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Editorial on the Research Topic
 The Grammar-Body Interface in Social Interaction



Human communication rests on a complex ecology of multiple resources that are orchestrated for collaborative meaning-making and coordination of social action. The aim of this Research Topic is to analyze how grammar and the body interface in naturally occurring interaction. The contributions draw on conversation analysis and interactional linguistics to demonstrate how verbal and bodily conduct is intricately intertwined: they mutually elaborate each other and are variably synchronized to achieve communicative goals. A distinctive feature of the studies is that they offer collection-based analyses of a range of grammar-body assemblies: recurrent simultaneous or successive combinations of grammatical constructions and bodily behavior. Taken together, they offer a rich demonstration of how analyzing language use in its full local ecology has the potential of deepening, if not revising, our very understanding of language. In this editorial, we will organize the studies into four sections as described below.


MULTIMODAL ACTION FORMATS

Several studies take as their starting point a specific linguistic structure and show how it is systematically coupled with precise multimodal conduct, in particular the deployment of gestures and gaze. These studies demonstrate the routinized character of language-body assemblies that accomplish specific actions in interaction (the authors are listed in alphabetical order).

Studying conversational data from Czech, French, Hebrew, Mandarin, and Romanian, Pekarek Doehler et al. identify a recurrent multimodal assembly through which speakers preface a dispreferred response to various types of sequence-initial actions: The practice involves a turn-initial expression corresponding to English “I don't know”/“dunno” coupled with gaze aversion from the prior speaker. By evidencing how grammar and body interface in related ways across a diverse set of languages, the findings open a window into cross-linguistic, cross-modal, and cross-cultural consistencies in human interactional conduct.

Focusing on the use of gesture in turn-continuing practices with the connective å sen “and then” in Swedish multi-party conversations, Rönnqvist and Lindström identify a recurrent multimodal trajectory: syntactic completion of a first unit + retracted gesture; link to prior talk and upcoming talk with “and then” followed by the core content of the continuation + a redeployed gesture; and finally, syntactic completion of the continuing unit + retracted gesture to a rest position. They thereby add to our understanding of multimodal practices involved in turn-continuation.

In her paper on Finnish, Stevanovic scrutinizes sequences of decision-making, focusing on positive assessments formulated with the particle ihan “quite” in response to proposals. She demonstrates that qualitatively different and variably synchronized embodied behavior, or lack of it, designs the action as either an in-principle acceptance, conceding, or making a joint decision. This analysis highlights the role of body movements in action formation.

The paper by Stoenica and Fiedler shows that one of the most frequent phrases in French talk-in-interaction, the turn-final tu vois ‘you see’, is systematically coupled with the speaker's gaze directed to the recipient, thus constituting a multimodal practice to elicit a sequentially relevant response. The study points out how various modalities are coordinated at turn completion.

Drawing on data from self-defense training in German, Stukenbrock analyzes recurrent couplings of demonstratives and gestures, which she argues are socially sedimented multimodal gestalts that may be subject to transformations in the course of multiple repetitions. In the case under scrutiny, repetition leads to the emergence of a new, reduced multimodal format, which is locally routinized but neither grammatical nor grammaticalized. The study enhances our knowledge on the development of multimodal assemblies over time.

Zinken et al. investigate the uses of impersonal deontic statements such as “It is not allowed to do this” when a rule is breached in board games. These impersonal deontic statements accomplish the action of instruction in that they serve as an account for having enforced a game rule and impart knowledge to less knowledgeable players for the future.



CONTEXTUALLY SENSITIVE SYNTAX IN EMBODIED INTERACTION

A further set of studies consider the intertwinement of syntactic structures with bodily matters, such as tasting, touching, or being under physical strain, and the related materialities. Among other things, they show that various “suspended” or “truncated” formats allow participants to accomplish locally specific actions. The main argument is that syntactic patterns emerge as contextually sensitive structures that are very different from those conjured up as “full” sentences.

Analyzing guided tours in French, Italian, and German, De Stefani demonstrates how – often self-standing – if-clauses are used by tour guides to organize visitors' attention focus on a given object of interest. Multimodal analysis documents the embodied-action projection capacity of such clauses, as they invite co-participants to physically orient to a material object present in the environment. The study reveals how the if-clause is adjusted in the very course of its production to co-participants' physical (re)positioning in space.

Hofstetter et al. discuss the relationship between talking in English or Swedish and bodily strain, analyzing the practice of temporarily suspending syntax while the speaker is accomplishing a physically challenging task. They argue that this is a resource available across contexts to render prominence to the strained body but also maintain rights to resume talk. The study begins to explore how the speaker's body, hitherto relatively ignored in studies of syntax, is implicated in the production of clauses.

Deppermann and Gubina focus on the “seemingly paradoxical package” of the “lean syntax” darf/kann ich? (“may/can I?”)-format indexing low agency and the concurrent embodied actions exerting high agency in German interaction. They report two ways in which the grammatical format and accompanying embodied actions are coordinated, and variably contribute to the treatment of the activity as either probable or certain. Their findings demonstrate the interrelatedness of grammar, bodily actions, and sequential position, as well as the significance of embodied agency.

Mondada's paper examines the intertwinement of embodied practices and emerging Italian syntax, permeated by the sensing body at a tasting session in which the participants are engaged in talking about sensorial features while experiencing them. The study shows how perceptive actions are embedded in the ongoing talk, and how they may affect its smooth progressivity. The choice of syntactic formats is related to the complex ecology of embodied actions, namely to publicly accountable ways of sensing material objects, to ways of addressing the audience, and to visible references to documents that normatively define tasting descriptors.

Skogmyr Marian examines the use of verbally incomplete utterances in complaints about third parties or various situations in French interaction. The findings show that in the initiation of complaints, the speaker leaves utterances verbally incomplete and displays negative stance through bodily-visual conduct; at the end of complaint reports, verbally incomplete utterances are deployed as a summary assessment of the complaint.



GESTURE AND LOCAL MEANING-MAKING IN INTERACTION

Scrutinizing the use of gestural resources in interaction, the authors of the following studies demonstrate the semiotic relevance of specific gestures alongside lexicon and grammar in situated meaning-making. These gesture-language assemblies impact such central aspects as expressing modality, representation of meaning, and stance-taking.

Eskildsen's article examines an embodied object-transfer construction produced by a novice L2 speaker in an English-as-a-Second-Language classroom. The embodied object-transfer construction consists of linguistic structures (e.g., “he told me the story”) and “object-transfer gestures” (consisting of pointing gestures and gestures indicating movement). The L2 speaker's flexible (re-)uses of object-transfer gestures demonstrate the embodied nature of L2 interactional competence.

In her paper on hairdresser-client interactions in French, Horlacher discusses how similarly formatted negative utterances function as either instructions or directives, depending on where in the hairdresser service they are deployed and whether the client is touching their hair or not. Only the latter elicit immediate hairdresser action in response, thus functioning as directives. This highlights the link between materialities, touch, grammar, and action.

Marrese et al. explore the role of the palm-up (PU) gesture in argument sequences, and particularly when participants reach an “impasse” with opposing stances. In this sequential environment, participants produce the PU gesture to pursue a previously established position, and to index the obviousness of that position. The function of the PU gesture is linked to specific grammatical features in American English. This regularity points toward an embodied conceptualization of grammar related to epistemicity.

Urbanik and Svennevig investigate how physical actions are represented through both verbal structures in Norwegian and action-depicting gestures in construction site interaction. Participants use both generic depictions which represent actions as general types, and contextualized depictions which include deictic references or iconic representations. The two types of depictions accomplish different interactional goals, such as pre-empting understanding problems and facilitating understanding of action specifics. The study underlines the relevance of temporal organization of gestures in relation to talk.



THE BODY IN A LINGUISTIC ECOLOGY

The last set of papers empirically evidences how intricately language and the body interface in situated face-to-face interaction. Two of these papers start from a concern with bodily conduct, such as swallowing or handling over material objects, and show how the body acts in ways that hinge on participants' verbal conduct. The other two papers start with a concern with language, demonstrating that linguistic structures, the related actions, and their interactional consequences, cannot be fully understood if analyzed by way of extracting these structures from the very ecologies of their actual use.

Based on their American English data, Fox and Heinemann analyze the manual handing over of objects in a shore-repair shop in terms of turn-taking of the participants' hands. Results show that participants orient to “one person touches at a time” as evident in their minimizing gaps and overlaps in the handing over, and that the very object-transfer is also coordinated with verbal conduct, being typically placed after the repair-request sequence. The study hence investigates turn-taking beyond the verbal modality.

Ogden analyzes how swallowing, a complex physical process, works in conjunction with speech in social interaction. Based on data in British English, he shows how the semiotic affordances of the audible and visible aspects of swallows can be exploited for practical interactional purposes, such as displaying affective stance, projecting more talk to come or yielding a turn. Swallowing is shown to be sensitive to sequential, syntactic and prosodic structures and to the progressivity of talk. This study contributes to our understanding of the interface between physiology and speaking.

Oloff's paper investigates the use of the Czech particle jako (‘like’/‘as’) as a tag-like element that clusters in multi-unit turns expressing subjective stance and mobilizes affiliative responsive actions together with multimodal displays. The paper focuses on its apparent fuzzy or “filler” uses and argues for the potential of jako to open up “interactive turn spaces”, which can be linked to the comparative meaning of the original conjunction.

Siitonen et al. explore the Finnish second person imperative form of kato “look” in interaction in nature and show how it is used for noticings together with the mentioning of a new object to be seen, in showings to launch evaluative courses of action, or as prompts in which the recipients are guided to do something relevant with the target. Especially the latter heavily rely on spatial and embodied aspects rather than verbal resources, yet again showcasing the central importance of context in language use.



