontstage and backstage of the restaurant. However, the door itself can 
therefore not be understood as a hole or a wall, it is both and neither; it is a ‘half-
open being’ (Metcalfe & Ferguson, 2001). Doors are not only in-between inside and 
outside, quite often they are in-between public and private. The doors studied in this 
paper are not domesticated but rather appropriated in public. Hence they resemble 
things such as urban furniture, benches (Schuchat, 2001), shopping carts (Cochoy & 
Grandclément, 2005), street poles and crossings (Latour, 2003) where the common 
denominator is that we are expected to use them, and learn how to use them in 
public.  

There is a peculiar type of door, which is in a sense open and closed at the same 
time: the revolving door. While the revolving door is a wall-hole as well, there are a 
number of obvious differences between a revolving door and the ‘regular’ notion of a 
door that reformulates many of the before-mentioned the problems. Commercially, 
revolving doors are marketed as having several benefits that address common 
problems with doors. For example revolving doors are described as cost effective 
and safe: 

“Revolving doors allow free pedestrian traffic movement, without exposing the building 
to outside elements. Revolving doors are a good investment, because they save the 
building owner money. Revolving doors can offer a cost payback, due to energy savings, 
in as little as two or three years.”  
(http://www.edsdoors.com/9000.htm#manualrevolver Eastern Door Service inc.) 
 
“[S]ocial norms such as holding the door open for the next person also undermine the 
integrity of the building. A relatively recent but proven approach to controlled access 
combines the established environmental and aesthetic benefits of revolving doors with a 
verification device that controls access into the building.” 
(http://www.hortondoors.com/Articles/body_article1.html Horton Automatic Doors) 

As Horton proudly proclaim the design of a revolving door makes it impossible or 
unnecessary to hold doors open. The design solves the problem of making sure that 
people close the door, after they have used it, something that Latour was concerned 
with (using his terminology, it is another program that increases the possibility of 
keeping the door closed). Revolving doors also simplify Norman’s design problem of 
showing whether we are to push or pull the door; they can only be pushed. 

Our study of the revolving door is something else than a study of a door. The 
revolving door is actually several doors; as you open one door another door will be 
closing behind you. Second, our study focuses on the joint action between and within 
groups of door users, rather than on the interaction between one door and its user. 
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Taking an ethnomethodological stance, we are interested in examining the 
observable intersubjective resources produced and used by members of the setting, 
rather than just examining one individual’s interaction with a physical object. Third, 
because we aim to make an empirical investigation of walking through doors and 
interaction between formations of people as they do this, our study is based on 
different types of empirical data. While it is not without philosophical import, we have 
taken ‘empirical’ materials as of primary importance for our investigations. The data 
we have in hand is of naturally-occurring door use.  

As we will see, while the revolving door solves some of the problems its marketers 
promised it would, it also creates new sets of problems. For instance, it excludes 
people who are not strong enough to push the door, as well as those with big or long 
parcels. Also, and this will be the focus of this paper, the revolving door poses 
problems for groups of people, entering or exiting doors as mobile formations. 

Notes on the art of walking 

In producing pedestrian mobility in the more or less crowded avenues of the city 
production and recognition tasks are the on-going situated work of pedestrians. 
Ryave and Scheinken’s (1974) paper on walking, described in detail the production 
and recognition tasks of ‘doing walking together’ and relatedly the act of ‘doing 
walking alone’. Their analysis directed attention to the methods pedestrians use to 
render intelligible relevant others on the pavement as [walking together] or [walking 
alone] that are central to these mobile formations of the pavement. As they note, 
spatial proximity, direction and pace are crucial in the production and recognition of 
walking-together.  