CONCLUSION

The contributions to this Research Topic advance our knowledge of the infrastructure of human interaction, such as turn-taking, projection, and action ascription. They provide novel insights into the complex temporalities of different semiotic systems and their conjoint contribution to action formation and ascription. We hope they will stimulate future research on the grammar-body interface in social interaction.
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Joint decision-making is a thoroughly collaborative interactional endeavor. To construct the outcome of the decision-making sequence as a “joint” one necessitates that the participants constantly negotiate their shared activity, not only with reference to the content of the decisions to be made, but also with reference to whether, when, and upon what exactly decisions are to be made in the first place. In this paper, I draw on a dataset of video-recorded dyadic planning meetings between two church officials as data, investigating a collection of 35 positive assessments with the Finnish particle ihan “quite” occurring in response to a proposal (e.g., tää on ihan kiva “this is quite nice”). The analysis focuses on the embodied delivery of these assessments in combination with their other features: their sequential location and immediate interactional consequences (i.e., accounts, decisions, abandoning of the proposal), their auxiliary verbal turn-design features (i.e., particles), and the “agent” of the proposals that they are responsive to (i.e., who has made the proposal and whether it is based on some written authoritative material). Three multimodal action packages are described, in which the assessment serves 1) to accept an idea in principle, which is combined with no speaker movement, 2) to concede to a plan, which is associated with notable expressive speaker movement (e.g., head gestures, facial expressions) and 3) to establish a joint decision, which is accompanied by the participants’ synchronous body movements. The paper argues that the relative decision-implicativeness of these three multimodal action packages is largely based on the management and distribution of participation and agency between the two participants, which involves the participants using their bodies to position themselves toward their co-participants and toward the proposals “in the air” in distinct ways.
Keywords: multimodal action packages, joint decision-making, conversation analysis, proposals, body movements, participation, agency
INTRODUCTION
Multimodal Action Packages and Agency
When people meet to speak with each other, they use multiple modalities beyond speech, such as eye gaze, gestures, and body postures (Streeck et al., 2011). Research in multimodal conversation analysis (e.g., Stivers and Sidnell, 2005; Deppermann, 2013; Hazel et al., 2014) has thus demonstrated how bodily practices significantly contribute to social action in interaction. Following the same agenda, this paper focuses on the embodied delivery of positive assessments including the Finnish particle ihan “quite” (see Extract 1 below). It will be argued that, when produced during joint decision making in response to proposals, the decision-making implications of such assessments are based, among other things, on the participants using their bodies to position themselves toward their co-participants and toward the matter at hand in distinct ways.
[image: FX 1]
The new focus on the body in research on social interaction has problematized, not only the logocentric bias in the analysis of social action (see e.g., Linell, 2005; Mondada, 2006; Erickson, 2010; Streeck et al., 2011; Stevanovic and Monzoni, 2016), but also the hitherto taken-for-granted analytical boundary between language and the body (e.g., Keevallik, 2018; Pekarek Doehler, 2019). This new perspective has challenged the formal linguistic perspective, where grammar has been thought of as a “device for organizing information in self-contained sentences that coherently express propositions” (Keevallik, 2018, p. 1), and instead favored the functional linguistic perspective, which promotes a more all-encompassing understanding of the nature of language. From this perspective, bodily resources have also been seen to constitute grammar in that “they form conventionalized patterns that can be abstracted and systematically described together with their social function” (Keevallik, 2018, p. 2). Thus, for example, in a series of studies on dance classes, (Keevallik, 2013; Keevallik, 2015; Keevallik, 2017a; Keevallik, 2017b) has shown that an embodied demonstration may occupy a grammatical and temporal slot within the emerging syntax and that syntax can be discontinued at a number of structural positions. As with any grammar or lexis, the deployment of such practices needs to be learned within a language community (Keevallik, 2018, p. 2).
The complex formations of the ways in which the verbal dimension of the participants’ conduct is embedded in the situated courses of action with material and embodied elements has been referred to as “multimodal gestalts” (Mondada, 2014a; Mondada, 2014c; Mondada, 2015), “social action formats” (see Rauniomaa and Keisanen, 2012), or “multimodal action packages” (Hayashi, 2005; Goodwin, 2007; Iwasaki, 2009; Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh, 2019; Pekarek Doehler, 2019; Hofstetter and Keevallik, 2020). An essential feature of such multimodal formations is that none of their single components can achieve the given action on its own. In many cases, these formations become conventional practices for achieving certain goals within a community or activity. Such conventional practices include, for example, the striking of the hammer to conclude an auction sale (Heath and Luff, 2013) or to initiate a move to a next item in the meeting agenda (Pomerantz and Denvir, 2007), completing a turn-at-play by placing a token on the game board (Hofstetter, 2020), or formalizing decisions by writing them down (Mondada, 2011; Lindholm et al., 2020).
Multimodal action packages have been shown to be sensitive to complex temporal and material contingencies. While the notion that action formation depends on the sequential position and other interactional contingencies is basic to all conversation analysis, the idea of multimodal action packages goes further. As Hofstetter and Keevallik (2020) have pointed out, some aspects of these formations “stretch the conception of actions as bounded units, instead showing them to be emergent, multimodal phenomena that appear on prepared ground”. The idea of the “prepared ground” has also been referred to as the “local ecology of action” (Mondada, 2014a; Mondada, 2014b), which is continuously changing and dynamic, providing the participants with a temporarily available set of resources to implement a range of social actions. The existence of and changes in these temporarily available sets of resources often show in the grammatical choices that participants make when designing their utterances as actions. For example, in his study on announcements of massaging procedures during massage therapy sessions, Nishizaka (2016) showed that the syntactic forms of these utterances varied relative to the stage of the ongoing therapy session and the concurrent body movements. Similarly, De Stefani and Gazin (2014) found that the inclusion of a verb in a driving teacher’s instructional turn depended on whether the instruction was provided “early” or “late” in the driving lesson. Also, in my own studies on teachers’ directives during children’s musical instrument instruction (Stevanovic, 2017; Stevanovic and Kuusisto, 2019; Stevanovic, 2020), the use of the Finnish clitic particles −pA and −pAs was found to be sensitive to the temporal trajectory of the instructional activities and to the participants’ positioning of their bodies in the physical space of the room.
In addition to their temporal and material contingencies, multimodal action packages, I argue, may also be sensitive to interpersonal concerns. On the one hand, this view draws on the perspective of functional linguistics, in which social and interpersonal matters have been seen to motivate the choice of lexical and syntactic features and thus to be central for understanding the nature of language (Keevallik, 2018, p. 1). On the other, such a view aligns with some recent, conversation-analytically-informed theorizing on action formation (e.g., Heritage, 2013; Clayman and Heritage, 2014; Stevanovic and Peräkylä, 2014; Stevanovic, 2018), which has sought to explicate systematic linkages between the participants’ publicly observable features of action design and the basic facets of their momentary social relations. One interpersonal concern worth considering from this perspective is the degree of separateness vs. connectedness, or fission vs. fusion, between the participants in interaction, with reference to the social action or activity underway (Enfield, 2011; Enfield, 2013; Arundale, 2020). A key issue is the extent to which each participant is an “actor” in that action (Goffman, 1981) and whether the participants’ agency roles in relation to each other are symmetrical or asymmetrical in this respect. In general, speech favors asymmetry in that it typically involves one speaker at the time inhabiting the action underway and claiming a “sole entitlement to voice that speech” (Lerner, 2002, p. 250). In contrast, the bodily dimension of the participants’ interactional conduct is more flexible in allowing two or more participants to construct the action underway as joint (see Stevanovic and Peräkylä, 2015). Such collaborative aspects of action are highlighted, for example, when participants in interaction smile and laugh together (Kangasharju and Nikko, 2009), move as a dancing couple (Broth and Keevallik, 2014), and synchronize their body sways during conversational transitions (Stevanovic et al., 2017). In this paper, the degree of fission vs. fusion in the participants’ moment-by-moment unfolding relation toward each other and toward the action or activity underway will be considered in the context of responses to proposals during joint decision-making interaction.
Joint Decision-Making
Joint decision-making is an integral part of our everyday social life, pertaining to both our professional activities and our mundane endeavors with family and friends. As an example, we may consider couples doing grocery shopping together at the supermarket (see e.g., De Stefani, 2013), students in a peer group choosing their next learning activities (Kämäräinen et al., 2020), and family members together interpreting inkplot images in a psychological test (Siitonen and Wahlberg, 2015). However, empirical research on naturally occurring joint decision-making interaction has shown it to be a complex interactional endeavor (Bilmes, 1981; Tysoe, 1984; Boden, 1994; Huisman, 2001; Clifton, 2009; Asmuss and Oshima, 2012; Siitonen and Wahlberg, 2015). It involves the use of multiple resources: syntax, lexical choices, prosody, body postures, material objects, and gaze, in and through which the participants manage their level of participation and the relative distribution of agency during the different phases of the process in contextually appropriate ways (Stivers, 2005; Stevanovic, 2012b; De Stefani, 2013; Stevanovic, 2013a; Kushida and Yamakawa, 2015; Stevanovic, 2015; Stevanovic et al., 2017).
Joint decision-making has been associated with certain, repeatable social actions that come across as constitutive of the entire activity. Specifically, drawing on a rich body of studies in the field of conversation analysis, joint decision-making interaction may be described with reference to sequences of proposals and responses (for a recent review, see Weiste et al., 2020). Essentially, it is through the recipients’ subsequent responses to proposals that joint decisions may emerge. In line with the classic findings on preference structure (Davidson, 1984; Pomerantz, 1984), Houtkoop (1987) showed that rejections of proposals are often delayed, whereas accepting responses to proposals are typically done straightaway. However, responses to proposals vary a lot, ranging from acceptances, through demur to complete disregard, while explicit rejections may come across as relatively rare. From this perspective, Stevanovic (2012a) suggested that joint decisions emerge when the recipients’ responses to proposals contain three components. First, the recipient claims understanding of what the proposal is about (access). Second, he or she indicates that the proposed plan is feasible (agreement). And third, he or she demonstrates willingness to treat the proposed plan as binding (commitment). If the recipient abandons the sequence before providing all these components, the proposal is de facto rejected, without the recipient needing to produce an explicit rejection of the proposal.
In addition to the three above-mentioned components, the emergence of joint decisions has also been associated with the coordinated use of other resources such as prosodic salience (Stevanovic, 2012b), matching of body sway and pitch register (Stevanovic et al., 2017), and material artifacts and writing (Lindholm et al., 2020). While reciprocal exchanges of explicit verbal commitment to a new decision (e.g., “Let’s do it!”) constitutes a common way to mark the emergence of a new decision, other resources are regularly needed to bring the joint decision-making activity effectively to a close (Stevanovic, 2012b). As I will argue in this paper, this is even more clearly so, when the verbal content of the accepting proposal response is more ambiguous, as is the case when the response consists of an utterance in the form of a positive assessments including the Finnish particle ihan “quite”.
Positive Assessments With the Finnish Particle Ihan “Quite” as Responses to Proposals
Social activities involve people routinely making assessments (Pomerantz, 1984, p. 57). According to Goodwin and Goodwin (1987), assessments are about “evaluating in some fashion persons and events being described within their talk” (p. 6) and they involve “an actor taking up a position toward the phenomena being assessed” (p. 9). In Finnish, assessments follow by and large the same syntactic form as in English (Tainio, 1996, p. 85). Rauniomaa (2007) has described Finnish assessments as including the following components: a particular referent to be assessed (third-person pronoun), a verb or a verb-like word that links the referent to the assessment (copula), and an evaluation of the referent (assessment term), which may be preceded by a scaling device that intensifies or weakens the assessment (adverbial intensifier) (see Figure 1).
[image: Figure 1]FIGURE 1 | The syntactic form of assessments in Finnish (from Rauniomaa 2007, p. 226).
Positive assessments involve a favorable evaluation of the assessable. In addition, positive assessments may also convey a deontic stance, such “deontic assessments” being frequent in response to utterances that formulate a future course of action involving both participants (Seuren, 2018). However, it is specifically in relation to their deontic nature that positive assessments are linguistically underdetermined: the overall tone of the assessment may be clearly positive but all the interactional, social, and practical consequences of the assessment for the participants may need to be inferred from the context (Stevanovic, 2012a). As I will show in this paper, this is the case especially in the context of informal planning meetings, where a positive assessment in response to a proposal may well indicate both access to the content of the proposal and agreement with the in-principle feasibility of the idea, but not necessarily any commitment to future action.
In this paper, I will analyze positive assessments including the Finnish particle ihan produced in response to a proposal. Finnish is typologically a “particle language”, where a rich set of particles may be used to guide recipients’ inferences of what the speakers are momentarily up to, without the particles actually altering the propositional content of the clause (Koivisto, 2016). In the above-depicted syntactic form of Finnish assessments, the place of the adverbial intensifier is commonly inhabited by the particle ihan, which has been classified as an intensity particle (Hakulinen et al., 2004, p. 814). However, as a scaling device that either intensifies or weakens the assessment, ihan has two different functions depending on the subsequent adjective1 whose intensity it modifies. In the context of a negative assessment, such as se on ihan perseestä “it is IHAN bollocks”, the particle ihan generally intensifies the assessment and thus translates as “really”. In contrast, in the context of positive assessments, the situation is more complex. In many positive assessments such as se on ihan hyvä “it is IHAN good”, which this paper focuses on, the particle ihan weakens.2 the intensity of the subsequent adjective and may be best translated as “quite”.3
According to Hakulinen and colleagues (2004, p. 815), ihan may be used to relate the following adjective or another type of assessment term to some contrasting feature arising from the context. As part of positive assessments produced in responses to proposals, many contrasting contextual features are thinkable. For example, such features could involve the ideas 1) that the proposed idea is good enough, even if others may have thought otherwise, 2) that the proposed idea is good enough, because better solutions to the current problem may not be available to the participants, and 3) that the proposed idea sounds good even if the speaker has no say in its realization or is reluctant to consider the idea in detail. In all cases, ihan weakens the positively evaluative aspect of the assessment, without yet excluding the possibility that a proposed idea may still be worthy of a decision. Furthermore, in some cases, the particle ihan also adds to the positive assessment a “fatalistic” flavor, conveying that the proposed idea must do, given the current circumstances (cf. on “fatalistic” prosody, see Stevanovic 2012b). Thus, as verbal constructions, positive ihan assessments may imply the emergence of a joint decision but this interpretation or outcome is not inevitable.
Research Questions
Given the ambiguity of positive assessments including the Finnish particle ihan “quite” as responses to proposals, in this study, I investigate the participants’ bodily behaviors and other behavioral and contextual features that accompany the delivery of these assessments, considering the preconditions and the interactional consequences of the assessments in each case. My investigation is guided by the following research questions:
(1) What types of “multimodal action packages” may be associated with the delivery of the positive ihan assessments as a response to proposals?
(2) How can we account for the role of the bodily behavioral components in these multimodal action packages?
DATA AND METHOD
My data consist of fifteen video-recorded planning meetings, where pastors and cantors discuss and make decisions concerning their joint work tasks. Although pastors and cantors have their own territories of knowledge and expertize, the precise distribution of the deontic rights between them mostly cannot be assumed a priori–except, perhaps, for the content of the sermon (the pastor’s domain) and the choice of the organ postlude (the cantor’s domain). This means that any symmetrical distribution of deontic rights between the participants is interactionally achieved, as proposals are transformed into joint decisions. In addition to proposals, planning meetings also involve discussion about plans made earlier by one of the participants. Although there are plans that may be realized without the co-worker approving them, the participants may still sometimes want to share them, for example, for the purposes of affiliation (see e.g., Stevanovic and Peräkylä, 2014, pp. 198–200).
The data were collected in seven congregations in the regions of several bishoprics of the Evangelical Lutheran Church in Finland during the spring of 2008 (for a more detailed description of the data set, see Stevanovic, 2013b). The data were transcribed according to the conventions developed by Gail Jefferson (Schegloff, 2007, 265–269; see Supplementary Appendix A1), and analyzed with conversation analysis (Heritage, 1984; Schegloff, 2007). The data extracts analyzed in this paper were additionally glossed verbatim in English (see Supplementary Appendix A2).
While there are about 300 proposal sequences in these data, this paper focuses on the sub-collection of these sequences that involve a positive assessment with the particle ihan as a response to a proposal. In these positive assessments (N = 35), the particle ihan is placed as an adverbial intensifier before the assessment term, as shown in Figure 1 above. The assessment term may be either an adjective or a noun phrase involving an adjective.
My analysis proceeded through three phases. First, I asked about the nature of the proposal that the positive ihan assessment was responsive to: How was the proposal sequentially placed in relation to a possibly emerging decision? Was it genuinely about suggesting joint decision-making on some matter or was it more like a request for the recipient to confirm the reception of a decision made unilaterally by the speaker? Second, I analyzed the participants’ embodied conduct during the delivery of the positive ihan assessment: What types of body movements were the participants engaged in? Were both participants moving or was it either the proposer or the proposal recipient? Finally, I brough the outcomes from these two phases of investigation to bear on one another and identified three multimodal action packages that seemed to serve distinct functions in response to proposals.
ANALYSIS
In this section, I will describe the three multimodal action packages surrounding the delivery of positive ihan assessments in response to proposals. In the first package, the assessment is used to accept an idea in principle, without the assessment leading to a decision. In the second package, the assessment serves as a way for the speaker to concede to an idea that the co-participant has already decided upon. In the third package, the participants display joint commitment to a new decision and bring the sequence collaboratively to a close. In what follows next, I will discuss these three packages one at a time.
Accepting an Idea in Principle
As pointed out above, joint decisions emerge when the recipients’ responses to proposals involve a claim of understanding of what the proposal is about (access), an indication that the proposed plan is feasible (agreement), and a demonstration of willingness to treat the decision as binding (commitment), while the sequence can be abandoned before these components have been provided (Stevanovic, 2012a). This outcome seems to be the case in the two cases analyzed below. In these instances, the proposal recipient offers a positive assessment of the proposed idea, such in-principle acceptance of the idea serving to indicate access and agreement, but not commitment.
In Extract 2, a pastor (p) and a cantor (C) are trying to select hymns for a mass. The participants have previously brought up several hymns as viable options and at the beginning of the extract the cantor makes yet another proposal by referring to a possible hymn by name (line 1). This is followed by the pastor’s positive evaluation of the hymn (line 2).
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[image: ]In this context, the cantor’s initiating turn (line 1) may be heard as a proposal for a hymn to be sung in the mass and, in his responsive turn, also the pastor seems to treat it as such. In the first part of his responsive turn, the adverbial intensifier ihan is preceded by the particle kyllä “certainly”, which conveys its speaker’s knowledgeable status (Keevallik and Hakulinen, 2018), and it is followed by the adjective hyvä “good”, which marks the assessment as a positive one. After a silence, however, the pastor augments the assessment term to include, besides the adjective hyvä “good”, also the noun alkuvirsi “opening hymn”. The ensuing noun phrase (“a good opening hymn”) not only assesses the hymn but also specifies its placement in the mass. In so doing, the pastor underlines the decision-making relevance of his action, as it is typical to select hymns in the chronological order in which they are sung in the mass. The decision-making relevance is further emphasized by the turn-final particle että, which is typically used to leave some aspect of the turn implicit and to invite the recipient to deal with that implication (Koivisto, 2014). Thus, in this case, a conclusion arises that the hymn is good enough for the present purposes and thus worth choosing. However, these cues seem not to be enough to establish a decision and bring the sequence to a close. Instead, a 2 s-long silence ensues (line 3). Thereafter, the cantor breaks the silence by producing a positive assessment of another possible opening hymn (lines 4–5), thus abandoning her previous proposal and replacing it by making a new one.
As for the participants embodied behaviors during the extract, the cantor first keeps on looking at the pastor (Frame 1) but drops her gaze in the middle of the 2 s silence that follows the pastor’s positive ihan assessment turn (Frame 2). During the sequence, the cantor is also producing small hand gestures, thus displaying engagement in the current talk (see Frames 1 and 2). This is where the pastor’s behavior is in stark contrast to that of the cantor: he is physically completely still. During his positive ihanassessment turn, he looks at the cantor, but produces no head or hand movements and no observable changes of facial expression (Frames 1 and 2). All this contributes to the interpretation of the pastor’s behavior as accepting the cantor’s proposal in principle while simultaneously conveying that no final decision has been reached.
Extract 3 is from the end of a different meeting where a pastor (p) and a cantor (C) have been planning activities for school children–more specifically a church event to be realized at the end of the spring semester, which is approaching in a month. Just previously, however, the cantor has started describing her proposal for a Christmas play that they could prepare for the school children at the end of the year. The beginning of the extract shows the final part of the cantor’s long description (lines 1, 2, and 4) and the pastor’s response to it, which involves three minimal responses (lines 3, 5, and 7) and a positive ihan assessment (line 7).
 | 
[image: ]The pastor’s positive ihan assessment (line 7) may be heard as an invitation to bring the sequence toward a closure. The cantor, however, does not finish, but instead, in overlap with the pastor’s assessment, continues her detailed Christmas play description (lines 9–23; lines 11–23 not shown in the transcript). Thereafter, the cantor provides an assessment of the previous Christmas plays having been “laborious” (lines 24–25), thus implying that her current idea would be different in this respect and therefore worthwhile. Notably, however, the pastor does not respond when given a slot to do so (see the cantor’s stretched turn final syllables in line 25 and the silence in line 26). Finally, the cantor wraps up her description with a summarizing utterance (mut et ihan ninku tän tyyppinen “but that just like this type of (thing)”, lines 27 and 31), which the pastor receives first with minimal response tokens (line 28) and then with a more substantial response (lines 30 and 33). The pastor’s more substantial response does not, however, include any explicit assessment of the cantor’s idea. Instead, it makes a blunt appeal to postpone further discussion on the topic until the autumn. The cantor responds by accounting for her sudden motivation to discuss Christmas play issues (line 34–35) and brings—together with the pastor—not only the sequence but also the entire meeting to a close (lines 39–43).
During the pastor’s positive ihan assessment turn, the cantor carries on with her telling in overlap with the pastor, being continuously engaged with the pastor through her gaze and gestures (see Frames 1 and 2). The pastor, in contrast, is physically completely still, just like his colleague in Extract 2. He looks at the cantor but produces his positive ihan assessment turn with no head or hand movements and no observable changes of facial expression.
In sum, the positive ihan assessment turns in Extracts 2 and 3 shared the following features: 1) they were provided in response to proposals with observable decision-making implications, 2) they were produced with no body movement by the speaker, 3) they conveyed the speaker’s acceptance of the proposal in principle but were followed by the participants circumventing joint decision-making either by abandoning the proposal or postponing the decision-making to the future.
Conceding to a Plan
Proposals for future action may sometimes be produced in ways that do not genuinely invite joint decision-making about its details (see e.g., Stevanovic et al., 2020). Instead, the speaker implies that a decision has already been made, either unilaterally by the speaker or collaboratively by a group of people that includes the proposal speaker but excludes the recipient. The proposal speaker nonetheless offers his or her plan for the recipient to acknowledge or confirm, thus seeking to establish some “symmetry of deontic rights” (e.g., Stevanovic, 2013a) between the participants. This is another interactional environment where response to proposals in the form of positive ihan assessments occur in my data. As I will argue below, in these instances, the recipient not only acknowledges a new piece of information as received, but also concedes to a previously established plan with specific displays of agency comparable to ones described in earlier literature (see e.g., Kent, 2012; Stevanovic and Peräkylä, 2012; Ekberg and LeCouteur, 2015; Stevanovic and Monzoni, 2016; Keevallik, 2017a; Ekberg and LeCouteur, 2020).
In Extract 4, a pastor (p) and a cantor (C) are discussing a singing event. At the beginning of the extract, the cantor tells the pastor about an idea that she has previously agreed on with some other church workers and which concerns the entire series of singing events that she is organizing (lines 1–3, and 5). Although the pastor will only be visiting one of these events to give a devotional speech and his approval is thus not necessary for the realization of the idea, the cantor nonetheless asks the pastor’s opinion about it (line 5).
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[image: ]The pastor responds to the cantor’s plan description by producing a positive ihan assessment turn (line 5), in which the turn-initial particle no “well” stresses its concessive character (see Vepsäläinen, 2019) and the turn-final joo indicates readiness for sequence closure (Hakulinen, 2001, p. 7). During the turn the pastor raises his eyebrows and turns his head and gaze away from the cantor (see Frames 1 and 2), thus producing a public performance of “doing thinking” (Brouwer, 2003, p. 540). Subsequently, the cantor accounts for the plan (lines 8, 9, and 11), which is accompanied by the pastor providing yet another account for the reasonability of the plan (lines 10, 12–13, 16, and 18). All in all, the pastor seems not only to be acknowledging some new piece of information as received, but he is also actively engaged in displaying some “ownership of the decision” (Clifton, 2009).
In Extract 5, a pastor (p) and a cantor (C) are talking about a confirmation school that they are soon going to teach. At the beginning of the extract, the pastor tells the cantor about his plan for the event, which would involve them singing hymns together with the children (lines 1, 4, and 6). While it is certainly polite to tell the cantor about such plans in this type of a meeting, in principle, such a plan could have been realized anyway—by simply announcing the hymns in the confirmation school.
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[image: ]The cantor conveys acceptance of the pastor’s plan with several “yeah” and “yes” tokens (lines 3, 5, and 8). Thereafter, she produces an account that highlights the virtues of the plan (lines 10–13), the turn-initial siis “I mean” framing the turn as a specification of her initial acceptance. On this basis the cantor ends up concluding that the plan is ihan hyvä “quite good”, while the long and audible inbreath and a silence before the assessment adds a concessive flavor to it (line 14). The production of the assessment is accompanied by the cantor’s hand gesture (Frame 1) and an affective head shake (cf. Goodwin, 1980), in which she first turns her head away from the pastor (Frame 2) and then immediately back (Frame 3). Thereafter, the cantor introduces a new idea based on the pastor’s plan (line 16), thus implicitly claiming partial ownership of it.
Hence, the positive ihan assessment turns in Extracts 4 and 5 involved the following common features: 1) they were provided in response to proposals with less obvious joint decision-making implications, 2) they were accompanied by turn-design features underlining their concessive character, 3) they were associated with notable body movement by the speaker, and 4) they were surrounded by the speaker extensively accounting for the reasonability of his or her co-participant’s already-made plan, which served to underscore the speaker’s agency in the face of his or her consent.
Establishing a Joint Decision
Finally, there are positive ihan assessment turns that effectively lead to the participants establishing a joint decision in the here and now of the encounter. As I will argue below, this outcome is enabled by the deployment of a variety of resources that, not only emphasize the decision-making relevance and deontic nature of the assessment (see Seuren, 2018), but also underline and work to construct a shared distribution of agency and symmetry between the two participants with regard to their deontic rights and ownership of the emerging decision. In my collection, such symmetry is most evident in cases where the “source” of the proposal under consideration is neither of the participants alone, but it is based on a document (e.g., Church Manual) or suggested by a person or an instance external to the encounter.
In Extract 6, a pastor (p) and a cantor (C) are discussing a potential hymn for the following Sunday’s mass, which has been proposed by another pastor who is not present at the meeting. Previously, the cantor has read out loud the lyrics of the hymn, the end of the reading showing at the beginning of the extract (line 1). This leads to the cantor concluding that the hymn is ihan hyvä “quite good” (line 5).
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[image: ]The matter that the origins of the proposal lie outside the current encounter allows the participants to position themselves relatively symmetrically in relation to each other, as regards the “ownership” of the proposal. This symmetricity is further facilitated by the cantor reading out loud the hymn lyrics (line 1), whereby she creates shared access to the detailed content of the proposal. The shared access is established by the pastor acknowledging the receipt of the cantor’s reading with a minimal response token (line 3).
The cantor’s subsequent assessment of the hymn (line 5) is both deontically conclusive.6 and indicative of a shared distribution of participant agency. The deontic conclusiveness is highlighted by the cantor prefacing the assessment with a particle chain no ni.7, which may be best translated as “okay”. The shared distribution of agency again is visible in two aspects of the participants’ conduct: First, the pastor participates in the cantor’s positive ihan assessment by stating “good” and “yeah” (line 6) in overlap with the cantor. Second, during the cantor’s assessment turn the two participants lean backwards in perfect synchrony. In this context, the movement seems to signal joint understanding of a transition from a previous joint decision-making sequence to a new one (Stevanovic et al., 2017). A new sequence is indeed launched right after this, as shown at the end of the extract (line 9).
In Extract 7, the same participants are discussing another hymn, which has also been suggested by a pastor external to the current encounter. At the beginning of the extract, the cantor comments on the melody of the hymn (lines 1–2), which is followed by a silence (line 3), affirmative response token “yeah” (line 4), a particle chain no ni “okay” (line 6), and a positive assessment with the particle ihan (line 6). The pastor remains silent throughout the extract.
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[image: ]Also in this case, the cantor’s positive ihan assessment turn is preceded by her establishing shared access to the matter at hand (lines 1–2) and highlighting the deontic conclusiveness of the assessment by prefacing it with “yeah” (line 4) and “okay” (line 6). Likewise, the production of the assessment turn is accompanied with remarkably synchronous body movements by the two participants: after the cantor’s particle chain no ni “okay” both participants, who have previously been looking down at their hymnals (Frame 1), straighten their torsos, raise their heads, and gaze upward (Frames 2 and 3), which is followed by the cantor launching a new sequence (lines 7–8). Thus, even though the pastor does not say anything during the end phase of this joint decision-making sequence, her embodied behavior, which is carefully coordinated with that of the cantor, marks the emergence of the decision as a collaborative achievement.
Extract 8, which is drawn from another meeting with a different set of participants, follows a similar pattern. In this case, a pastor (p) and a cantor (C) are discussing a specific proposal for an opening hymn for the next Sunday’s mass, which has been provided by the Church Manual. Similar to Extracts 6 and 7, also this case is characterized by a shared orientation to access, which is here established by the cantor singing the hymn (lines 1–2). Subsequently, the cantor provides two different positive ihan assessments of the hymn (lines 3 and 6). However, unlike in Extracts 6 and 7, the “particle display” of deontic conclusiveness of the assessment is not signaled by the cantor but by the pastor (line 5), who produces a long-stretched states no niin “okay” after the cantor’s first positive ihan assessment.
As in Extracts 6 and 7, the participants engage in a joint display of understanding that a decision is established and that the sequence should be ended. Also in this case, the participants’ synchronous body movements are a key component of this shared orientation. Here, the pastor’s noni “okay” (line 5) is accompanied by both participants starting to move their writing hands. Thereafter, during the cantor’s second positive ihan assessment turn (line 6), the participants lower their head and torso (Frames 1 and 2) and start writing (Frame 3). After a silence (line 7), the cantor launches a new sequence (line 8), thus finalizing the transition in a way analogous to Extracts 7 and 8.
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[image: ]In sum, the positive ihan assessment turns in Extracts 6–8 shared the following features: 1) they were provided in response to proposals toward which the participants were positioned relatively symmetrically to begin with, 2) they were prefaced with lexical markings of deontic conclusiveness (e.g., particle chain no ni “okay”), 3) they were produced with both participants engaging in body movements that exhibited a high degree of synchronicity, and 4) they were followed by a sequential closure and a transition to a new sequence, which in this context serve to indicate that a new, joint decision has been established.
CONCLUSION
In this paper, I have analyzed responses to proposals in the form of positive assessments with the Finnish particle ihan “quite”, mapping out their interactional functions in informal planning meetings between two church officials. The analysis focused on the use of these assessments in combination with other features of their delivery: the “origins” of the proposals that they are responsive to (i.e., a person or an instance internal vs. external to the encounter), their sequential location and immediate interactional consequences (i.e., accounts, decisions, abandoning of the proposal), their auxiliary verbal turn-design features (i.e., particles), and the participants’ bodily conduct during them (e.g., movements of hands and upper body, gaze, head gestures, facial expressions, degree of synchronicity of movement). As a result, three multimodal action packages were described. First, some positive ihan assessments were shown to be able to serve the mere “in-principle” acceptance of an idea, in which case the assessments were produced with no body movement by the speaker. Second, other positive ihan assessments seemed to convey concession to an already-made plan, in which case the assessments were accompanied with turn-design features underlining their concessive character, surrounded by the speaker extensively accounting for the reasonability of the idea, and associated with notable expressive body movement by the speaker. Third, and finally, there were positive ihan assessments in the data that served the establishing of a joint decision. In these instances, the assessments were provided in response to proposals toward which the participants were positioned relatively symmetrically to begin with, while the assessment turns were prefaced with lexical markings of deontic conclusiveness (i.e., no ni “okay”) and produced with both participants’ body movements exhibiting a high degree of synchronicity.
These results indicate that establishing joint decisions is essentially a matter of the successful coordination of sequential transitions. The participants need to have a common understanding when a decision has been reached and bring the sequence coordinately to a close, which may involve physical movements of the body. In this respect, the present findings are consistent with the ones from previous conversation-analytic studies, which have generally associated postural change with sequence closure (e.g., Schegloff, 1998; Li, 2014; Mondada, 2015). However, one might argue that managing a successful sequential transition is of specific importance for participants engaged in joint decision-making interaction. To launch a new sequence at a point at which the recipient has not yet assessed the content of the proposed idea is to establish a unilateral decision, while refraining from actively forwarding the interaction toward a decision is to reject a decision de facto (Stevanovic, 2012a). Thus, to establish a genuinely joint decision may call for what Enfield (2013) has referred to as the “the fusion, or unifying, of agency across and among individuals” (p. 104). This fusion, as has been specifically shown in this paper, may manifest as a high level of synchronicity in the participants’ body movements. In this respect, the findings of this paper are in line with a previous conversation-analytically informed movement-capture study on joint decision-making by myself and my colleagues (Stevanovic et al., 2017), in which we found that the instances of highest body sway synchrony between participants occurred during transitions from one joint decision-making sequence to a next.
While the fusion or unifying of agency between two or more individuals may thus characterize the emergence of joint decisions, the fission or dividing of agency is the inverse of this, and it may be associated with outcomes other than joint decisions (see Enfield, 2013; Arundale, 2020). Previous research has shown that public displays of physical bodily engagement are an essential part of managing agency and participation (e.g., Scheflen, 1972; Kendon, 1990; Goodwin and Goodwin, 2004). Physical bodily engagement reflects, constructs, and manifests the extent to which a person is willing to invest in the social action underway both affectively and cognitively. While agency and participation may thus be argued to have a bodily correlate, the exact ways in which the participants may use their bodies to manage participation are varied. As has been pointed out by Enfield (2013), “body movements of various kinds that would not normally be regarded as gesture—e.g., shifting in one’s chair—also tend to be temporally regulated in some way with relevance to the speech, with diagrammatic relevance to discourse structure” (p. 66). What seems to be relevant in determining whether the embodied features of the delivery of a positive ihan assessment steer the interpretation of the utterance toward an interpersonal fusion or fission is the gestalt constituted by these features. Are the participants moving together, as in Extracts 6–8 (fusion)? Or are there notable asymmetries between the participants in this respect, with one participant extensively moving and/or the other avoiding all visible movement altogether, as in Extracts 2–5 (fission)?
As pointed out above, the present findings are also consistent with previous conversation-analytic research, which has shown that conceding to a unilateral decision is not always interactionally an easy task but may involve specific displays of agency (see e.g., Kent, 2012; Stevanovic and Peräkylä, 2012; Ekberg and LeCouteur, 2015; Stevanovic and Monzoni, 2016; Keevallik, 2017b; Ekberg and LeCouteur, 2020). In line with what has been suggested previously, I argue that these specific displays of agency may also involve various “solo body movements”. However, what has been discussed less in the literature so far, is the potential affordance of a “movement freeze” to modify the interactional import of an assessment. It is the task of future research to consider whether this resource might work in an analogous way also in activity contexts other than joint decision making.
As this study has highlighted, social interaction is not only about organizing utterances and embodied behaviors into chains of initiating and responsive actions (Schegloff, 2007), but it is also more generally about the management of participation (Goffman, 1981; Rae, 2001) and agency (Kockelman, 2007; Enfield, 2011). More specifically, the analysis has shown that the relative decision-implicativeness of the three different multimodal action packages surrounding a positive ihan assessment is largely based on the degree of fission vs. fusion between the two participants, as to how they position themselves toward each other and to the proposal “in the air”. As a key aspect of the continuously changing “local ecology of action” (Mondada, 2014a; Mondada, 2014b), the degree of fission vs. fusion between the participants provides them with a temporarily available set of resources to accept ideas in principle, to concede to an already-made plan and to establish a joint decision, while the degree of fission vs. fusion is also reconstructed, negotiated or maintained by each new contribution in the unfolding action or activity. When considered through this conceptual lens, the multitude of forms that participants’ bodily behaviors can take may be grasped as instantiations of specific more comprehensive gestalts, whose interactional import may then be subjected to systematic analysis.
The analysis of this paper has demonstrated one way in which grammar and the body interact. They act synchronously, with embodied conduct augmenting and differentiating the interactional corollaries of a precise grammatical construction. In addition, the paper has advocated a view that is consistent with both the perspective of functional linguistics, which acknowledges social and interpersonal concerns as central for understanding language (Keevallik, 2018), and the recent conversation-analytically informed theorizing on the basic connections between action formation and social relations (e.g., Heritage, 2013; Clayman and Heritage, 2014; Stevanovic and Peräkylä, 2014; Stevanovic, 2018). In this vein, the paper suggests that the ways in which participants are momentarily related toward each other and to the action or activity underway may also be considered as part of the structures of language use and thus also as part of the phenomenal field generally called “grammar”. As has been pointed out by Goffman (1981), “we quite routinely ritualize participation frameworks … in linguistic terms, we not only embed utterances, we embed interaction arrangements” (p. 153). What is needed therefore is a systematic investigation of these interaction arrangements as they reflect and translate into the moment-by-moment relational dynamics between the participants and manifest in their uses of both language and body.
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FOOTNOTES
1The particle ihan can also be used as an intensifier in combination words other than adjectives, for example, before verbs (Minä ihan liikutuin “I was IHAN moved”) and nouns (Taidatkin olla ihan lintumiehiä “You seem to be IHAN a birdwatcher”; Hakulinen et al., 2004, p. 815).
2There are also several positive adjectives (e.g., mahtava “terrific”) that may be intensified by a preceding ihan, but positive assessments with these particular adjectives have been excluded from this study.
3The accuracy of the English translation of ihan as “quite” depends on the variety of English. The translation works best from the perspectives of those varieties where “quite” weakens the quality of the subsequent adjective.
4Although the word aika may here be best translated as “quite” and it occurs in a context very similar to the target phenomenon of this study, I am not making any claims about the use of aika in positive assessment, let alone suggesting interchangeability between aika and ihan.
5This is a form of ihan in which the final “n” is inaudible.
6By “deontic conclusiveness” I refer to a display of deontic rights by the way of implementing an action (e.g., formulating a decision) that is combined with an initiative to conclude the participants’ current sequence or activity.
7The particle chain no ni has various usages, but one that is relevant for the present considerations is the launching of a transition from one conversational phase to a next (Raevaara, 1989, p. 149). The particle chain may be found, for example, at the beginning of turns suggesting a closure of a telephone call (see e.g., Sorjonen 2001, p. 205). Translating no ni as “okay” is based on the common cross-language usage of “okay” as a marker of transition and closure (Mondada and Sorjonen, 2021).
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Research on multimodal interaction has shown that simultaneity of embodied behavior and talk is constitutive for social action. In this study, we demonstrate different temporal relationships between verbal and embodied actions. We focus on uses of German darf/kann ich? (“may/can I?”) in which speakers initiate, or even complete the embodied action that is addressed by the turn before the recipient's response. We argue that through such embodied conduct, the speaker bodily enacts high agency, which is at odds with the low deontic stance they express through their darf/kann ich?-TCUs. In doing so, speakers presuppose that the intersubjective permissibility of the action is highly probable or even certain. Moreover, we demonstrate how the speaker's embodied action, joint perceptual salience of referents, and the projectability of the action addressed with darf/kann ich? allow for a lean syntactic design of darf/kann ich?-TCUs (i.e., pronominalization, object omission, and main verb omission). Our findings underscore the reflexive relationship between lean syntax, sequential organization and multimodal conduct.

Keywords: multimodal interaction, agency, lean syntax, intersubjectivity, request, projection, conversation analysis, interactional linguistics


INTRODUCTION

The core insight into social interaction we owe to Conversation Analysis (henceforth: CA) is the sequential nature of talk-in-interaction (Schegloff, 2007). Yet, research into multimodal interaction has shown that simultaneous relationships between embodied behavior and talk are equally constitutive of action in interaction (Goodwin, 1979). In this paper, we are dealing with a particular kind of simultaneous relationship between talk and embodied action that has not been studied before. We analyze uses of the format darf/kann ich? (“may/can I?”) in German that are produced together with the embodied action that is addressed in the turn itself.

The format darf/kann ich? has different uses, such as, e.g., requests for permission, requests for objects, and offers. By using it, speakers attribute to recipients the right to decide on the future course of joint action. Accordingly, one would expect that the (bodily) action addressed in the darf/kann ich?-TCU1 is produced only after the completion of the turn, i.e., either in the third position by the speaker of the darf/kann ich?-TCU after the recipient's go-ahead or in the second position by the recipients themselves. An example of this type of sequential organization occurs in talk has been closed (l. 03), CS, who has been observing DB and OE working at the stove for a while, asks if she may put the rice into the water, which has started to boil (l. 06). DB, who is cooking, confirms already in overlap (l. 07). CS reconfirms (l. 08) and takes the glass containing the rice (l. 09), which she hands to EW (l. 11), who is standing nearer to the stove and who then puts the rice into the water.

In this extract, the request, its granting and its implementation are strictly sequentially ordered: (i) the darf ich?-speaker requests permission for an intended action (Figure 1), (ii) the recipient, who is positioned as deontic authority, gives a go-ahead for the intended action (Figure 2), (iii) the requester reconfirms and produces the intended action (which is completed by a helpful third participant in this case, Figure 3).


[image: Extract 1]
Extract 1: FOLK_E_00300_SE_01_T_01_c5572


However, in our data, the action addressed in the darf/kann ich?-TCU is overwhelmingly not produced after the recipient's go-ahead as in extract (1). Instead, darf/kann ich?-speakers often already initiate or even complete the embodied action addressed with this format simultaneously with their turn, before the recipient produces a second-pair part. An example is extract (2) from a boardgame interaction. GG asks whether she may take a more precise look at the card lying on the table. However, she grabs the card and starts inspecting it before the darf ich?-turn is completed (l. 05) and before her co-players grant permission for the embodied action she has already performed (l. 06-07; see extract (9) for an analysis of this case):


[image: Extract 2]
Extract 2: FOLK_E_00357_SE_01_T_01_DF_01_c1384


The relationship between talk and embodied action in such cases is paradoxical both in a sequential and in a pragmatic sense:

• Sequentially, the embodied action does not follow the response that is verbally sought, but precedes it;

• pragmatically, the embodied action presupposes that its permissibility is already intersubjectively established, while the verbal action is precisely devoted to gaining intersubjective assent.

In this paper, we argue that by producing multimodal packages as in extract 2, the speaker bodily enacts a high degree of agency, which is at odds with the low deontic stance they express through their darf/kann ich?-TCU. This embodied display of agency anticipates or even presumes intersubjectivity of the permissibility of the action. Furthermore, we demonstrate how the syntactic design of darf/kann ich?-TCUs is fitted to the embodied resources employed by the speaker, the accessibility of referents, and the projectability of the action addressed with darf/kann ich?

We first summarize the state of the art concerning the relationship of talk and embodied action (section Relationships Between Talk and Embodied Action), agency in interaction (section Agency in Interaction) and “lean syntax” in multimodal interaction (section Lean Syntax in Multimodal Interaction). After introducing the data and methods used for this study (section Data and Method), in section Grammar and Semantics of darf/kann ich?, we provide a grammatical description of the darf/kann ich?-formats under analysis and give a brief overview of prior research on similar formats in other languages. In section Types of Embodied Conduct of darf/kann ich?-Speakers, we show how the degrees of agency and of the presumption of intersubjectivity are tied to the temporal parameters of the coordination between darf/kann ich? and the embodied action. In section Discussion and Conclusion, we summarize our findings, suggest a cline of managing intersubjectivity concerning the permissibility of actions and discuss the reflexive relationship between lean syntax, sequential organization and multimodal conduct.



STATE OF THE ART


Relationships Between Talk and Embodied Action

In co-present interaction, multimodal resources are sequentially and simultaneously coordinated, both on the intrapersonal and on the interpersonal plane (Deppermann and Streeck, 2018). Multimodal coordination can take different forms. Multimodal gestalts arise from the coordination of talk and other resources, such as gaze, gesture, body movement, and object manipulation (Mondada, 2014a). Various resources are assembled in methodic ways to orchestrate (contributions to) an overall action in recognizable ways [see also Enfield (2009) on “composite utterances”]. Cases in point are references to co-present objects by the coordination of gaze, gesture, verbal reference, and the focal accent of the turn (Kendon, 1972; Schegloff, 1984; Stukenbrock, 2018), or the closing of a sequence or an encounter by coordinating verbal turns, gaze aversion, posture changes, and walking away (Broth and Mondada, 2013). Multimodal gestalts are not just combinations of multiple resources: They exhibit a temporal order regarding the onset and duration of the use of the individual resources. In such cases, different resources are not precisely simultaneously deployed, but overlap partly; they are adapted to each other in patterns that are characteristic for the multimodal gestalt (Mondada, 2018). Because of the systematic asynchronicity of the multiple resources used, which is distinctive for multimodal gestalts, their boundaries are often fuzzy [see, e.g., De Stefani and Mondada (2021) for transitions]. Resources whose onset precedes others can project the further trajectory of the whole gestalt, thereby enabling recipients to initiate early responses before the completion of the action that the gestalt is to implement (Deppermann et al., 2021).

Talk and other resources, however, can also be devoted to multi-activity (Haddington et al., 2014), such as when talking while driving (Mondada, 2012) or talking during manual work (Deppermann, 2014). Multi-activity can be simultaneous, but there can be other temporal relationships between activities as well (Mondada, 2014b), like fast shifting back and forth between activities, suspending, but not abandoning one activity (Raymond and Lerner, 2014) or completing one activity while already being oriented to the next (Kamunen and Haddington, 2020).