“The requirement of spatial proximity is illustrated by the observations that (a) 
participants who have lost some proximity will engage in repair work ranging from 
hurrying or slowing to calling out or later explaining the separation, (b) relatedly, 
violation of the maintenance of spatial proximity fundamentally undermines the 
enterprise of walking-together and can be seen as a serious interactional breach, and 
(c) similarly related, spatial proximity is a requisite for the production of some of the 
togethering-bound-activities like body contact and verbal exchanges.” (1974:271) 

When walking, one can encounter obstacles making the walking more difficult, like a 
lamppost, another group of people, someone walking a dog, etc. Especially for a 
group, it can be a challenge to continue with the togethering-bound-activities when 
an obstacle intervenes. Ryave and Scheinken provide the following example:  

“Another illustration from our data is an instance in which three members were 
observed walking-together while making a left turn from the street-crossing onto the 
pavement; in that each adjusted his pace so as to make the turning non-disruptive of the 
established spatial proximity, the sense of seeing them as a togethering was 
secured.”(1974:270) 
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For their study, Ryave and Scheinken used two eight-minute segments of film on a 
pavement used by students to move from different classes. The space was 
constricted and the pedestrians had to manoeuvre past one another providing then a 
number of disruptions to togetherings.  

Walking is not an obscure activity; it is so commonplace that laypersons and social 
scientists take it for granted. However it is an activity that ethnographers have spent 
weeks or months going native in amongst other and their own walking cultures to 
comprehend (Ingold & Vergunst, 2008; Lorimer, Ingold, & Lund, 2002; Middleton, 
2010; Wylie, 2005). It is the courses of action as it happened that we want to try and 
describe in this article not the accounts of the actions of walking together and alone 
that post hoc interviews can provide.  

Method  

The following scenery is what you would experience, if you, for some reason, visit 
University of Gothenburg and the school of business, economics and law. The main 
building is easy to spot, when walking down Vasagatan or Sprängkullegatan. A white, 
circular building rises on one side of the conjunction of these roads, like a huge 
corner tower of a castle. Unlike 
many institutionalized buildings it 
does not centre on a grand 
entrance with huge doors and big 
stairs (Gieryn, 1999). The tower 
captures your eye, but does not 
have a directly visible door to the 
street. There is a huge window in 
the middle of the circular wall, 
located two stores up. But the entry 
is still not apparent. As you come 
closer to the tower you find an 
opening between the ‘tower’ and 
an adjacent building that is also a part of the university complex. This opening is 
similar to an entrance to a ‘court yard’. A glassed extension of the ‘tower’ seems to 
be the entrance. Two doors beside each other provide the possibility of getting into 
the building. After entering one of the doors, you realize that both doors go to the 
same small area, which seems to be used as a kind of ‘sluice’ between the out and 
the in. Regardless of what door you choose you will enter into the same small sluice. 
You have two glassed doors behind you, and two revolving doors and one regular 
door in front of you. The room has a geometrical structure; the walls are 

Figure 1: The building in which the revolving doors are located. 
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perpendicular to the tangent line of the ‘tower’. Having passed through the sluice you 
enter into a spacious area. On the left side, after entering the regular door there is a 
long ramp (indicating that the regular door was built to enable humans accompanied 
by wheel chairs, trolleys, and the like). On the right end, by the revolving doors, are a 
small staircase and a large spacious forum. The wall on the right side is white, robust 
concrete that hides the content of the tower from the entrance-room. This wall is 
circular like the tower. The wall on the left on the other hand consists of radiators and 
a glassed wall towards the ‘court-yard’. The room that you have entered is similar to 
an indoor square rather than an entrance. This room and the doors connecting the 
room to the outside world is the scene for our fieldwork.  

 

Data collection 

We conducted our study by using a video camera, capturing data on doing walking 
through revolving doors. Equally important in the fieldwork was our presence at the 
site. By being there we could understand the various sequences of actions in a 
similar way as the order-productive co-present cohort did. Since we were part of the 
setting we participated in, our recognition-work was simultaneous to the production-
work constructed by the subject. Video recordings augmented our on-site note-
taking, allowing us to follow through the organisation of activities that are normally 
over in seconds. Also, one of the purposes of the workshop as part of which the 
recordings were made was to elaborate and stretch the limits of data collection in 
public spaces.  