In our study, we demonstrate different relationships between the embodied and verbal conduct of darf/kann ich?-speakers. In section Preparation of Embodied Action + Halt Before Confirmation: Presupposition of Probable Intersubjectivity, we analyze cases in which the embodied conduct projects, but does not already accountably implement the action addressed with the darf/kann ich?-TCUs. In section Completion of Embodied Action Before Confirmation: Presupposition of Certainty of Intersubjectivity, we focus on cases in which the embodied action that is requested by the darf/kann ich?-turn is already produced simultaneously. Building on these findings, in section Discussion and Conclusion, we conceptualize the different temporal relationships between talk and embodied action in terms of a continuum of claiming agency and presupposing intersubjectivity.



Agency in Interaction

In the theory of action (e.g., Davidson, 1980), “agency” is a core notion, distinguishing mere behavior from action. According to Duranti (2004), agency includes (i) intentionality in the basic sense of actions being directed and controlled, (ii) the power to cause effects on other entities, as well as (iii) the moral evaluation of and responsibility for actions and “the possibility of having acted otherwise” (Duranti, 2004, p. 454). While philosophers interested in agency focus on the constitution of actions and linguists consider the properties associated with the semantic role of an “agent” in the representation of event structures (Dowty, 1991), linguistic anthropologists and CA researchers draw on Goffman's concept of “footing” (Goffman, 1981) for analyzing the relationship of agents to their conversational actions (Enfield, 2011; Rossi and Zinken, 2016). For instance, Enfield (2011, p. 304–306) associates the animator-role (producing and controlling the action) and the author-role (deciding on and composing the action) with the agentive quality of “flexibility,” the principal-role (being responsible for and committing to the action) with “accountability” (Enfield and Kockelman, 2017). The notion of agency in social interaction has moreover been tied to the display of epistemic and deontic stance (Raymond et al., 2021) in social interaction. Epistemic agency [see also Heritage and Raymond (2012)] concerns who among the participants has primary or more rights to claim some knowledge and who owns knowledge independently from others. Deontic agency concerns the rights to make a decision (Stevanovic and Peräkylä, 2012), to direct the future course of the interaction3 and to perform some action independently, i.e., without having been prompted or preceded by others. Claims to high/low agency are brought about by the interplay between the sequential position, participants' epistemic and deontic status, and the linguistic turn-design of an action. The first position has been treated as a default locus of agency, as going first implies “(1) being the one to say it; (2) saying it in the form of an assertion; and (3) saying it independently” (Enfield, 2011, p. 311). Prior CA research has dealt with linguistic practices respondents use against the primacy of first-positioned turns in order to claim high agency in second-positioned turns [see the overview in Raymond et al. (2021), p. 7–10; Enfield (2009)].

While the concept of agency has been used to refer to properties of verbal actions, to our knowledge, its relation to embodied actions remains understudied. The only exception is a study by Tuncer and Haddington (2020) on object transfer in offer/request sequences. Contrasting cases of (not) stretching out the hand to give vs. to take an object, they state that “one participant ‘does more’ to make the transfer possible [and] simultaneously displays agency to make a substantial move in the progression of the action sequence” (Tuncer and Haddington, 2020, p. 66; cf. Zinken, 2015). Who performs and who initiates which kind of body movement here is taken as a display of embodied agency concerning the promotion of and the alignment with a projected course of action.

The uses of darf/kann ich? that we study present a difficult case of enacting agency. The linguistic format displays a low deontic stance, because the recipient is positioned as having to decide on the further course of action. However, the speaker's embodied actions during the realization of the TCU claim high agency by self-initiating or even completing the action that permission or acceptance is sought for (see section Types of Embodied Conduct of darf/kann ich?-Speakers).



Lean Syntax in Multimodal Interaction

In multimodal interaction, “lean syntax” (Deppermann, 2020), i.e., omission of arguments and verbal phrases considered to be obligatory in normative grammars, is pervasive. Depending on their source, omissions have long been distinguished as analepsis vs. ellipsis (Klein, 1993).

Analepsis is a discursive phenomenon: Phrases can be dropped if they have an antecedent in prior talk that is still structurally latent, i.e., accessible and salient to the interlocutors (Auer, 2014, 2015). Analepsis thus rests on sequentiality. Major variants of analepsis are topic-drop (Helmer, 2016) and analeptic responsive actions, e.g., I will, I do in response to polar questions or the provision of a noun phrase instantiating the semantic role that is asked for by a wh-question (Mazeland, 2013; Thompson et al., 2015).

Ellipsis refers to the omission of parts of a clause whose referents are co-present in or recoverable from the situation of the talk [see already Bühler (1934)]. Yet, only few studies have shown how ellipsis is actually used in multimodal conduct and which constraints apply to it. Keevallik (2015, 2018) examines how embodied demonstrations in dance instructions instantiate slots of grammatical objects, adverbs and verbal phrases. In a study on object ellipsis in instructions and requests, Deppermann (2020, p. 285) concludes that perceptual availability of objects and movements, joint attention to them, and the joint orientation to an expectable upcoming practical action create affordances for using ellipsis, whereas the mere spatial co-presence of an object is not sufficient. In addition to perceivability, the relationship of a verbal turn to a joint project of speaker and addressee and its pertinence to the current activity of the addressee is a decisive condition for object ellipsis.

Analepsis, ellipsis and pronominalization by deictic or anaphoric pronouns hinge on the accessibility and salience of referents at the moment of the production of an utterance (Ariel, 1990). In contrast to lexicalization, omission and pronominalization of referents presuppose, and reflexively, index high accessibility of referents.

Projectability of action is another interactional factor that is crucial for syntactic complexity of turn-design. For instance, while non-projectable requests are characterized by the use of different prefatory elements [see, e.g., Taleghani-Nikazm (2006), ch.5; Keisanen and Rauniomaa (2012)] as well as more complex syntactic structure, “minimal” formats for requesting are used if the requested action is a projectable step or next task within the ongoing activity (Mondada, 2014c). Whether such requests are produced nonverbally or with simple noun phrases, depends on whether the referents of the request are projectable [see Rossi (2014, 2015, ch. 2), Sorjonen and Raevaara (2014), Deppermann (2020)]. The degree of projectability of the requested action for the recipient within the joint activity can be indexed by the syntactic complexity of clausal formats like imperatives (Zinken and Deppermann, 2017). Syntactic complexity can also be contingent on the disposition for, or expectation of a preferred answer. In their study on do you want…?, you want…? and want…? formats for offers and requests, Raymond et al. (2020) show that more minimal forms (without pronoun and/or auxiliary) display stronger expectation of a preferred response.

The darf/kann ich?-formats in our study exhibit omission and pronominalization of object arguments and sometimes also verbal phrases. In section Types of Embodied Conduct of darf/kann ich?-Speakers, we demonstrate how such turns build on the sequentially-based accessibility and the mutual visual salience of referents and sometimes also actions, which are indexed to be highly expectable. We also show how the embodied conduct of darf/kann ich?-speakers during turn-production contributes to how these turns are understood by recipients.




DATA AND METHOD

The study is based on video-recorded mundane and institutional talk-in-interaction from the publicly available corpus of spoken German FOLK4, hosted at the Leibniz-Institute for the German Language (IDS; Schmidt, 2016), as well as from private corpora. All person and place names have been anonymized; written consent for scientific use of transcribed excerpts and video-recordings was obtained from all research participants. The collection consists of 68 cases of darf/kann ich?-TCUs5. As our study deals with cases in which the embodied action addressed with the turn is initiated before or during turn-production, we excluded darf/kann ich?-TCUs that are produced without the initiation of the addressed embodied action [as extract (1)] or remote actions (e.g., kann ich's nachher haben? “can I have it afterwards?”) as well as instances with verba dicendi (e.g., kann ich etwas sagen?—can I say something?) and stative verbs (e.g., kann ich die Socken so lassen? “can I leave the socks like that?”). This generated a collection of 43 target cases. Our analysis draws on the methods of multimodal CA and Interactional Linguistics.

In our analysis, we distinguish two phases of embodied action addressed with darf/kann ich?-TCUs:


[image: Figure 4]
Figure 4: Phases of embodied action


By “preparatory phase” we mean both (i) preparatory actions that establish (bodily, material) pre-conditions (Schmidt, 2018) for an intended core action as well as (ii) its actual initiation. “Initiation” refers to what Kendon (2004) calls the “preparation-phrase” of the core action proper before its actual accomplishment. Accordingly, the project of “stirring meat in a pot” can involve the following actions: (1) preparatory phase: taking a spoon (preparatory action) and moving the spoon toward/into the pot (initiation); (2) core action: stirring the meat. The reason for using “preparatory phase” as a broader term for both preparatory action and initiation lies in the fact that both make the core action strongly projectable, while not yet implementing it in a full, accountable way. Moreover, because there are differing degrees of granularity with respect to action ascription and because embodied actions are often subject to transition during their course, the segmentation of embodied action is not always straightforward.



GRAMMAR AND SEMANTICS OF darf/kann ich?

The focus of this study is on interrogative formats produced with either the modal verb dürfen (“may”) or können (“can”) in the first person singular. By using these formats, speakers position the recipient as having primary rights to decide upon future actions of the darf/kann ich?-speaker. However, the type of rights (e.g., epistemic or deontic), or the external source of authority are not explicitly addressed with the formats (cf. Kratzer, 2012).

In this study, we distinguish between two formats: [darf/kann ich + predicate?] and [darf/kann ich?] without a predicate (henceforth: bare uses). In both formats, the modal verb is inflected for first person singular in simple present indicative mood. [Darf/kann ich + predicate?] exhibits a (transitive or intransitive) main verb and/or one or more arguments (including oblique cases) fitted to the valence frame of the main verb:

[image: image]

The format can be produced either with falling or rising turn-final intonation. The V1-word-order marks these utterances as interrogatives.

Bare uses of darf/kann ich? do not exhibit a predicate, i.e., neither a full verbal phrase including a (transitive or intransitive) main verb, nor any argument. They may, however, exhibit modal particles (e.g., mal):

[image: image]

Bare uses of darf/kann ich? usually exhibit rising turn-final intonation.

While there is no research on bare uses of the format, the full format—depending on the main verb and the interactional context—is typically associated with requests for action (i.e., object transfer; Fox, 2015; Zinken, 2015) and requests for permission. Thompson et al. (2015, p. 215–6) argue that both how deontic rights are distributed and who is going to carry out the action addressed with such turns are the most important factors for differentiating between these two actions (cf. Zinken, 2015, p. 25–8). Levinson (1983, p. 357–363) analyzes formats like “Can I have/get…?” as pre-requests (position 1) designed to get a granting response (position 4). However, Fox (2015) shows that in institutional settings this format rather works as request for action, with recipients displaying an immediate verbal and embodied orientation toward compliance [see also Fox and Heinemann (2016)]. Zinken (2015) demonstrates that by requesting an object transfer with “can I have X?” speakers treat recipients as being in control over a “shared good,” obliging them to make the object available. Such requests are often produced with a reaching-out gesture, which underscores the requester's entitlement to the object and their agency over the course of action (Tuncer and Haddington, 2020).



TYPES OF EMBODIED CONDUCT OF darf/kann ich?-SPEAKERS


Preparation of Embodied Action + Halt Before Confirmation: Presupposition of Probable Intersubjectivity

In this section, we demonstrate how darf/kann ich?-speakers orient on both linguistic and embodied levels to the recipient's higher deontic rights over the future course of action. At the same time, speakers display by their embodied action a high certainty concerning the expectation that their request will be granted. We present four cases of darf/kann ich?, which are used either to request permission or an object transfer. In all these cases, the darf/kann ich?-speaker initiates the preparatory phase of the embodied action addressed by the turn before or during the initiation of the turn. The core action, however, is not being initiated until the response is produced. We begin our analysis with cases of [darf/kann ich + Predicate?] (section [darf/kann ich + Predicate?]) and then proceed to cases of bare [darf/kann ich?] (section Bare [darf/kann ich (mal)?]).


[darf/kann ich + Predicate?]

Extract (3) comes from the beginning of the first practical driving lesson of STU (student). When being instructed on how to use the indicator, STU turns off the indicator too firmly, thereby inadvertently indicating to the left. Afterwards, the instructor (INS) explains how STU's problem has emerged (1.01-02). As soon as the end of the instructor's explanation becomes projectable, STU shifts her gaze from INS to the indicator and asks whether she can try to turn the indicator on once again (1.03):


[image: Extract 3]
Extract 3: FOLK_FAHR_02_05_2:13


The kann ich?-turn requests permission for the speaker's own intended action and makes a verbal go-ahead relevant from the recipient (1.05-06). Using this format, STU conveys a low deontic stance (Stevanovic, 2018) and positions INS as having primary rights to decide upon the future course of action, which fits into the interactional environment in which the request is produced. In terms of the participation framework, the instructor is the one who guides the training session and owns the car. In terms of its local placement, the request for permission is produced in turn-final overlap with the instructor's explanation. Thus, STU is in a deontically lower position, both with respect to deciding on the intended action in general and whether she is allowed to perform it at this particular moment. The speaker's orientation toward the recipient having higher deontic rights is also displayed by the student's embodied conduct: From the very onset of her request for permission, she moves her left hand toward the indicator. However, she halts and “freezes” her gesture, i.e., she neither touches nor turns the indicator lever until the instructor produces a go-ahead [see Rossi and Stivers (2020) for similar cases of halting category-sensitive actions].

Extract (3) shows a distinctive pattern of coordinating embodied action with a darf/kann ich?-request: Speakers initiate the preparatory phase of the intended action before or during turn-production. However, the projected action is suspended, the core action being initiated only when the request has been granted. By initiating a preparatory phase of an action, speakers show their expectation that no possible contingencies will occur in this particular context and that a preferred response, i.e., that a go-ahead is probable [cf. Zinken (2015), cf. Kendrick and Drew (2016), p. 9–10 on initiating an embodied action before the trouble is verbally addressed by the recipient]. Moreover, the embodied initiation of the intended action before its permission allows the speaker to complete the action immediately as soon as the request is granted. This supports the smooth and quick progression of the sequence. The unproblematic nature of the intended action is also confirmed by INS's response: In granting permission with ja gern (1.08) and na klar (1.09), INS not only “acquiesces” to the terms of STU's request (Heritage and Raymond, 2012), but also treats permission as taken for granted, or redundant (Auer, 2020, p. 268 on klar). This is in line with the multimodal resources employed in the instructor's response: Raised eyebrows (Ekman, 1979), eye blinking (Hömke et al., 2018), and shoulder shrug (e.g., Jehoul et al., 2017) index the answer to be obvious.

In our data, if the preparatory phase of the embodied action is initiated before or during the production of the darf/kann ich?-TCU, object referents of the turn are usually salient to both parties, because they are jointly attended to. Sometimes, they have already been mentioned in the immediately prior turn(s). This salience is reflected by the turn design: In extract (3), the temporal adverb nochmal (“once again”) and the pronominal object es (“it,” referring to operating the indicator) used in the kann ich?-TCU index that the student asks to perform the same action as she did before and that is currently being talked about by the teacher.

Whereas in extract (3) the preparatory phase is “frozen” until the go-ahead from the recipient is produced, extract (4) demonstrates that the preparation of the embodied action can be timed in such a way that the granting response comes already before the embodied action reaches its core phase. Anna (AG) and Nathalie (NR) are cooking dinner together. AG is making a salad dressing. In line 02, NR asks AG whether the salad dressing tastes good and looks at the bowl with the dressing. In response, AG treats this question as a pre-request by offering NR to try it (1.04). Already with the onset of AG's offer, NR starts approaching AG. NR accepts the offer with a response token ja, (“yes,” 1.06) and immediately continues with a darf ich?-TCU:


[image: Extract 4]
Extract 4: FOLK_E_00225_SE_01_T_02_DF_01_c4908


During the production of the darf ich?-turn, before saying “FINger,” NR starts moving her finger toward the dressing. The targeted location is referred to by the directional pronoun rein (“into-it”), indexing that the object is accessible both deictically (both participants look at the dressing) and anaphorically (the dressing has been the topic of the immediately preceding talk). In response, AG stops stirring the dressing and moves the fork aside, thus making space for NR to put her finger in. This embodied response projects a go-ahead, which follows directly (ja “yes;” 1.07). Immediately after AG's embodied projection, NR alerts AG to the fact that NR will now put her finger into the bowl by saying mach_s (“I'll do it”). This seems to indicate that she interpreted NR's embodied conduct as a go-ahead. Right after AG's verbal go-ahead (1.07), NR produces a third positioned OKAY in line 09, indexing that she registers the permission, and touches the dressing. The trajectory of NR's gesture toward the dressing is slow and finely timed in relation to the production of the darf ich?-turn and AG's response. This allows NR not to halt her embodied action before the response. Its continuous action trajectory indexes high certainty that permission will be given. Still, like in extract (3), the core action, i.e., putting the finger into the dressing, is not carried out until her request is granted. Thus, the darf ich?-speaker orients both verbally and nonverbally to the recipient as having higher deontic rights. While in extract (3), rights to control the activity can be explained by the participant's roles in the overall activity, in extract (4), the deontic asymmetry is tied to a local interactional level. First, by putting a finger into the dressing, NR interferes with AG's local project, which AG has to suspend to allow NR to taste the dressing. Second, AG holds the bowl, therefore NR has to intrude into AG's personal space to taste the dressing. Third, touching the dressing with a finger could be seen as an uncivilized act, especially given that both participants will eat it afterwards. This action might require explicit agreement, or negotiation about norms of appropriate tasting-behaviors, which cannot be presupposed.



Bare [darf/kann ich (mal)?]

Bare uses of darf/kann ich (mal)? can be coordinated with embodied actions in the same temporal ways as shown in section [darf/kann ich + Predicate?]. Furthermore, like cases presented in the prior section, the bare format [darf/kann ich?] is also used when the speaker's embodied action is about to intrude into the recipient's “territories of the self” (Goffman, 1971, p. 28–61), i.e., the intended action concerns an object that is owned by or in bodily control of the recipient or a project the recipient is responsible for. Yet, the environment, in which the format occurs, is different. In particular, the embodied actions addressed with the bare darf/kann ich?-TCU are highly projectable, either by virtue of the speaker's embodied conduct or the prior sequence. A case in point is extract (5), in which Saskia (SP), Roman (RP), and Lisa (LH) are baking a cake. LH had stated that her mixer is very expensive and that it's therefore good that RP is going to stir with a whisk (1.01). After SP is done with adding the eggs into the bowl, she turns to RP, shifts her gaze to the whisk that RP is holding, reaches with her right hand for the whisk (Figure 5) and produces a darf ich?-turn (1.05):


[image: Extract 5]
Extract 5: FOLK_E_00372_SE_01_T01_c230


The darf ich?-turn does not contain any arguments and does not mention the action. The action that is expected from the recipient is disambiguated by the embodied resources SP employs, namely, her bodily turn toward RP, her gaze at the whisk and her reaching-out gesture (1.06). Like in extracts (3) and (4), the initiation of embodied conduct during the darf/kann ich?-turn displays the speaker's expectation that a preferred response is probable, and supports activity progression. Yet, in extract (5), the requested action is an object transfer. Object transfers require the recipient's collaboration in form of giving the object, which is reciprocal to the requester's taking it (Heath et al., 2018; Tuncer and Haddington, 2020). The embodied initiation of the object transfer disambiguates or completes the verbal turn: The verb-slot and the object-argument-slot are filled by the direction of the grasping gesture, the speaker's gaze direction also clarifying the referent (the whisk). Furthermore, as SP is done with adding all ingredients right before the initiation of the darf ich?-turn, the next expectable step in this activity is mixing, for which the whisk is necessary. This contributes to the fact that the action requested in line 13 is easily recoverable.

The use of darf ich? in extract (5) can be explained by the fact that although SP is responsible for adding the ingredients to the bowl, it is RP who is responsible for mixing them with a whisk, as stated in line 01 as well as at the very beginning of this cooking activity. Furthermore, the whisk is in RP's personal space, as he is holding it. Thus, by constructing the turn with darf ich?, SP orients to RP's higher deontic rights grounded in his “control” over the project of stirring as well as the object. This is also displayed by SP's embodied conduct: Although she reaches out for the whisk (Figure 5) and claims higher agency over the ongoing course of action (Tuncer and Haddington, 2020), she neither grabs nor touches it until RP collaborates (Figure 6), i.e., initiates the action of “giving,” which is the second compulsory element of a collaborative object-transfer (Heath et al., 2018). That SP intrudes into RP's project is also oriented to in RP's verbal response (1.07): By giving his go-ahead saying verSUCH_s, (“try it”), RP treats the prior turn not as a request for action, but for permission. In doing so, he reclaims his agency, or “control,” over the course of action.

In extract (6) from a sales encounter in a perfumery, darf ich? relates to a different “territory” of the recipient, namely, her personal space. Before the extract, the customer (CU) said that she needs some time to think whether she wants to buy the perfume the seller (SE) had recommended. In line 01, SE offers to spray the perfume on CU. After relatively long pauses (1.02, 04) and a hesitation marker (ähm “uhm,” 1.03), which project a dispreferred response, CU reluctantly accepts (so ganz LEICHT,=ja, “like very slightly yes,” 1.06). In turn-final overlap, SE initiates a darf ich?-turn:


[image: Extract 6]
Extract 6: FOLK_VERK_07_A01_T01_20:05-20:24


Already during CU's hesitation marker ähm (“uhm,” l. 03), SE grabs the perfume flacon and looks at CU. At the beginning of CU's reluctant go-ahead (l. 05), SE takes the lid off the perfume flacon. The particle so in CU's response projects a specification of the manner, in which the action on offer is to be done. It thereby projects (conditional) acceptance of the offer. After CU starts nodding (l. 05), SE shifts his gaze to the flacon and produces a darf ich?-turn. While producing this turn, SE puts his index finger on the trigger, but does not start moving the flacon toward the customer before her response (Figure 7). In doing so, the seller orients to the customer's deontic authority, as spraying the perfume implies the intrusion into the client's personal space (i.e., private smells). In response, CU gives a go-ahead ja (“yes,” l. 08), steps forward and closes her eyes (l. 09 Figure 8). She thus adopts a posture to receive the spray. Right after the onset of her go-ahead and her bodily repositioning, SE starts spraying (l. 09). Thus, CU's verbal go-ahead (l. 08) as well as SE's initiation of spraying only after CU's go-ahead and her embodied display of readiness provide evidence that both participants orient to the darf ich?-turn as a request for permission. However, given that the customer has already granted permission to spray the perfume on her in line 05, the darf ich?-turn (l. 06) rather addresses the permissibility of initiating the action at this particular moment. In addition, it announces that the action will now be performed. This is important since the customer's bodily collaboration is required: She must approach the seller (l. 08), close her eyes (l. 09) and stop breathing in when spraying (Figure 8). Interestingly, SE initiates spraying by grabbing the flacon already in line 03 despite clear evidence of a projectable dispreferred response from the recipient (l. 02-04). His embodied conduct does not align with the course of action projected by the recipient's conduct and instead counter-factually treats granting as being highly expectable. By initiating the offered action, he claims agency, puts the customer under pressure to accept the offer and increases the face-threatening character of rejecting the offer (Brown and Levinson, 1987), because the offerer has already put effort into carrying out the offered action.

Like in extract (5), the lean turn design of bare darf ich? fits its interactional environment in extract (6): The action of spraying can be expected because it has been explicitly offered in the preceding context (l. 01). It can also be anticipated to be planned due to the embodied conduct of the seller (“frozen” hold of the flacon and gaze at it; l. 06-07). This does not only constrain the intended action, but also establish the focus of joint attention (Figure 7). Thus, the arguments of the turn and the intended action are both analeptically and deictically salient.

In this section, we have shown that in formatting their actions with darf/kann ich?, speakers orient to the intended action as affecting something in the recipient's “territory”– the authority associated with their social role [extract (3)], their responsibility for the project [extract (4)], or their personal bodily space [extracts (5–6)]. This orientation is also displayed in the speaker's embodied conduct during darf/kann ich?-TCUs: The core action is carried out only after a verbal [extracts (3), (4), (6)], or nonverbal [extracts (4–6)] go-ahead from the recipient. Yet, by initiating the preparatory phase of the intended action already before or during the production of the darf/kann ich?-TCU, speakers display that they presuppose a complying response as being probable. The initiation of the action before the response promotes the progressivity of the activity, allowing for quick continuation of the intended embodied action immediately after the recipient's assent. The linguistic design of darf/kann ich?-TCUs treats referents, and, in the case of bare darf/kann ich?-TCUs, actions as mutually salient. Accessibility of referents and/or actions is indexed by pro-forms [extracts (3–4)] or omission of object arguments and/or the full verb [extracts (5–6)]. Especially in cases of bare uses of darf/kann ich?, the unambiguous interpretation of action and object rests on joint attention to the object and on the embodied initiation of the preparatory phase of the action. Sometimes, it is additionally supported by topicalization in prior talk, whereas “the verbal segments on their own would be incomplete and incomprehensible” (Keevallik, 2018, p. 15; cf. Keevallik, 2015). This is also supported by the fact that in contrast to [darf/kann ich + predicate?], bare uses of darf/kann ich? in our collection are never produced without an embodied initiation of the intended action. In bare uses, thus, the prior expectability and/or the perceptual salience and recoverability of the action that the darf/kann ich?-TCU refers to is greater than in at least some of the cases of [darf/kann ich + predicate].




Completion of Embodied Action Before Confirmation: Presupposition of Certainty of Intersubjectivity

In section Preparation of Embodied Action + Halt Before Confirmation: Presupposition of Probable Intersubjectivity, we showed cases of darf/kann ich? in which speakers initiate the preparatory phase of the requested action, yet waiting to perform the core action only after the recipient's granting of the request. In doing so, speakers display that the permissibility of the addressed action was presupposed to be probable, but contingent on the recipient's response. In this section, we show cases of a greater incongruence between the agency claimed through verbal vs. nonverbal resources by darf/kann ich?-speakers. We analyze four cases in which speakers initiate not only the preparatory phase, but also the core action referred to in darf/kann ich?-TCUs before the recipient's response.


[darf/kann ich + predicate?]

Extract (7) comes from another driving lesson. Here, STU has been driving for about 19 seconds behind two cyclists, who are very slow. They have to be overtaken as soon as possible (l. 01-2), because there is currently no oncoming traffic. After INS has looked five times at STU, STU asks whether he may overtake the cyclists by using a darf ich?-format (l. 03):


[image: Extract 7]
Extract 7: FOLK_E_00146_SE_01_T_01_DF_01_c664


The choice of darf (“may,” l. 03) may highlight that the question concerns the right in accordance with the code of traffic and not a personal permission by the instructor. Still, INS is treated as epistemic authority for the correct interpretation of the deontic rules. Jetzt (“now”) indicates that the question concerns the permissibility of overtaking at this precise moment. Like in extracts (3–6), the object-referent (the cyclists) is deictically salient, which is indexed by the demonstrative pronoun die (“them;” l. 03).

INS had been looking at STU already six times before the onset of STU's turn in line 03. Looking at STU is a routine way for INS to index that some action is expected from STU. STU touches and then turns the indicator lever down and looks into the left side mirror, thus preparing to overtake (Deppermann et al., 2018). In contrast to the cases in section Preparation of Embodied Action + Halt Before Confirmation: Presupposition of Probable Intersubjectivity, the core action–the actual passing maneuver–is initiated before the darf ich?-turn is completed and way before the recipient's go-ahead in line 7. While STU's darf ich?-turn treats INS as deontic authority, his embodied actions display that STU himself is entitled to decide on his further course of action. By initiating the core embodied action before INS's go-ahead, STU claims high agency and presupposes intersubjectivity, i.e., that the permissibility of the passing maneuver is certain, thus not being in need for granting. This is confirmed by INS' later responses. His go-ahead treats the need for the requested action as obvious and the prior question as redundant (ja klar “yes sure,” l. 07) and the initiation of action as too late (l. 09–11). After the passing maneuver (l. 35–38), INS states that the student is expected to be already sufficiently competent to initiate actions such as overtaking on his own without having to ask for permission. In doing so, he criticizes STU for lacking to take autonomous actions, which is something that should already be established as a routine.

The multimodal realization of the darf ich?-turn poses a riddle concerning the action accomplished by STU: If considering only the verbal component as well as INS's responses, the darf ich?-turn seems to accomplish a request for permission. However, given the embodied action, i.e., the initiation of the core component of the action addressed by the darf ich?-turn before a second-pair part has occurred, STU's turn could also be interpreted as an announcement of the passing maneuver, while simultaneously checking its legitimacy.

In extract (7), the grantability of the action addressed with the darf ich?-turn seems to be secured on the basis of the high expectability of the action. Speakers can also initiate an action before a response after they have checked that there are no possible contingencies that would jeopardize the permissibility of the action. This is the case in extract (8) from another driving lesson. Here, STU stops the car and INS announces that the first stage of the drive is now complete (l. 01–03). In line 04, INS looks back. As becomes clearer in the following sequence, her gaze backwards aims at checking if she may move her seat backwards without disturbing the person sitting behind her (AL). Afterwards, she asks AL whether she can move her seat (l. 05):


[image: Extract 8]
Extract 8: FOLK_Fahrschule_FOLK_FAHR_02_A01_18:55_29:33


Already at the beginning of the kann ich?-turn, INS starts bending down toward the lever of her seat. She touches it by the end of the turn. Immediately after this preparatory action, she initiates the core action and starts pushing her seat back before the recipient's response (l. 06). As INS's moving the seat backwards intrudes into AL's personal space, INS's kann ich? seems to reflect that this imposition needs AL's permission, even if INS has already checked that AL will not be affected. Moreover, n stück (“a bit”) downgrades the imposition as not demanding much space. Like in extract (7), the core embodied action addressed with the kann ich?-turn starts before the recipient's response (l. 06). This indexes that intersubjective permissibility of the action is presupposed to be certain. The kann ich?-turn can be interpreted as two actions: either as a request for permission, if considering only the verbal sequence, or as an announcement, if taking INS's multimodal conduct into account. The announcement displays consideration of the recipient's imposition by preparing her for an upcoming action, which could be seen as an intrusion into her territory and/or as unexpected and perhaps even startling, if she is not prepared for it.

In some cases, however, the grantability of the addressed action is not established prior to it. Yet, by completing the action before recipient has granted permission, speakers can nevertheless construct the action in such a way as if permissibility was secured. This is shown in extract (9), in which four participants play the card-game “Dixit.” Before the beginning of the extract, Vanessa (VP) places four cards on the table (l. 01). In line 02, Gabriele (GG) starts intensely attending to one card. She leans forward toward it (l. 03), which can be interpreted as an embodied display of trouble (Kendrick and Drew, 2016). In line 04, she produces a request for information (was IS_n des. “what is that”) by simultaneously reaching out for the card she has been attending to (Figure 9), followed by a latched darf ich?-question whether she might take a closer look (l. 05).


[image: Extract 9]
Extract 9: FOLK_E_00357_SE_01_T_01_DF_01_c1384


GG's question in line 04 accounts for her embodied actions (display of embodied trouble + grasping the card) and is a preliminary to the darf ich?-TCU. GG grasps the card already at the onset of darf ich? (l. 05) and holds it closer to herself before the TCU is even completed (Figure 10). The request is not addressed to anyone in particular in this multi-party situation. GG gazes exclusively at the card throughout the whole extract. The use of genau (“precisely,” l. 05) self-reflexively accounts for the request by indexing the presupposition that she cannot recognize the picture on the card sufficiently from her position. The object (i.e., “card”) is omitted, as the reference is unambiguous by her gaze and the grasping gesture. The modal particle mal could be seen to index that the action/request is not necessarily expected by the others (Zinken and Deppermann, 2017).

In contrast to extracts (7) and (8), in this case, the core action is not only initiated, but already completed before the recipients have granted the request. The darf ich?-format seems to be devoted to making the action accountable–she takes the card, because she cannot recognize it properly– rather than to asking for permission. Still, the darf ich?-TCU opens a response slot, i.e., it enables the others to grant permission for her action, even if only belatedly. In this way, GG symbolically attributes authority to the other players, which is, however, not behaviorally consequential.

By completing the action before the recipients' response(s), GG treats its grantability as presupposed and unproblematic. However, we find no sequential evidence that the permissibility of this action is secured. We argue that this is what the recipient's responses (l. 06–07) might orient to: Despite the fact that all players see that the action is already completed, they treat GG's darf ich?-TCU as request for permission and reinvoke their authority and agency over the course of action, which was undermined, or ignored by GG's embodied conduct. In particular, RM's partial repeat (DARFST du, “you may,” l. 07) reclaims her deontic rights by “confirming” rather than merely “affirming” the proposition of the prior question (Heritage and Raymond, 2012, p. 187; Enfield et al., 2019).

As in other cases in our collection, we could observe in extract (9) that recipients give permission to a darf/kann ich?-TCU although the embodied action addressed in the TCU has already been executed (or is in the course of being performed). For the practical purposes of sequence progression, this permission is gratuitous, because progression is already effectuated independently from it. So why would recipients give permission nevertheless? One explanation might be that the conditional relevance of granting permission established by the darf/kann ich?-TCU may impose itself as a routine and/or a normative requirement to maintain the interactional order. Reflexively, the recipient's action of granting confirms the normative validity of this order, in spite of the darf/kann ich?-speaker's embodied action, which has just violated this order. With regard to the interpersonal relationship between participants, recipients can be seen to counter-factually reassert their agency as having deontic authority, especially if their go-ahead is formatted in an upgraded way, e.g., by an imperative as in extract (5), l. 07 or a partial repeat as in extract (9), l. 07. At the same time, by giving permission, recipients reinstate intersubjectivity by sanctioning the darf/kann ich?-speaker's preceding embodied action, as if it depended on their assent.

Thus, we have shown that by producing the darf ich?-TCUs, speakers offer the recipients a response space for granting the request and orient to the permissibility of the embodied action as being potentially contingent on the recipient. Still, by initiating, or even completing the core embodied action before the recipient's response, speakers treat the grantability of the action as presupposed and not contingent on the recipient's uptake. In doing so, they enact a high degree of agency by unilaterally progressing the course of action.



Bare [darf/kann ich (mal)?]

In the previous section entitled Bare [darf/kann ich (mal)?], we analyzed cases in which the darf/kann ich?-speaker initiates the preparatory phase of a requested embodied action, but does not intrude into the recipient's personal space before their granting response. In this section, we show cases in which darf/kann ich?-speakers cannot carry out an intended action, because recipients “stand in their way.” Thus, after initiating the preparatory phase, speakers do not halt the embodied action, but intrude into the other's personal space (e.g., by touching the recipient) in order to make the recipient adjust their bodily position.

In extract (10), Saskia (SP), Lisa (LH), and Roman (RP) are baking a cake together. We join the interaction in the very beginning of the cooking activity. In line 02, SP announces that she will wash her hands and starts approaching the sink. Yet, RP who stands in her way, does not yield space and instead observes LH's preparation of the dough. As SP arrives immediately behind RP and cannot move toward the sink (Figure 11), she produces the darf ich?-turn (l. 04):


[image: Extract 10]
Extract 10: FOLK_E_00372_SE_01_T_01_194


By using darf ich?, SP orients to the fact that the requested action intrudes into the personal space of RP (Figure 11) and forces him to interrupt his current activity (watching LH's preparations). Additionally, the modal particle mo seems to treat RP as being not prepared to give way, the request interfering with his current action–as can be seen by the fact that he did not react to SP's announcement of her action plan in line 02. SP's intended action is not named in the darf ich?-turn, because it is recoverable from the announcement and from SP's movement toward the sink.

SP advances her course of action and claims high agency. RP does not produce any verbal response, but is nonverbally compliant by adjusting his position (l. 05–06): He gives way and raises his arms (Figure 12), displaying in a stylized manner that he does not want to interfere with SP's course of action, i.e., stand in her way. Both SP's non-verbal conduct and RP's response treat the darf ich?-turn as implementing a request for action. As SP has already announced her action goal in line 02, the darf ich?-turn also works like an insisting reminder deemed for mobilizing a response that was lacking.

In extract (10), darf ich? is used with regard to an action that could have been anticipated by the recipient based on the prior sequence. The request is directed at a recipient who is blocking access to shared goods. This is also the case in extract (11). Rebeca (RE), Melanie (ME), and Jonas (JO) are having breakfast together. While producing an account for why she has not returned a sweater to ME, RE is putting butter on her bread (l. 01–03). Then she takes a slice of cheese and moves her hand toward the cutting board (l. 03), on top of which ME is resting her hand (Figure 13). ME doesn't seem to notice what RE is up to, as ME gazes at the plate before her. RE starts to remove ME's hand and immediately afterwards produces the kann ich?-turn (l. 04):


[image: Extract 11]
Extract 11: EMB_Teilchenessen_2016_2


Like in extract (10), the kann ich?-turn acknowledges that RE intrudes into ME's personal space by touching and pushing her hand away from the cutting board. The modal particle mal indexes that RE takes ME not to be prepared for the request (cf. Deppermann, 2021). RE's body movement projects that she intends to use the board for cutting the cheese. The particle bitte: (“please”) marks the action as a request and has been claimed to index deference (Brown and Levinson, 1987). It is prosodically marked through lengthening of the last syllable and the focal accent. As ME has been using the cutting board, which is a shared object, as her plate (despite the fact that she has one of her own), bitte: might convey a critical stance toward ME's behavior and her lack of anticipation that RE needs the board. This could also have been guessed by virtue of RE's earlier embodied actions in the project of making a sandwich (l. 01–03).