Figure 2:  An overview of the revolving 
doors studied in this paper. 
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Three steps were distinct to conducting fieldwork in doorways (as against their other 
uses). First, we had to find a suitable site and familiarise ourselves with it. When we 
entered the building, the square inside the building was almost empty. “Okay, okay, 
okay, here they [the revolving doors] are but where is the action?” we asked 
ourselves. The first answer being that the organisation of doorways has temporal 
features.  

Second, we had to analyse the area around the doorway for the purposes of setting 
up the camera. After some scouting around we placed it beside a plant and a pillar 
behind us and were thus already orienting toward the expected flow of traffic to and 
from the doors. Having made some recordings with the camera in this static set-up, 
capturing a sort of typical social science researcher’s perspective on the activity, we 
realised that when it became too crowded, the crowd itself becomes a block on the 
visual recording process.1 Our recording problem is conjoint with that of anyone 
passing by the doors during a rush hour.  

Third, on the second day of the data collection, having run up against the crowds’ 
self-obscuring properties to the static observer we experimented with different ways 
of recording and different locations to position the camera in We filmed from a 
balcony above the revolving doors, what we could call the birds’ eye view or the view 
from above. By doing this we also distanced the camera from the action, and did not 
then have access to the production and recognition work from the perspective of the 
door users. On other hand we had the advantage of capturing the exchange of 
glances between walkers through the doors. A further location on the opposite side of 
the entrance but one storey higher gave us a different overview of the entrance, and 
was then chosen because it allowed use to distinguish people’s actions once the 
square was crowded with people. 

Our next experiment attempted to close in on the subjects’ perspectives during their 
walking out of the door, and we did this through participation in their activity (where 
before we were more like bystanders). We took turns at walking out of the building, 
while holding the video camera. The idea was to follow the sequence up close as it 
unfolded with its evolving visibilities and obstructions. Finally to continue our pursuit 
of the members’ perspective we then asked people exiting the building to film as they 
walked out. In this way we attempted to enrol the participants in the activity of 
recording the practice. To our dismay we did not get recordings of the features of 
walking through doors that leant themselves to analysis. However, it did reveal 

                                                
1 As preliminary findings by Calvignac & Cochoy (2011) have shown the formation of groups (mobile 
formation) in their case “consumovers” change depending on the density of other co-present, hence there might 
be differences in the ways mobile formations moved through the revolving door when the place was crowded 
that we have been unable to detect due to the crowdedness itself.  
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insights into the disruptions researchers inadvertently cause. The people who carried 
the camera for us diverged from their groups. In trying to get a perspective on their 
group for recording purposes they either went in front of their friends or took another 
door than their friends. The work of recording the activity conflicted with the work of 
‘doing walking together’.2 

Analysis 

We will begin this excursion into what it is to do walking through revolving doors, by 
looking at what it is not.  

Excerpt 1 (13.30, member’s perspective) 
AW: so, if you just hold it ((the camera)) like this on your belly like that and 

then you just walk out and leave it [great  
A:       [why don’t you do it yourself 
AW: It is a research project [that we’re involved in  
A:        [hehehe  
A: Cool ((laughter)) 
B: (what that’s retarded)) 
A: Here you go 
DN: Thank you  
A: I should leave this to you 
DN: Yes 
A (or B): Run with it now  
DN: Yes 

 
 
Two men, A and B, are about to exit the building, when two researchers interrupt 
and ask A if he can carry the camera through the revolving doors. A holds the 
camera while talking to Alexandra (one of the researchers). B glances at the camera 
and then puts on his gloves [image 1]. A starts to walk towards the revolving 
doors, still talking to Alexandra. He walks around and in front of B, heading 
towards revolving door number 2. As he approaches the door he giggles and remarks 
“cool”. A and the video camera pass through the revolving door. After the door, A 
and one of two researchers outside, Daniel, establish eye contact [at least, Daniel 
looks into the camera image 2]. A laughs and walks slowly towards the door to the 
left, which is open, and then turns in the direction of the researches. One on the 
researches, Per, waves both his arms and Daniel [image 3] and starts to walk 
towards A and reaches for the camera with both his hands at the same time as A says 
“here you go”. 