RE's embodied conduct before and during the realization of the kann ich?-turn displays the claim to high deontic rights and agency over the course of action. As soon as RE has nudged ME, ME withdraws her hand (Figure 14). She neither gives any verbal response nor does she express any visible stance on the episode. Therefore, given the nonverbal conduct of the kann ich?-speaker as well the recipient's response (i.e., non-verbal compliance), kann ich? accomplishes a request to adjust the embodied position and give access to the shared good.

Like in the previous section Bare [darf/kann ich (mal)?], bare darf/kann ich? is used for actions that are highly projectable not only because of the prior sequential context, but by virtue of the speakers' embodied conduct before and during production of the TCU. Still, in this section we demonstrated that speakers can use bare darf/kann ich? for a specific type of requests for action, namely, that the recipient adjusts their bodily position in order to allow recipients to complete their initiated course of action. This occurs if recipients restrain the speaker's access to shared goods, objects or facilities through their embodied position (cf. Zinken, 2015). In such cases, darf/kann ich?-speakers initiate an embodied action before the production of the darf/kann ich?-TCU and intrude into the personal space of the addressee without waiting for compliance. By using darf/kann ich?, speakers index that they understand their action to be violating the recipient's personal space (cf. section Bare [darf/kann ich (mal)?]). However, by continuing the embodied action, darf/kann ich?-speakers treat permissibility as intersubjectively certain and claim high agency over the course of the joint action.





DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Our study demonstrates that the degree of agency and the deontic stance that a participant claims by their actions can be systematically equivocal. We have analyzed a seemingly paradoxical package of a verbal turn produced in sync with an embodied action: While the darf/kann ich?-format of the TCU indexes low agency of the speaker and attributes deontic authority concerning the course of action to the addressee, the embodied action exerts high agency. If A6 initiates the embodied action that intrudes into B's “territory,” but suspends it before B grants the embodied action, B's permission is treated as probable (section Preparation of Embodied Action + Halt Before Confirmation: Presupposition of Probable Intersubjectivity); if A bodily intrudes into B's territory before B grants permission, B's permission is presupposed as being certain and unproblematic (section Completion of Embodied Action Before Confirmation: Presupposition of Certainty of Intersubjectivity). Through the analysis of these two different ways of coordinating embodied action and verbal action, we were able to show that embodied agency, which has almost never been attended to before in CA [except for Tuncer and Haddington, 2020], can be as important for interactional organization as verbal agency. We also demonstrated that high agency is not automatically tied to first actions. Darf/kann ich-TCUs are first actions that initiate sequences; yet, they index that deontic authority concerning (future) actions is ascribed to the addressee, thus subordinating A's agency to B's. Future research might inquire more into the relationship between sequential position, action type, linguistic and embodied resources in claiming agency in social interaction.

Putting our observations into a larger picture, we can locate the two variants of relationships between talk and embodied action, on a larger continuum concerning the degree of presupposition of permissibility and claims to agency. The temporal placement and the design of the embodied action, in particular the temporal organization of preparatory parts of the embodied action and the core action itself, is crucial in these respects. The temporal coordination between the trajectory of the embodied action and the darf/kann ich?-TCU indexes the assumed intersubjective status of permissibility, impinges on the exertion of agency and affects the ascription of deontic status to the participants in the sequence. We can posit three positions on this continuum (see Figure 15 below):

(1) At one extreme, there are cases in which A does not presuppose the intersubjective permissibility of the action A intends to perform. A ascribes deontic authority and sequential agency fully to B. This results in a strictly linear, sequentially organized negotiation of the permission and execution of the action [see extract (1)]:

– A: darf/kann ich?

– B: verbal/nonverbal granting

– A: initiation of both preparatory and core embodied action

(2) If A initiates the embodied action already while producing the turn, but suspends it before the B's granting (section Preparation of Embodied Action + Halt Before Confirmation: Presupposition of Probable Intersubjectivity), A indexes that permissibility is treated as being highly probable. By this, A claims agency by their embodied action, yet both the turn and the suspension index that the final decision on permissibility is left to B:

– A: darf/kann ich? + initiation of preparatory action

– B: verbal/nonverbal granting

– A: initiation of core action

(3) If A executes an embodied action intruding into B's territory before B grants it, A presupposes that permissibility of the addressed action is intersubjectively shared and doubtless (section Completion of Embodied Action Before Confirmation: Presupposition of Certainty of Intersubjectivity). By this, A claims high agency and does not assign B any sequential agency concerning A's next action. Yet, the darf/kann ich?-TCU shows an orientation to the need to intersubjectively account for the action (at least in terms of its intelligibility or expectability) and to ritually acknowledge B's deontic rights, even if in a way that is not behaviorally consequential. This paradoxical format thus can be seen as factually acting unilaterally, while indexing to be committed to an intersubjective normative order.

– A: darf/kann ich? + initiation of preparatory and core action

– B: verbal/nonverbal granting7


[image: Figure 15]
Figure 15: Continuum of presupposition of intersubjective permissibility and agency in relation to speakers' embodied conduct during darf/kann ich?-TCUs


The presuppositions concerning intersubjectivity are also reflected by the design of the darf/kann ich?-TCU. Its complexity depends on the multimodal interactional environment in which the turn is produced. In all cases of darf/kann ich?-TCUs that co-occur with (the beginning of) the embodied realization of the action, referents involved in this action have already been salient to B before A's turn-beginning because of joint attention (visual or haptic access of B) and/or because they have been mentioned in the preceding talk. The high degree of accessibility of the referents allows for pronominalization or omission of object arguments, and sometimes also the main verb. Often, the perceptual and the sequential sources of accessibility co-occur, thus yielding turns in which a distinction between deixis and anaphor or between ellipsis and analepsis is not possible. In the case of bare darf/kann ich?, it is not only the object that is salient, but in addition, the embodied action to be performed is highly projectable in the context of a routine sequence or series of actions (mainly object transfer to A or letting A pass). In such cases, the embodied action accompanying darf/kann ich?-TCUs disambiguates their meaning sufficiently and provides the elements which could be seen to be missing when considering the turn alone. Thus, our results deepen our understanding of how multimodal action allows for lean syntax (i.e., argument and main verb omission), which, in turn, indexes the presupposition of the intersubjective accessibility and expectability of referents and actions.

The kinds of coordination patterns between turn and embodied action that we have examined in this paper do not seem to match the concepts that have hitherto been developed for analyzing multimodal packages. Darf/kann ich?-TCUs during which the verbally addressed embodied action is already bodily initiated or even completed are neither composite utterances (Enfield, 2009) nor multimodal gestalts (Mondada, 2014a), because the linguistic and embodied resources do not work together to bring one overall action about. Instead, verbal and embodied action clearly implement (or prepare) two different actions. The embodied action pragmatically belies the verbal turn, as the action for which permission is sought, is already in progress. Embodied action and talk mutually elaborate each other (Goodwin, 2000): The embodied action indexes claims to permissibility and certainty of a confirming response regarding the action that the turn targets; the turn makes clear what the embodied action is up to. Yet, they are not instances of multi-activity either, because both actions belong to the same activity. They contribute to the same line of action. However, while the verbal action starts a new sequence, the embodied action that is simultaneously produced with it, anticipates the third position within the same sequence. While it has been repeatedly shown that asynchronicities of different modalities in implementing actions are common (e.g., Mondada, 2018), it is a novel finding that, relative to a verbal action initiating a sequence, a simultaneous embodied action by the same participant can already implement a third position before a response, i.e., the second position, has occurred. We are thus faced with a sequential shortcut in favor of progressivity—yet, at the expense of accomplishing intersubjectivity by reciprocal negotiation. Future research on multimodal interaction will need to show whether such reversals or anticipations of the order of actions within a sequence are a more general potential of assembling different bodily resources in multimodal conduct.



DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The datasets presented in this study can be found online at: dgd.ids-mannheim.de Database of Spoken German, Forschungs- und Lehrkorpus gesprochenes Deutsch (FOLK), except for extract 11, which is from a private corpus.



ETHICS STATEMENT

Ethical review and approval was not required for the study on human participants in accordance with the local legislation and institutional requirements. The patients/participants provided their written informed consent to participate in this study. Written informed consent was obtained from the individual(s) for the publication of any potentially identifiable images or data included in this article.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

All authors have conducted the analyses presented together and have written the manuscript together.



FUNDING

The publication of this article was funded by the Leibniz-Instiut für Deutsche Sprache and the Open Access Fund of the Leibniz Association.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We are grateful to Emma Betz for sharing some of the data we have used for this study. We thank Axel Schmidt as well as Andrea Golato and Pentti Haddington, who provided the reviews, and Xiaoting Li on the part of the editors of this Research Topic for their valuable comments on a prior version of the text.



FOOTNOTES

1Actions produced with darf/kann ich? always inhabit a complete TCU (turn-constructional unit; Sacks et al., 1974), which can, but does not have to be a complete turn.

2Extracts are transcribed according to GAT2 transcription conventions for German (Selting et al., 2011) and Mondada's conventions for multimodal transcription (see https://www.lorenzamondada.net/multimodal-transcription). Note that we use -b for “body,” -g for “gaze,” -h for “hand” and -f for “face” in transcribing non-verbal conduct.

3See Enfield (2009, p. 286) on “sequential” and “thematic” agency.

4The corpus is accessible to scholars after registering at http://dgd.ids-mannheim.de.

5In our data, we did not find any interactional and functional differences between the uses of darf ich? and kann ich?. Therefore, we do not treat them as distinct formats in this paper.

6Here, “A” stands for the darf/kann ich?-speaker and “B” for the recipient.

7We expect that to the extreme right of the continuum, there would be the cases of A producing an embodied action that intrudes into B's territory without requesting at all (e.g., when a driving instructor grasps the steering wheel, Deppermann, 2017, when the parent touches the child to achieve compliance to a directive, e.g., Cekaite, 2015; see also the contributions to Cekaite and Mondada, 2021). A's action then can be considered as an effect-oriented action that does not exhibit any observable concern with intersubjective permissibility. Consequently, A claims high deontic rights and agency, while B is not treated as a partner who has rights to guide the sequence. Future research will have to prove whether the analysis sketched here holds true.
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The article explores how social interaction is accomplished through intertwined verbal and bodily conduct, focusing on directive actions that include a second-person imperative form of the Finnish verb katsoa “to look,” typically kato. The study draws on video recordings of various outdoor activities in nature, mostly from family interaction with small children, and employs interactional linguistics and conversation analysis as its analytic framework. The directive kato actions in focus are produced (1) as noticings, to initiate a new course of action by directing the recipient to look at and possibly talk about a target that the speaker treats as newsworthy; (2) as showings, to initiate an evaluative course of action by directing the recipient to look at and align with the speaker’s stance toward the target; or (3) as prompts, to contribute to an ongoing course of action by directing the recipient to do something relevant to or with the target. Apart from the use of kato, the actions differ in their design. In noticings, the target is typically named verbally and pointed at through embodied means, but the participants remain at some distance from it (e.g., kato muurahaispesä tuossa “look an anthill there”). In showings, the participant producing the action typically approaches the recipient with the target in hand, so that the naming of the target is not necessary but, by evaluating the target themselves, the shower explicates how the target should be seen (e.g., kato kuinka jättejä “look how giant {ones}”). In prompts, neither the target nor the intended action is named, but the target is typically indicated by embodied means, for example, by the participants’ approaching and pointing at it, and the intended action is inferable from the participants’ prior conduct (e.g., kato tuossa “look there” and pointing at a berry in the participants’ vicinity when berry picking has been established as relevant). By examining these three grammar-body assemblages, the article uncovers regularities in the co-occurrence of multiple modalities and contributes to new understandings of language use in its natural ecology – in co-present social interaction.

Keywords: directive, imperative, kato “look”, noticing, prompt, showing, verbs of perception


INTRODUCTION

A common problem in the midst of our everyday activities is how to get others to do something. Directive actions are one central means in this, and, as such, have also received a sustained amount of attention in language studies. The classic definition of directives in spoken interaction considers them as actions that aim to control the recipient’s conduct in some way (Ervin-Tripp, 1981, p. 196). Various directive actions, such as requests, advice giving, proposals, and instructions, have provided a fruitful arena for social-interactional research to explore how collaboration, assistance, or resistance is enacted in directive sequences (see, e.g., Kendrick and Drew, 2016; Sorjonen et al., 2017). On the other hand, others have proceeded to explore the ways in which participants “mobilize” action from others (Taleghani-Nikazm et al., 2020). Such a perspective highlights the role of the activities and the trajectories of action involved in making particular kinds of responses or actions by co-participants relevant (see also Stivers and Rossano, 2010). This article joins in the discussion by showing how specific embodied practices, participants’ movement, and their relative proximity with reference to each other and the object of their joint attention, created by a directive action, combine in systematic ways with linguistic turn design. Drawing on face-to-face interactions among speakers of Finnish during various outdoor activities in nature (mostly from families with small children foraging or trekking), the article presents three different grammar-body assemblages of how participants guide others to act, or not to act, in a specific way with directive actions.1

At focus here are directive actions that include a second-person imperative form of the Finnish verb katsoa “to look.” The most frequent form in the data is the colloquial second-person singular kato “look.” Hakulinen and Seppänen (1992) have noted that in addition to functioning as an imperative verb that has the concrete meaning of “looking,” kato functions as a particle that is used as an attention getter or an explanatory connective, that is, it may be used to signal the point in a telling and to mark an explanation (see also Siitonen et al., 2019). Indeed, in Finnish and several other languages, some verbs of (visual or auditory) perception have conventionalized into discourse markers that are used as resources for regulating interaction and managing interpersonal relations: such discourse markers are employed, for example, as a resource for directing the recipient’s attention to some abstract content, disaligning with a prior turn, launching or redirecting a course of action, or making claims of evidential vindication (see Hakulinen and Seppänen, 1992; Keevallik, 2003, p. 203–204, 207, 214; Sidnell, 2007; Kendrick, 2019). In this study, however, we draw on social activities in which participants move and act in a material world populated with physical objects and orient primarily toward features of their environment. Our focus is on kato actions with which the participants direct each other’s embodied conduct as is essential here and now in terms of an incipient or ongoing activity. Such kato actions constitute the clear majority of the kato turns in our data from natural settings.

Let us briefly discuss an example from the data to show how central the participants’ embodied conduct is in designing and responding to the kato actions under examination. In Example 1, grandfather, Väinö (5 years), and Risto (7 years) are walking into the woods to pick bilberries (Figure 1). During this brief extract, the participants produce three directive actions that include the verb katsoa “to look” in the second-person imperative (lines 2, 13, and 15).

[image: Figure 1]
EXAMPLE 1. 51HANS mustikassa 1 (00:01:14).


[image: Figure 2]
FIGURE 1. Grandfather, Risto and Väinö are walking into the woods to pick bilberries.


Focusing first on the linguistic design of the turns, we can analyze them as follows: katsokaa “look” as a second-person plural imperative (line 2), katopa tossa “look there” as a cliticized second-person singular imperative followed by a deictic term (line 13), and kato “look” as a second-person singular imperative (line 15). As such, the three turns can already be understood to direct the recipients’ attention to an object that is visually accessible to both the speaker and the recipient(s). Taking then the details of both sequential and spatial context into account (albeit we do not provide the multimodal transcript of the example at this point), we begin to see that each of the focus turns constitutes a part of a particular social action. Katsokaa “look” (line 2) is incrementally added to a turn that also includes an attention-getting “hey,” the summons “boys” and an initial identification of a location where berries can be found. Moreover, it is produced when the participants, Väinö and Risto especially, are close enough to see, if not yet pick, the berries. Katsokaa “look” can, thus, here be considered as part of a noticing. Katopa tossa “look there” (line 13), in turn, is produced when berry-picking has already been established as the participants’ ongoing joint activity, and it is addressed to Väinö, who stands close to grandfather as well as the berries and who has indicated that he has not yet picked many berries (line 12). Here, grandfather’s katopa tossa “look there” works in prompting Väinö to pick the berries pointed out to him. Finally, kato “look” (line 15) is produced by Väinö as he brings his berry container to grandfather’s line of vision, showing grandfather its scarce contents.

In what follows, we first discuss previous literature on the actions of noticing, showing, and prompting and briefly introduce our research materials and methods. In section “Analysis and Findings,” we provide detailed analyses of our data. We will begin with kato noticings, which are used to initiate a new course of action by directing the recipient to look at and possibly talk about a target that the speaker treats as newsworthy. After that we will discuss kato showings, which direct the recipient to look at and align with the speaker’s stance toward the target. Finally, we will show how kato prompts contribute to an ongoing course of action by directing the recipient to do something relevant to or with the target. In section “Directive kato Actions as Grammar-Body Assemblages,” we summarize and expand on our observations on the different directive kato actions by considering their embodied design and by presenting two linguistic turn design practices used in these actions. We conclude by arguing that the three different kato actions are identifiable as noticings, showings, and prompts, respectively, only if we take into consideration their overall linguistic and embodied design as well as the sequential and spatial positions in which they are produced. While establishing or maintaining some specific target as the focus of the participants’ joint attention, the three kato actions entail increasing multimodal and multisensorial involvement from the recipient.



PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON NOTICINGS, SHOWINGS, AND PROMPTS

Previous interactional research on “noticings” has viewed them as being preceded by a perceptual observation or a cognitive change in the speaker that their noticing then embodies (Heritage, 2005, p. 188; Schegloff, 2007: footnote 17). Such actions thus form one convenient means in social interaction for mobilizing the recipient’s attention on some event or feature in the immediate surroundings or prior talk (Schegloff, 2007, p. 219) and thereby establishing joint attention (Tomasello, 1995, p. 106–107). Whether under the label of noticings or some other related terms, studies have explored how participants negotiate the meaning of and their relative position toward noticed referents (Goodwin and Goodwin, 2012) including cases in which one participant is regarded as responsible for them (as in one’s clothing or home; Pillet-Shore, 2020). Previous studies on noticings have also explored how states of incipient talk develop into sequences of focused interaction through comments on the physical surroundings (Keevallik, 2018), in response to some sudden problematic event (Keisanen, 2012) or not, or how the organization of multiple ongoing activities may be managed with noticing-launched interventions (Helisten, 2019). In many cases, studies have shown how the vocal and embodied conduct of the participants contribute to the locally occasioned meanings and purpose of doing noticing (e.g., Kääntä, 2014; Laanesoo and Keevallik, 2017). The current study contributes to the multimodal studies on joint attention and action by focusing on social actions in which the linguistic resource kato directs the recipient to look at something (see section “Kato noticings”). Not all “environmental” noticings (Sacks, 1992, p. 90), such as mm it smells so good in here or your hair looks so cute (Pillet-Shore, 2020, p. 2, 4) or meil on vauhti pudonnu “we have lost speed” (Rauniomaa et al., 2018, p. 6) are designed to do that, but they are implemented to accomplish other aims.