                                                
2 This is a simplification, doing walking together has several exceptions where we as members of this society see 
others as walking together even though they do not walk directly close to each other or parallel to each other. 
The reason is that we find ways of “explaining” why they do not directly act as walking together. So, in this 
case, observers could assume that the group and the person filming are seen as walking together but that one 
member is doing something awkward for some reason.  

   
(1,7) 1 (14.7) 2 (19,6) 3 
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This instance from the field reveals how complex the activity of exiting through a door 
is, through revealing how unnatural it seems when it is made simple, as the walker 
above did. Also, it shows how people perceive of this activity, as being quite simple. 
The ‘mission’ that we gave to this young man was to walk out of the doors, carrying 
the camera. Normally, when entering or exiting a door, the mere business of walking 
and managing through the doors, is not carried out with that much thought. But giving 
the young man this task, made him change his behaviour in a way that it became 
quite evident that what he was doing was not just exiting the building with his friend, 
rather it was exiting the building with a camera in hand. The way he carried out this 
task, passing his friend, walking straight out to the researchers outdoors, gave us 
insight into how it can be perceived that walking in and out of revolving doors is 
carried out. The ways in which he exited through the doors stand in stark contrast to 
the way that people not given the mission to walk out the door, walked out the door in 
a natural way, similar to the way a breaching experiment can unveil the naturalistic 
(Garfinkel, 1967, on video see Laurier & Philo 2006). This way of using the video 
then revealed to use what exiting the door is really not about, making it possible to 
see what it is about to a camera’s way of looking. 

In the following, we present video fragments of mobile formation’s practices of 
walking through revolving doors. Our question was: what happens when a mobile 
formation (a group of people), enter or exit the building? The first part of the analysis 
investigates cases where all members of the mobile formation enter through the 
same revolving door The second part deals with cases where members use different 
doors. Both these situations involve work, in order to keep the flow moving in or out 
through the door, to avoid collision, and, what is most important for our purposes, to 
maintain the mobile formation passing through the doors. This section investigates 
the interactional resources available to get this work done.  

Doing not walking together 

Before we have a look at the fragments of people doing walking together, we will look 
at two people exiting through the revolving doors while ensuring they do not give the 
appearance of walking together. We will show the ways in which doing [walking 
together] and [not walking together] differ, which is evident in the work it takes to 
make it be recognized as different. However, the same interactional resources, such 
as speed, body orientation, and glancing, are used in both cases.  
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Excerpt 2 (researchers’ perspective) 

C walks towards the doors to leave the building, the direction of body and 
face indicates that he is heading towards revolving door number 2. Behind him 
D, catches up, his face is directed to the left of C but he walks towards the 
right with a substantially higher speed [image 1]. Midway through the 
staircase D shifts body direction slightly towards the left [image 2], 
changing his trajectory from heading towards the regular door to a move 
towards revolving door no 2. Both C and D reach the top stairs at the same 
time [image 3] with the same trajectory (towards revolving door no 2). With a 
shift of center of gravity C turns the toes of his left foot pointing to the 
left [image 4] and then swings his right leg around and changes direction 
towards revolving door 1 [image 5] they both pass each revolving door almost 
simultaneously and leave the building. C uses the automatic door opener for 
the external doors and in the distance one can see D passing in front of C as 
D is walking towards the left and C heads to the right.  

 
 

 
 
 
 

In this excerpt C & D simultaneously left the building, without participating in the 
same mobile formation. Their difference in speed was a key resource in their 
production- & recognition-work as not being a together. Their exit as not together 
became problematic when they found themselves heading for the same door with 
projectable convergent arrival times. The man with the higher speed was given way, 
while the other had to change direction with small shifts of his feet and body. The 

! ! ! ! !
1.2! 5.4! 6.5! 7.3! 8.4!

Place 
where A 
changes 
direction. 

C 
D 
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resources available for solving the problem of heading towards the same door are 
thus speed, glancing and bodily orientation, showing which door one aims to select. 

Greater speed implies ‘being in a greater hurry’ which gains you some extra, though 
contestable rights, in pedestrian (and other transport) situations. The door problem is 
an emerging one; the two men do not ‘see’ it and maybe cannot see it from far away, 
their selection of the same door is not certain until they are close-up. You can select 
the same door as someone else without it being a problem, unless you will hit it at 
the same time. 

Having shown that there is an effort in doing not walking together, and the resources 
involved to do this, we move on to formations of people walking together in groups, 
and the work it takes to maintain the group while using the doors. 

Reforming the group 

This paper deals with how groups manage to maintain themselves as a formation, 
while passing through an obstacle like doors. We have found that, having entered or 
exited the revolving door, the members of the group work to reform the group. The 
following two fragments show examples of how this is done.  

Excerpt 3 (researchers’ perspective)  
 

! ! !
2.6! 4.9! 5.2!
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! !
11.3! 14.5!
 

Three women enter the building through revolving door 1. E is the first in 
the group to enter. As soon as she is inside she turns her head to the left, 
takes one step away from the door while turning her body to the left and then 
taking one step backwards (backing into a plant placed between the door and 
the stairs) [image 1]. Thereby she creates a space for the next person 
entering through the revolving door. E waits beside the door. The next woman 
entering, F with a long scarf, turns her head to the right as she takes one 
step forward and then stops in front of the door, looking back, as the door 
continues to revolve [image 2]. As G, the third woman enters the building, F 
hands something over to G. Simultaneously A starts to move, hunching with her 
head to avoid collision with the plant, moving inwards and then down towards 
the stairs, slightly in front of the other two. E keeps her body partly 
vertical in relation to her direction (having her left shoulder backwards) so 
that she can turn her face back to her companions moving her face back and 
forth [image 3]. As soon as F has handed over something to G, F also turns 
her body to align it with her direction of walking moving towards the stairs. 
G reaches the stairs slightly before G but after E. Erica looks down the 
stairs as she ascends. Once F and G are on the last step of the stairs they 
are both parallel, having the same rhythm in their steps (the same leg at the 
same time) [image 4]. This was not the case when they started to descend down 
the stairs. F looks at G after leaving the stairs while G looks back at F and 
similarly E turns her head looking at F then moving her focus over to G. F 
also shifts focus and looks at E while E continues to move forward, looking 
back over her shoulder. The rhythm of the steps of E is not the same as the 
two others.  

 

Place where E and F slow 
down to await G. 

E    F   G 
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Having entered through the door, E who entered first waits for the second person. E 
shows that she is waiting through stopping, and through her bodily orientation and 
glancing toward the door and the person entering. F enters, and stops to wait for G, 
the third and last person, on top of the stairs, before walking down all together in a 
row, with the group reformed. The way the bodies are directed towards each other, 
the shared rhythm of the steps by F and G and their walking in parallel making them 
visible as a together. 

In the next fragment, the first person who enters does similar things to show that he 
is walking as a together with the person about to enter through the door. In this case, 
he does not stop, but slows down, letting his friend catch up. 

Excerpt 4 (researchers’ perspective)  
 

! ! ! !
1.9! 10.4! 13.4! 17.1!
 