Another type of action that kato turns are used to implement include “showings” (see section “Kato showings”). A key study on showing sequences between children and caregivers laid out the basic order of actions in such sequences, proceeding from (1) a child showing an object in their hand to a recipient; (2) a response from the recipient, often identifying the object; and (3) the child then treating the response as adequate or not (Kidwell and Zimmerman, 2007, p. 593). In addition to the identification of the showed item, showing sequences may also be designed to involve the assessment or evaluation of the target of joint attention (Licoppe, 2017; Searles, 2018). Though this is not always the case, showing sequences involve rather frequently the shower’s direct involvement with objects, be it smartphones (e.g., Weilenmann and Larsson, 2001; Aaltonen et al., 2014; Avgustis and Oloff, submitted), clothing (Fasulo and Monzoni, 2009; Licoppe and Tuncer, 2019), or other relevant items (Gerhardt, 2019). In remote mediated interactions, which provide one perspicuous context for showing sequences in adult interaction, the shower may also enact gestural showings (Licoppe, 2017; Due and Lange, 2020), turn the computer to show the environment for the recipient (Zouinar and Velkovska, 2017) or engage in entirely digital showings by sharing their screen or a link to some relevant materials (Rosenbaun and Licoppe, 2017). Of special interest in terms of the present study is the finding of Licoppe and Tuncer (2019) on video-mediated interactions in French, in which showing actions are in two-thirds of the cases prefaced with the directive regarde “look.” As will be discussed in section “Analysis and Findings,” it is the embodied, and material environment that provides the resources for the participants to collaboratively design their actions as kato showings or kato noticings, both of which centrally involve the invoking of joint attention for joint action.

“Prompts,” in turn, may be employed to encourage the recipient to elaborate their previous actions in different ways. In one of the first studies to use the term prompt and to explore how such actions work as other-initiated repair, Lerner (2004b) identifies a linguistic practice by which speakers can prompt another to add an increment to their prior turn, and thereby extend their earlier contribution. The linguistic items of English discussed include, for example, to, for, rather than, and meaning. Relatedly, Raymond (2004) discusses how the English stand-alone so may be employed in managing the ongoing course of action to prompt the previous speaker to elaborate on the import of their prior turn or action. The use of linguistic resources for eliciting more talk from the recipient has also been discussed, for instance, in the context of psychotherapy (Muntigl and Hadic Zabala, 2008) and as regards how teachers in a classroom setting can support children in their word searches (Radford, 2010). In addition to verbal prompting, Radford (2010) discusses embodied prompts, which do not give a verbal model for the child on what the searched for word is but utilize gaze and gesture instead. As mentioned above, prompting may be used to manage the sequential organization of the ongoing action. This aspect is taken up in Kamunen and Haddington (2020) as they examine activity transitions from a current activity to some other imminent activity. Explicit prompts are discussed as the means to accomplish an immediate but coordinated transition to the new activity: these include embodied prompts, such as nods and gestures, and verbal prompting turns, such as we will now change the sample or I think we can start (Kamunen and Haddington, 2020, p. 104). Here, we continue this line of research in studying how participants make relevant certain kinds of actions from others by producing kato prompts.



DATA AND METHODS

Our data come from various outdoor activities such as foraging, trekking, and orienteering. The participants are family members (children aged 2–7 years), groups of friends, or participants on organized outings, who have given their informed and voluntary consent before participating in the study. We have removed identifiable information from the transcripts by using pseudonyms for the participants and by retouching the frame grabs from the videos. The data, amounting to approximately 24 h, were recorded by researchers and/or participants with one to three handheld or head-, chest-, or tripod-mounted cameras; the most recent piece of data (approximately 15 min) was recorded with a handheld 360-degree camera.

The data include 279 turns in which the speaker uses some form – standard or colloquial, singular or plural, and cliticized or non-cliticized – of the second-person imperative of the verb katsoa “to look,” most typically the colloquial singular non-cliticized form kato “look.” The distribution of the different uses of kato actions in our data is presented in Table 1.


TABLE 1. Kato actions in the data.
[image: Table1]

As we have shown earlier with a slightly smaller data set, the participants who are engaged in physical activities in natural settings most often produce kato turns as components of multimodal directive actions (Siitonen et al., 2019). In other words, multimodal kato actions direct the recipient to do something concrete in a material world: such actions either direct the recipient to turn their gaze to look at an object or feature of the surroundings (kato actions 1 and 2 in Table 1) or to carry out a bodily action that is somehow relevant in terms of an ongoing activity (kato action 3 in Table 1). In clearly fewer cases in our data, the linguistic item kato has lost its verb-like features and functions as an attention getter or explanatory connective (kato action 4 in Table 1) or as a token of general wondering (kato action 5 in Table 1). We have also pointed out that the proportion of cases in which kato can be considered as an imperative verb (kato actions 1–3) to cases in which kato is better understood as a particle (kato actions 4 and 5) may be different when the type of social activity is something else than physical activity in nature. Indeed, in the data presented by Hakulinen and Seppänen (1992), in which 4–5 friends or peers engage in spontaneous informal conversations or in conversations that are task-oriented but that do not require the participants to move, the proportion is quite the opposite. In their data, in only 7 out of some 200 cases, kato was used as an imperative verb; in the overwhelming majority of cases, kato was used as a particle (Hakulinen and Seppänen, 1992, footnote 1, p. 530, 532). The different distributions of the interactional functions of the kato turns in the data examined by Hakulinen and Seppänen (1992) and in the data analyzed by us thus highlight the fact that different social activities allow for or make relevant different social actions.

In this study, our focus is only on the kato actions that guide the recipients’ embodied conduct, directing them to look (kato actions 1 and 2) or to carry out some other bodily action in addition to looking (kato action 3, or prompts). Unlike in our earlier study, we now further divide the former into noticings and showings (Table 1). The kato actions in which kato is better understood as a particle (kato actions 4 and 5) are not analyzed here.

We approach language and social interaction from the perspectives of interactional linguistics (e.g., Couper-Kuhlen and Selting, 2001, 2018) and multimodal conversation analysis (Mondada, 2014) to examine what interactional functions are furthered by particular grammatical forms and how their use is intertwined with the employment of other interactional resources such as gaze, gestures, body movements, material objects, and space. We have transcribed the examples according to the basic conversation-analytic conventions (see Jefferson, 2004) and the conventions of Mondada (2019) for multimodal transcription and provided glosses for the focus turns. We analyze the sequential unfolding of naturally occurring interaction, identifying and explicating the practices through which conduct in social activity is produced and understood (e.g., Schegloff, 2007).



ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

In this section, we first analyze actions with which the speaker directs the recipient to look at a concrete object in their physical environment, establishing joint attention to the object for the benefit of collaborative action. We call these actions either kato noticings or kato showings, depending on their multimodal formation and interpretation as part of the ongoing activity. We then move on to analyze actions that we call kato prompts and show that with these actions the speaker directs the recipient to carry out a bodily action that is somehow relevant in terms of an ongoing activity.


Kato Noticings

When kato is used in a turn that directs the recipient to look at an object in the surrounds, the target of the looking is most often mentioned explicitly. In the majority of such cases, the target is uttered after the word kato even though there are cases in which the order of the constituents is the opposite (e.g., Example 1, line 2). The target may also be pointed at, but usually so that the participants remain at some distance from it. Although the target may have been available to the participants’ perception also previously, kato noticings can be seen as multimodally produced interactional noticings that, by registering the object (or some feature of it), make it relevant for further talk and action, which it has previously not been (on interactional noticings, see Schegloff, 2007, p. 87, footnote 17, p. 219). In this way, kato noticings usually initiate a new sequence.

Example 2 represents a case in which conventional linguistic means to produce a noticing, including kato “look,” are intertwined with gaze and body orientation toward the target in the environment (see Goodwin and Goodwin, 2012, p. 276). Here, 4-year-old Risto, 2-year-old Väinö, grandfather, mother, and father are picking berries in the woods (the last two are off camera). The example starts when Väinö is sitting on the ground, unable to get up without help, and grandfather is busy assisting him. In the middle of grandfather’s and mother’s reasoning about and laughing benevolently at Väinö’s trouble, Risto produces a noticing about an anthill (lines 4, 7, and 8), initiating his verbal turn with kato “look.”

[image: Figure 3]
EXAMPLE 2. 22 HANS Mustikassa II (00:07:37 / 00:7:15).


In lines 1–6, mother and grandfather orient to Väinö, while Risto stands still with his back toward the others, looking at the anthill from a distance of a few meters. Halfway through the caregivers’ activity, that is, after grandfather’s turn missä “where” (line 2), with which he either asks the others where exactly Väinö has caught his feet or verbalizes his own search for the cause of the trouble, Risto initiates a new sequence. He summons grandfather “into a framework of collaborative mutual orientation” (Goodwin and Goodwin, 2012, p. 273) by directing him to look at the anthill, using embodied, spatial, and linguistic resources. More specifically, he stretches out his left arm to point at the anthill (with a paper cup in his hand) and produces the first part of the noticing, kato pappa “look grandpa,” as the pointing reaches its apex (lines 3–4, Figure 2A). At this moment, grandfather is still busy with his ongoing activity and does not look at Risto or in the direction that Risto is pointing to. Unaware of this, in overlap with the adults’ talk and laughter, Risto incrementally adds the next part of the noticing, tuossa on tiiäkkö kuule muurahaisen keko2 “there’s you know listen an ant’s hill” (lines 7–8). He uses several linguistic resources typical of constructing noticings: the imperative-formatted perceptual verb kato “look.imp.2sg,” the address term pappa “grandpa,” the deictic term tuossa “in.there” and the categorization muulahaisen keko “an ant’s hill” (on similar resources in English interaction, see Goodwin and Goodwin, 2012, p. 276; on the deictic term tuossa, see Laury, 1997, p. 74). Furthermore, he pursues an acknowledgement, a recognition of the target, with tiiäkkö “you know” (lit. “do you know,” see Suomalainen, 2020, p. 46–47) and marks the target as the high point of the turn with kuule “listen” (see Hakulinen et al., 2003, p. 208). At the end of his verbal noticing turn, Risto also glances at grandfather, thus ensuring that they share the same focus of attention (line 8, Figure 2B).

[image: Figure 4]
FIGURE 2. Risto looks at and points to the anthill but remains at some distance from it; grandfather assists Väinö in getting up (A). Risto points to the anthill but looks at grandfather; grandfather looks at the anthill (B).


Grandfather interprets Risto’s multimodal action as a noticing that directs him to look at and acknowledge the nominated target: beginning in the middle of Risto’s tiiäkkö “you know,” grandfather straightens up and turns to look at the anthill (line 8, Figure 2B). Then, he verbally affirms Risto’s recognition of the target (siinä on muurahaisen keko “there is an ant’s hill,” line 11), albeit he already turns back to Väinö and bends down to assist him. At the same time, Risto looks at the anthill again and asks about the consequences of breaking the anthill [mitä (tuo) likkoo tuon muulahaisen keko “what (that) one breaks that ant’s hill,” line 13]. In so doing, he expands the noticing into a “knowledge exploration,” which is a means typically used by children to make imaginative inquiries about the world (Goodwin, 2007, p. 94; see also Waters and Bateman, 2015). It is worth noting that, despite their continuous orientation to the anthill, Risto and the caregivers do not approach the anthill at any point during the noticing sequence or the following knowledge exploration (for an analysis of the latter, see Rauniomaa et al., forthcoming 2021).

Similar linguistic resources, typical of noticings, used in Example 2 are also employed in Example 3. Here, too, the target of the noticing (“lakeside,” line 5) has been available to the participants’ perception for some time already, but it has not been made the object of their joint attention earlier. In contrast with Example 2, however, here the noticing is not produced in the middle of a talk activity but after a lapse of 4.7 s (line 4) and in parallel with an ongoing walking activity. Example 3 involves four young men, Lasse, Sami, Janne, and Kalle, who are trekking in the woods, walking in single file along a lakeside path. Janne, the second to last in the file, wears a head-mounted camera, and hence the only participants on camera are Lasse and Sami, the first and second in the file, respectively. The extract starts when Sami asks about people whom they have seen earlier, possibly fishing on the lake (line 1). In response, Lasse accounts for not being able to answer the question and evaluates his own epistemic access to the topic, thus effectively closing the sequence (line 3, Figure 3A; see Schegloff, 2007, p. 188).

[image: Figure 5]
EXAMPLE 3. 42COACT Salami buddy 6 (00:03:11).


[image: Figure 6]
FIGURE 3. Lasse and Sami walk along a lakeside path; the head-mounted camera worn by Janne is directed toward them (A). Sami looks at the lakeside; the head-mounted camera worn by Janne turns toward the lake (B). The head-mounted camera worn by Janne is directed toward the lake(side) (C).


At the beginning of the extract, talk about people on the lake possibly having rods fades out (lines 1–3) and a 4.7-s lapse ensues (line 4). The lapse ends as Kalle, who is off camera, initiates a new sequence with a kato turn that directs the others to view the scenery: kattokaa tuota vittu rantaa “look at that fuck lakeside” (line 5; on resolving lapses by registering some perceptible aspect of the situated environment, see Hoey, 2018, p. 339). In addition to using the second-person plural imperative verb kattokaa “look” that designates all the co-participants as recipients, Kalle uses the demonstrative pronoun tuota “that,” which locates the speaker outside the sphere of the referent (Etelämäki, 2009, p. 40) and categorizes the target with rantaa “lakeside.” Furthermore, he inserts the expletive vittu “fuck” in the middle of the NP tuota rantaa “that lakeside.” Since the expletive is not in the genitive case, it is not used as an attribute of the noun ranta “lakeside” (cf. tuota vitun rantaa “that fucking lakeside”; see Hakulinen et al., 2004, § 1726) but rather as an attention getter that expresses an affective stance and projects the high point to follow (see also Hakulinen et al., 2003, p. 208; Hakulinen et al., 2004, § 1727). In this way, the expletive also upgrades the action (see also Hoey et al., 2020). Nevertheless, Kalle does not make the valency of his affective stance explicit nor account for why he produced the expletive, that is, whether the lakeside is to be admired or to be shocked at (cf. Sacks, 1992, p. 495; see also Hakulinen and Sorjonen, 2012, p. 148; Avgustis and Oloff, submitted).

The recipients recognize Kalle’s turn as a noticing even before the verbal turn is brought to completion: they align themselves with it by turning their heads to the right (line 5, Figure 3B). However, the first verbal response to Kalle’s noticing is Janne’s minimal mm-m, which acknowledges the target (“that lakeside”) but displays neither admiration nor disapproval of it (line 7, see also Siitonen and Wahlberg, 2015, p. 78; Avgustis and Oloff, submitted). The participants keep on walking, and Janne starts to turn his head (and camera) in the direction of the path again (line 8). Kalle treats the others’ embodied and minimal verbal responses to the noticing as insufficient and initiates stance taking toward the target with the words niinku vittu “like fuck” (line 9) that projects a forthcoming assessment. However, he does not finish the utterance. Next, Sami expresses a candidate stance by building on Kalle’s initiation and collaboratively completing the assessment with the adjective pure (he pronounces the English word pure as it is spelled, line 11). The assessment is then confirmed and upgraded with aivan unelma “absolutely a dream” by Kalle (line 13; see Bolden, 2003; Lerner, 2004a). Halfway through Kalle’s verbal turn, Janne turns his head (and camera) toward the lake again (Figure 3C) and agrees with jep “yup” (line 15). Janne also displays his independent access to the target with on puhasta “{it} is clean” (line 17; on avoiding stance-taking before the first speaker’s stance is explicit, see also Avgustis and Oloff submitted). Throughout the noticing sequence and disambiguation of the appropriate stance about the scenery, the participants continue walking and slow down only slightly (walking speed not indicated in the transcript) as they turn their heads to look at the lakeside. By doing so, they display their understanding of the ongoing activity as looking at and elaborating on (in this case, assessing collaboratively) the nominated target from a distance, similarly to the participants in Example 2. Furthermore, Example 3 has shown that kato noticing sequences may include evaluation. By contrast, evaluation is in effect an essential component and salient feature of kato showing sequences, which are analyzed next.



Kato Showings

With a kato showing, the recipient is directed to look at something but rather than simultaneously pointing at the target, the participant producing the action brings the target closer to the recipient. Typically, the speaker approaches the recipient with the target in hand (see Kidwell and Zimmerman, 2007, p. 593). In these data, kato showings often involve small objects, such as berries or mushrooms, or small invertebrates such as lady bugs, which fit into the palm of one’s hand. Under such circumstances, the participant holding the object has primary sensory access to it. In our data, it is frequently the case that not only do participants direct others to look at something with a kato showing but they also make their own stance toward the target explicit or invite the recipient to evaluate the target. Such kato showings are often involved in assessing the properties or amount of the berries that have been picked, for example (see Examples 4, 6). In other words, kato showings make it relevant that recipients mainly look at and talk about the object of their shared attention (cf. kato prompts in the next section, which make also other actions such as the touching or handling of the object relevant).

[image: Figure 7]
EXAMPLE 4. 25HANS Mustikassa V (00:00:10 / 00:17:17).


Example 4 presents a kato showing that directs the recipient to look at the target in the speaker’s hand in a particular way. The example features father and his three daughters, 6-year-old Anni, 4-year-old Enni, and 2-year-old Ella, who are picking bilberries in the woods. In the beginning of the example, they are located relatively far away from each other (see Figure 4A, Ella is not visible in the figures). Consequently, the showing action (lines 9–11) entails that Anni (speaker and shower) first moves closer to father (recipient and showee) with the target in hand.

[image: Figure 8]
FIGURE 4. Anni walks along the path, holding the berries in her left hand; father is bending down to reach for berries with his right hand (A). Anni is quite far away from father as she initiates the kato turn; father looks downward and orients to picking berries (B). Anni stops in front of father, looking at him and holding the berries in her outstretched hand; father looks at the berries (C). Anni looks downward and bends sideways to drop berries into father’s bucket; father looks at the berries (D).


In the beginning of the example, Anni straightens up from her picking position and breaks the silence with a loud iskä “dad,” thus summoning father’s attention, and then starts to walk toward him along the path (lines 1–2). After a glance and the go-ahead response no “yeah” from father (lines 2–4, see Sorjonen, 2001, p. 211–216; Sorjonen and Vepsäläinen, 2016, p. 246–250), Anni accounts for her coming to him, implicating that, before picking more, it is worth taking the two bilberries that she holds in her hand into father’s bucket (lines 5–7). At this point, they are still quite far from each other, and father goes on picking berries and only takes a second glance at Anni when she verbally refers to the target in her hand (nää kaks “these two,” line 5). To secure father’s attention to the berries, Anni next verbally directs him to look at them with kato kuinka isoja löysin “look how big {ones} I found,” specifying why father should pay attention to these particular berries (lines 9–11, Figure 4B). During her verbal turn, Anni continues to walk toward father and begins to stretch out her hand with the berries toward him after saying the word isoja “big {ones}” (line 10). Moreover, she produces the word slowly, pauses for half a second, and then finishes the turn with the word löysin “I found” with lengthened sounds, adjusting the turn to end when she is closer to father.