The outer door to the left opens, a man, H, stands still outside with the 
head tilted to the right, once the door is open another man, I, enters into 
the sluice with H following tight behind. (Presumably I opened the door while 
H was waiting for him to enter). I enters revolving door 1. His face is 
turned slightly backwards looking over his left shoulder while he starts to 
walk trough the revolving door. H stands behind him waiting for the door to 
revolve so that he can go through. I exits the revolving door and continues 
to walk straight ahead also looking straight into the foyer.  After two steps 
I tilts his head to the right slightly, with his right shoulder a bit back. I 
walks slowly while H is exiting the revolving door at this time. When H and I 
are by the stairs they are parallel with each other. I continues with his 
torso a bit tilted towards his right. The men ascend the stairs with their 
heads slightly towards each other. Once they are at the end of the stairs the 
rhythm are similar but opposite (I lifts his left leg simultaneously as H 
lifts his right leg etc.). They continue to walk side by side.  
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H who is first to step on the first step of the stairs, moves over so that the I can walk 
beside him. The speed is adjusted so that when they have walked down these few 
steps, they are walking side-by-side in a row, and keeping the same or opposite 
rhythm with their feet. It seems as if the staircase is used as a catch-up place, 
enabling the together to re-form.  

The problem is to dis-assemble and the re-assemble a side-by-side formation. In dis-
assembling the together has to establish what members of their together go first and 
then each next person through the revolving door. There is then a finely tuned mutual 
awareness of their trajectory that allows one to select themselves as the first. In order 
to reform the group, the person who became the first, then has to initiate the re-
assembly work. This they do by showing that they are ‘doing waiting’ by their bodily 
orientation and glancing toward the door and the next member approaching. Waiting 
is then a device also for showing others that this person is part of a together yet to re-
assemble. 

The two previous excerpts show how the ‘challenge’ of a revolving door as a one-at-
a-time device is smoothly managed by groups by using spatial features such as the 
stairs and by body orientation and glancing. However, passing through the door in 
mobile formation is not always as smooth. In the following example, where one of the 
researchers followed the walkers with a camera, problem occurs when the second 
walker misjudges the size of the door.  

H I 



 16 

Excerpt 5 (participants’ perspective) 
 

! ! ! ! !
4.4! 10.6! 11.0! 11.9! 13.6!
 

A man, J, and a woman, K walk together towards the exit. Their pace is not 
synchronized, but they walk in parallel, exchanging glances as they walk 
[image 1]. They walk up the stairs on each side of the bannisters. J reaches 
the top of the stair slightly ahead of K while turning his head towards K, 
looking over his right shoulder [image 2]. Ascending the stairs has changed 
the distance between K and J and on the top of the stair they close in again. 
Approaching the revolving door J turns his head away from K and instead looks 
ahead at the door while he takes one step into the revolving door [image 3]. 
J lifts his right hand to place it on the door handle, lift his right leg 
while leaning towards his left side thereby pushing the revolving door into 
motion [image 4]. K stops in front of the door waiting for J to pass in front 
of her. She then starts to walk closely behind J as he walks through the door 
[image 5]. 

 

! ! ! ! !
14.1! 14.6! 17.5! 22.9! 25.5!
! J: (xxx) 

K: Yes 
((the revolving door hits her)) 
((laughter)) 
K: I thought it was bigger like that it’s usually (xxx) 
((laughter))!

 
When the “back” door is only centimeters from her left shoulder she jumps 
sideways to her right, slightly backwards to avoid colliding with the back 
door [image 6].  Simultaneously she turns her head looking down to her left. 
½ second later she places her left hand on the back door of the revolving 
door and a second after that she steps into the revolving door after J [image 
7]. While J passed the door he looked back over his left shoulder. J stops 
after the door, turning his body to the left and then walks towards the outer 
regular door once K finally is out [image 8]. J is very close to the left 
part of the regular outer door, but he then moves sideways with one step to 
his right and he then opens the regular door (the right part). J walks out in 
front of K and he keeps holding the door handle with this right hand 
stretching his arm as well as his upper body, looking back [image 9]. K also 
touches the door handle with her right hand stretching the arm slightly 
backwards, but K does not look back. Once they finally exited the building 
they continue their conversation, talking with each other while walking side 
by side [image 10]. 
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In an effort presumably to continue doing ‘walking together’ while maintaining both 
speed and proximity, K misjudges the size of the slot and tries to walk into the same 
slot as her friend. The effort was unsuccessful and the pair had to reform the group in 
a similar way as in the previous excerpts. The problem of seeing the capacity of this 
particular revolving door is similar to those problems with doors that Latour and 
Norman discuss. It can be difficult for a first time user of a particular revolving door to 
assess whether the door will allow two-at-a-time (since some do).  

Maintaining the row-formation while exiting through different doors  

The above section dealt with togethers using the same door to enter or exit the 
building. In the following section, members of a row-formation choose different doors. 
We assume that when losing side-by-side proximity, togethering can be secured in 
other ways, especially if there are other available doors also arranged in a row. Using 
different doors is a way to avoid dis-assembling into a file while entering or exiting. 
The group is still split up by doors as one-at-a-time selection devices, but now the 
togethering’s row-format can be maintained.  

Excerpt 6 (researchers’ perspective)  
 

Place where K is hit 
by one of the doors. 

K 
J 
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! ! ! !
1.8! 5.3! 6.8! 11.7!
 

Two men, L and M, walk towards the doors beside each other having the same 
momentum, moving the same legs in the same rhythm (even though M takes 
slightly longer steps) [image 1]. Momentum is maintained until L reaches the 
stairs. L steps become smaller while M speeds up the pace on his way up the 
stairs, thereby they remain partly parallel even though M has a longer 
distance to the door [image 2]. L is walking towards revolving door 2 while M 
is walking towards the regular door to the right. A second before L reaches 
the revolving door M makes a gesture with his left hand in the height of his 
face [image 3]. L enters the revolving door slightly before M reaches the 
regular door, still M passes through the regular door quicker and walks to 
the external doors before L, henceforth M also lifts his left arm as to open 
the external door and subsequently exits though the external door in front of 
L [image 4]. After exiting the door the two men can be seen outside walking 
beside each other in the same direction. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

L M 
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By walking close, parallel to each other at the same high speed, we see the two men 
as doing ‘walking together’. Even though the distance between them differs they 
keep the same rhythm. At the doors they select two doors rather than one for the 
mobile formation, enabling them to exit as a row without having to wait or slowing 
down. As they select separate doors which although carrying some sense of being 
side-by-side is still threatened by their one-at-a-time division M, uses gazing to retain 
their doing-walking-together (and presumably to monitor position so that like 
separated figure skaters they can rejoin one another with near perfect co-ordination 
on exiting the doors). In fact, reforming the side-by-side arrangement requires a slight 
acceleration after M is through the door.  

A group engaged in the work of doing walking together might use different ways of 
handling obstacles they confront. Even though they might use the same resources in 
such situations the way they repair the group is different. In this excerpt the speed 
and rhythm are practically simultaneous between the two men, thus establishing 
them as doing walking together even though during the exit they are spatially distant 
from each other.  

Conclusions 

Revolving doors are challenging artefacts for people walking as a together. They are 
a one-at-a-time technology, or indeed, a turn-taking machinery, requiring its users to 
establish who goes first and then take each next slot in the door. Using this turn-
taking machinery requires methods for disassembling and re-assembling the 
together. In short, our data described the following phenomena: 

• On approach, members of a together analyse trajectories toward the door and 
establish who will become the first to pass through it 

• Members of the group make their selection process visible through shifts in 
gait & posture and changes in speed 

• After passing through the door, the members of the group wait or adjust their 
speed so as to allow for the others to catch up.  

• When using different doors, the speed is maintained, while spatial proximity is 
lost. The lack of spatial proximity needs to be repaired. 

Discussion 
The main focus of this paper has been to describe the ways in which revolving door 
are managed by groups entering together. In this section, we use this study to 
discuss the methodological issues of relevance for the study of mobile formations, as 
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well as revisiting the findings and what they imply for the social organization of a 
particular form of mobility. 

Studying mobile formations 

We experimented with the video cameras set-up to examine the possibilities for 
recording mobile activities like that of crowds of groups and individuals walking 
through revolving doors. To summarize, four different uses of the camera were 
employed: 

• Researchers’ perspective – static camera, best picture of the enrolling 
activities, reveals segments rather than sequence, perspective similar to 
members’ making a recognition work, obstructed view when crowded 

• Birds eye’ view – static camera, overview, unobstructed view. Perspective and 
angle very different from where the actual production and recognition work 
takes place on the ground. 

• Participants’ perspective – mobile camera, covert, close to the activity, reveals 
sequence rather than segment, view partly obstructed by objects and camera 
use 

• Member’s perspective – mobile, overt, requires enrolment of subjects, does 
not focus on the activity but on the view from the activity  

These different ways of using the camera enabled us to get a much richer picture of 
what it is to walk through revolving doors than say a questionnaire or counting who 
chose which kind of door. Although the researchers’ perspective proved the best 
view of the doors and the flow of people for re-examining their organisation from the 
recording, the other views proved useful in other ways. The members’ perspective 
pointed toward practical problems for asking subjects to record their own pedestrian 
practices. The participant perspective appeared to bring us closer to the activity, yet 
at the same time revealed how much it missed since it was not congruent with the 
access to the setting participants had as walkers. The birds eye’ view made it easier 
to follow individuals, without being obscured by other individuals, but without 
capturing the details ‘from within’ in which the order of the co-present cohort created 
their production & recognition-work (cf. Garfinkel 2002:163), neither were the 
researchers participating in the ground-level production- & recognition-work when we 
filmed on the upper level, which might have affected our analysis when viewing the 
tape. The researchers’ perspective was the film that we could easily transcribe and 
analyse later.  

At the time this data was collected, in 2001, video cameras were lower resolution with 
poor image stabilisation and simply bigger and heavier. Since then, high definition 
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video recorded from small lightweight cameras has become more accessible both to 
laypersons and researchers, and thus we have seen an increasing interest in the use 
of video in capturing mobility as and when it happens (e.g. Büscher et al., 2011, 
Licoppe and Morel, 2009; Weilenmann and Juhlin, 2011). As noted in the edited 
collection on Mobile methods, traditional methodologies are adapted as technology 
evolves: 

“While the familiar sawblades of ethnography and social history edge through the grain 
of mobility and open it up one way, because it is a shifting topic it allows the social 
sciences to re-jig, re-figure and re-calibrate their means of recording and describing the 
world. Except that the recording and description device, the technologies of writing, 
photographing and videographing, are part of the self-same evolution out of which these 
inquiries rise.”(Laurier, foreword, in Büscher et al., 2011) 

On movement through revolving doors 

When first entering the field, we believed that the setting with the revolving doors was 
quite ‘simple’; you have a couple of doors which people can walk either in or out of. 
What could be the big deal? Is there really so much going on? Of course, when we 
began looking, it turned out to be a lot more complex. It was not just that the setting 
was complex with regular doors located next to the revolving door, a couple of stairs 
right after entering the building, and other things in the environment. In addition to 
these physical attributes, it turned out that the social organization of the use of these 
doors by persons walking together was a remarkable collective accomplishment. 
Individuals were not simply going in or out of the doors; we have a social setting with 
collectivities walking together and apart, with and without. 

The design of the revolving door reformulates the delegation of a door closer (cf 
Latour, 1988). Quite simply it means that as you open the door you also close it, and 
the action of closing the door therefore does not have to be delegated to a person or 
a hinge mechanism. However, while this design solves the problem of making sure 
that the door is never left open, how we can move through the door is also changed. 
The door now has slots that walkers have to fit into, slot that have to be entered into 
and exited in a timely fashion or the walker turns into Charlie Chaplin being either 
unable to leave or rotated back inside the building they just exited.  

Why should it be that it is so important that groups stay together in this complex 
doorway? It can in part be explained by the fact that doors make relevant the 
potential dismantling of togethers. Just outside the building is a common place to find 
out if group members are then going in the same direction to go home or for lunch 
etc. Leaving or continuing with group is done in the midst of passing through the 
door. Doors, then, lie between the places where togethers start formulating what will 
happen next and whether they stay together or break apart.  
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