Father responds to Anni’s unfolding evaluative showing action in two ways: (1) by raising his gaze from the ground to the berries in her outstretched hand (line 10) and, as Anni stops in front of and turns her gaze to him (see Gerhardt, 2019, p. 153), (2) by acknowledging the target and agreeing with Anni’s evaluation of it with the dynamic response particle joo “yeah” (line 13, Figure 4C; see also Stevanovic, 2012, p. 848–485; Siitonen and Wahlberg, 2015, p. 82). Anni treats it as a sufficient next action by subsequently bending sideways a little, moving her gaze from father to his bucket, and finally dropping the berries into it (lines 14–15, Figure 4D). At the same time, father begins to assess the berries, displaying his independent access to them (line 15). He cuts off his turn when he drops his own berries onto the ground, missing the bucket, and produces a short side sequence, but then resumes and completes his assessment of Anni’s berries with the adjective phrase tosi pulleita “really puffy” (data not shown).

In our data, kato showings do not necessarily include an explicit verbal naming of the referent (e.g., berries), as the object of shared attention is frequently established through embodied actions or is otherwise evident based on the ongoing course of action. Nevertheless, kato showings may, as Example 4 has shown, include explicit evaluative elements or otherwise guide the recipient to see or experience the object in a particular way and thus indicate what kind of response is expected. In some cases, however, the recipient is not guided in this way, and the meaning and purpose of the kato showing need to be extracted by the recipient based on the context. This is the case in Example 5. In this example, 2-year-old Väinö is picking berries, with grandfather observing and guiding him. The older brother, Risto (4 years), has been at some distance, but here he comes to join them, and after picking a berry, shows his berry container, a paper cup, to grandfather. Risto’s showing turn, kato pappa “look grandpa” (line 13), is inserted in the middle of the collaborative, ongoing picking activity between Väinö and grandfather. The latter is assisting Väinö by holding on to his cup and by holding a branch of berries up so that Väinö can pick the berries more easily (line 1). They also jointly establish how the berries seem to be hiding in the thick vegetation (lines 1–3).

[image: Figure 9]
EXAMPLE 5. 22HANS Mustikassa II (00:09:73 / 00:09:09).


As mentioned, Risto has been picking berries at some distance, but now he approaches Väinö and grandfather, and, as he gets closer, he announces his intention to join them in picking berries at the same spot (line 5). Both grandfather and mother (the latter is videorecording the situation) ratify his aim: responses designed with imperatives, here ota “take” (line 6) and otahan “do take” (line 7), may be used to encourage and support the course of action indicated in the prior turn (Sorjonen, 2017, p. 246, 268). After Risto has picked a berry and dropped it in his cup (lines 8–11) and grandfather has simultaneously guided Väinö to do the same, Risto straightens up, takes a step closer to grandfather and stretches out his hand with the cup, showing it to him (lines 11–13, Figure 5A). He also utters kato pappa “look grandpa,” holding the cup directly under grandfather’s face and line of sight (line 13, Figure 5B). As grandfather’s attention has been mainly on Väinö, Risto directs grandfather’s attention both with kato “look” and the summons pappa “grandpa,” in order to secure his attention on the cup. In response, grandfather produces a positive assessment of the number of berries (line 15). The relevance and purpose of the showing is thus made explicit by grandfather’s turn. Risto accepts grandfather’s response as sufficient by withdrawing the cup, and berry picking continues. It should be noted that the way in which the kato showing is accomplished in this example is perhaps more typical of interaction between children and adults: it is less likely that adult participants would design their showing action by taking the object so close to the recipient as here, as kato showings are primarily designed for looking at and talking about the object (see Example 7 for comparison with kato prompts, where smelling can form the next relevant action by the recipient).

[image: Figure 10]
EXAMPLE 6. 25HANS Mustikassa V (00:17:03).


[image: Figure 11]
EXAMPLE 7. 07HANS Sieniretki (00:04:14).


[image: Figure 12]
FIGURE 5. Risto stretches out his arm (A). Risto holds the cup under grandfather’s face (B).


The importance of the material environment and the participants’ relative position to the to-be-shown object are highlighted in the next example. In contrast with Examples 4, 5, here the target of the kato showing, bilberries, is and needs to be explicitly named, as the bilberries become visible and thereby accessible to the recipient only after the kato turn. The example is from the same event as Example 4, in which father is picking berries with his three daughters. Prior to the extract, father is standing close by to Anni and Enni, emptying his berry picker into a bucket. In relation to this, Anni initiates a sequence during which father and Anni establish that the bucket is full, and Anni offers to fetch a lid to it. At the start of the extract, it can be seen that father declines the offer by stating that he can take the full bucket to where they have their other equipment (line 1). However, before father leaves, Anni invites Enni to assess the great number of berries in the bucket with a kato turn (line 7).

During the discussion between Anni and father, Anni’s younger sister Enni has been picking berries just next to father’s feet, between him and Anni. Upon hearing that father is about to go away with the bucket from their current spot, Enni produces what seems to be a request to take along the berries from her as well (lines 2, 4). Before Enni gets to put her berries in the bucket (data not shown), Anni invites her to appreciate the amount of berries already in the bucket with a kato showing, Enni kato kuinka paljom musti- “Enni look how many bil-” (line 7). Since Enni is squatting and both Anni and father are standing up, she is not able to see into the bucket (Figure 6A; Enni is not visible as she is under father’s arms and the bucket at this point). To help Enni gain visual access to the berries, which is central to the showing action as well as for being able to agree or disagree with the assessment, Anni grabs the bucket and pulls it down (Figure 6B). Father collaborates, and together they make the contents of the bucket visible to Enni (line 8). Enni has looked up during the kato turn and, when the bucket is brought to her eye level, she peeks into it (Figure 6C). At the same time, she requests to see the great number of berries (line 9). This verbal turn, as well as visibly looking at the berries is treated as a sufficient response to the kato showing by others.

[image: Figure 13]
FIGURE 6. Father holds the bucket and removes pieces of rubbish; Anni touches the berries (A). Anni pulls the bucket down (B). Enni looks at the bucket in father’s hands (C).


Due to the specifics of the ongoing action and the participants’ involvement in it, Example 6 includes a linguistically full kato showing, where the recipient is guided on what the target object is and also on how it should be seen. Further, the kato showing is based on making a movable object accessible to the recipient jointly by more than one participant. Father mainly holds the bucket, while Anni directs its movement, and at the end father holds it in view of the recipient, Enni, with outstretched arms. The importance of the timing and synchronization of verbal, bodily, mobile, object-, and space-related resources in relation to the ongoing activity are explored further in kato prompts.



Kato Prompts

While kato noticings and kato showings, discussed in the previous sections, direct the recipient to turn their gaze toward and look at a target, the kato prompts in the data direct the recipient to do something to or with the target. Vision may often be involved along with other sensory modalities, but in contexts where kato prompts are produced, the relevant response is for the recipient to manipulate a target that is already at hand or made available to them during the prompt. In these cases, the target of the action is typically neither mentioned explicitly, nor is the nature of the prompted action spelled out (i.e., what it is exactly that the recipient is expected to do). These can be inferred from other components of the prompting action than its linguistic design, especially from its position in the ongoing sequence.

Example 7, which is from an organized mushroom-picking excursion, is an illustrative case of kato prompting (an analysis of the extract is provided in Finnish in Siitonen et al., 2019, as Example 3). Piia and Päivi have each picked mushrooms and now get together to inspect their finds (on inspection of objects, see Keisanen and Rauniomaa, 2019; Mortensen and Wagner, 2019). At the beginning of the extract, Piia is squatting down with her back toward Päivi, but during the attention getter hei “hey” (line 2), she begins to get up and turn around. As she gets up, Piia first smells the mushroom in her hand and then directs Päivi to smell it as well, using the perceptual verb haistaa “to smell, to have a smell” (haistapa miten ihana “have a smell how lovely,” line 4). In this way, Piia invites Päivi to inspect, classify and assess the find together with her (on such sequences in foraging, see Keisanen and Rauniomaa, 2019). When Paula, who has been standing at some distance from Piia and Päivi, joins them, Piia invites her to do the same, now using kato “look” (line 10).

Piia and Päivi inspect the mushroom by smelling it and assess the smell (lines 4–6). After both of them have had a smell, Piia begins to produce a classification or identification of the mushroom, formatted as an interrogative voiko tämä olla “can this be” (line 7). During Piia’s utterance, Paula first directs her gaze toward Piia and Päivi and, during the pause that follows, begins to walk toward them. As Paula gets closer, Päivi provides a candidate identification of the mushroom, tuoksuvalmuska “matsutake” (line 9), and Piia turns toward Paula and brings the mushroom under Paula’s nose (Figure 7A). In addition to making the mushroom available to Paula in this way, Piia invites Paula to join the ongoing inspection, classification and assessment of the mushroom with the verbal turn kato “look” (line 10). Albeit her open repair initiator hä “huh” (line 11; see Haakana, 2011) displays some confusion, Paula immediately orients to smelling the mushroom as the relevant action to perform (Figure 7B). This orientation is visible not only in her leaning in slightly to smell the mushroom but also in her gaze conduct during the smelling: she turns her gaze away from the mushroom as well as from her co-participants, sideways, and unfocused (Figure 7B; on participants’ typical gaze conduct during smelling, see Mondada, 2018). That is, although the prompt includes a verb of visual perception, Paula focuses on the olfactory cues that her co-participants have also drawn on. After Paula has smelled the mushroom, Päivi and Piia continue to assess it (lines 13 and 15, respectively), and Paula produces an agreeing response that closes the sequence (line 16; see Hakulinen and Sorjonen, 2009, p. 127–128 on agreeing verb repeat responses in Finnish).

[image: Figure 14]
FIGURE 7. Piia brings the mushroom under Paula’s nose (A). Paula smells the mushroom, her gaze away from the mushroom and co-participants (B).


In sum, in Example 7, two participants are engaged in inspecting an object by smelling it. As soon as another participant has walked close enough, she is successfully invited to join the ongoing inspection through a prompt that consists of the verbal kato “look” and the bringing of the mushroom under her nose, available for smelling. What is in effect being prompted can be inferred on the basis of the activity already under way, that is, what the participant producing the prompt has just been engaged in. Similarly, in Example 8, a kato prompt directs the recipient to carry out an embodied action on objects that are within reach and thus to contribute to an ongoing course of action and thereby reflexively constitute it. Risto (here, 4 years) is in the woods with his mother and grandfather, picking bilberries. Grandfather is at some distance from Risto, when Risto discontinues picking berries at his current spot and starts to walk toward grandfather. As Risto gets closer, grandfather produces a kato prompt to direct him to continue the berry picking at this new location (line 2).

[image: Figure 15]
EXAMPLE 8. HANS06 Mustikassa (00:07:14 / 00:08:03).


Grandfather has been picking berries, but as Risto gets closer, he discontinues the picking, stretches out his left hand to point at some berries and utters katopas tuossa Risto “look there Risto” (line 2). The prompting action directs Risto to continue berry picking where grandfather is pointing at. The clitic -pas in katopas, in particular, indicates that it should be unproblematic for Risto to comply with the directive (on the clitic -pas, see Siitonen et al., 2019, p. 535; see also Carlson, 1993, p. 90). As he leans down toward the berries, grandfather glances at Risto (line 2), in time to see Risto struggling in the undergrowth and staggering away from him. Grandfather then repeats the summons, Risto, with prosodic emphasis, followed by a repeat of the deictic term tuossa “there” (line 4). At the same time, grandfather leans further down, now almost touching the berries. The repeats accommodate Risto’s staggering, which has delayed the possibility of compliance. In other words, grandfather’s repeating parts of the prompt renews its sequential implications and provides Risto another opportunity to display embodied compliance with it, encouraging him to continue picking berries at this new spot (on repetition as a means of renewing an utterance’s sequential implications, see Schegloff, 2004; see also Rauniomaa, 2008).

As grandfather is producing the prompt, Risto arrives at his side (line 2). He slows down, takes a step with his right foot, and attempts to bring his left foot next to it, in order to position himself appropriately for the picking of berries (lines 4–5). However, he stumbles and falls back on his bottom, letting out a response cry, oho “oh, oops,” to indicate trouble with his movement (line 6; see Goffman, 1978 on response cries). Even though Risto does not yet start picking berries, because the final embodied compliance is interrupted by the fall, his movement up until that point projects compliance with grandfather’s directive kato prompts. Moreover, compliance is also projected by Risto’s gaze behavior. When Risto staggers, the staggering also causes him to turn his gaze away from grandfather (line 2). However, as he is summoned again (line 4), Risto turns his gaze toward the spot grandfather is pointing at and not, for example, toward grandfather (Figure 8). In other words, Risto’s focus of attention is appropriate in terms of the directive kato prompt and indicates that he is about to comply with it. As Risto has now displayed imminent compliance by his gaze direction, movement, and other embodied conduct, grandfather withdraws his hand from the point and turns away to continue picking berries nearby (Figure 8). The fact that he does so before Risto has actually started picking berries is an indication of his treating Risto’s conduct so far as projecting an appropriate response to his kato prompt.

[image: Figure 16]
FIGURE 8. Grandfather turns away and Risto orients toward the picking spot.


Examples 7, 8 have shown that particular embodied actions, without any immediate verbal uptake, are treated as appropriate responses to kato prompts and that, while the embodied actions may include relevant gaze shift toward the target objects, “looking” is neither the only nor the primary response that is expected. Example 9 highlights this even further. Here, Väinö (2 years) is directed by grandfather to pick a bilberry. Grandfather has walked a little further from the others to search for bilberries and, having found some, now invites Väinö to join him (tuuppa kattoon täältä “come have a look here,” line 1).

[image: Figure 17]
EXAMPLE 9. 22HANS Mustikassa II (00:04:26).


Väinö takes up grandfather’s invitation and begins to make his way through the undergrowth toward grandfather (Figure 9A). As Väinö is getting up and finding his balance, father points out that there are in effect bilberries “right nearby” where Väinö currently is (lines 4–5), which treats the ongoing activity to be about picking, rather than searching for, berries (see Keisanen et al., 2017 on iteration of the two phases in foraging). In this context, then, grandfather’s turn katopa ku tuosson iso mustikka “look how there is a big bilberry there” (line 9, Figure 9B), produced once Väinö has reached grandfather’s side, would serve as a directive to engage in the bodily action of picking. The evaluative naming of the referent, iso mustikka “a big bilberry,” would further explicate why picking is particularly worthwhile in the present spot (see Keisanen et al., 2017 on how foraging is constructed as a meaningful activity to be appreciated). However, because the referent is made explicit in this way, grandfather’s prompting kato turn can also be heard as a noticing, in which case “looking” would be the relevant response (see section “Kato noticings”).

[image: Figure 18]
FIGURE 9. Grandfather picks bilberries and Väinö walks toward him (A). Grandfather points at a berry in front of Väinö (B). Grandfather holds berry twig with his left hand (C). Väinö stretches out his right hand toward the berry (D).


Väinö first seems to treat grandfather’s kato turn as a noticing: once he stands in front of grandfather and has found his balance, he brings his hands to his sides, without in any way projecting that he would be about to pick the berry. Grandfather then employs a verb that directs Väinö’s bodily actions in a more straightforward manner, ota “take” (line 11, Figure 9C).3 Väinö first continues to stand straight with his hands on his sides but finally bends his knees slightly (line 12, Figure 9D). Väinö then repeats the word ota “take” (line 14), and grandfather employs it to produce one more directive, otapa se kiinni “take hold of it” (line 15), which is the most explicit in terms of what to do with the berry. After grandfather’s last directive, Väinö stretches out his right hand toward the berry (Figure 9D) and, after an encouraging noni “there you go” (line 17) by grandfather, holds the berry between his thumb and index finger and picks it from the shrub. Grandfather now frames the occasion as “Väinö’s first bilberry,” and both father and grandfather praise Väinö for the accomplishment (line 19 onward).

Examples 7–9 have shown that participants produce prompts to invite others to contribute to a course of action that is relevant for their ongoing joint activity. In Example 7, the recipient has been peripherally involved in the sharing of finds before she gets close enough to the others to be able to inspect and assess a particular mushroom. In Example 8, the recipient has just reached the others when he is prompted to continue picking berries at this new spot. Example 9 also shows how, in and through mundane family interaction, a child is socialized not only to the particular nature-related activity of foraging but also to understanding how various verbal, bodily, and spatial resources may be employed to accomplish different social actions.




DIRECTIVE KATO ACTIONS AS GRAMMAR-BODY ASSEMBLAGES

Having discussed the different directive kato actions through a number of illustrative cases, we now summarize and elaborate on our findings about the sequential position, embodied design, and specific linguistic turn design features of each action.

First of all, both kato noticings and kato showings in our data direct the recipient to look at something visible in the physical space, but they differ in that they may be produced in different sequential positions and formatted with different verbal, bodily as well as object- and space-related resources. Kato noticings typically initiate a new sequence, which may even overlap with an ongoing course of action as the participants move from one place to another as part of their nature-related activity and adjust their actions to objects appearing in the passing world. Kato showings, in turn, typically refer to objects that are showable here and now because they are somehow significant for an ongoing activity that at least the participant doing the showing is engaged in. The participant producing the action, therefore, has primary access to the object. Under such circumstances, kato noticings usually name or categorize the target (an anthill and a mushroom), whereas kato showings evaluate the target in terms of its amount or properties (a lot and big) but do not necessarily name it. Kato prompts, by contrast, direct the recipient to do something to or with a physical target. The target or the nature of the intended action is only rarely mentioned explicitly, but they are inferable from the sequential position of the prompt. That is, kato prompts contribute to a course of action that has already been established as relevant for the participants’ ongoing joint activity.

All three kato actions direct the recipient’s embodied conduct and occasionally make relevant a verbal response. In response to kato noticings and kato showings, the recipient looks at the target and verbally acknowledges that they have visual access to it and, consequently, a shared understanding of it. For a kato noticing, the latter may be achieved through negotiation between the participants, whereas in producing a kato showing, the participant most often displays their own stance toward the target for the recipients to align with in the same fashion. Kato prompts do not usually elicit an immediate verbal response. Instead, the expected response to a kato prompt often involves that the recipient looks at the target in question and, more importantly, manipulates the target or experiences it through other sensory modalities in similar ways as other participants have already done.

Secondly, regarding specific bodily resources, kato noticings are often accompanied with pointing gestures, but the participants remain at some distance from the target. Kato showings, in turn, often involve the participant producing the action approaching the recipient with the target in hand. In kato noticings and kato showings, both gaze and body orientation are employed to mark the location of the target and gaze is also used to monitor that the recipient directs their attention to the relevant target. Moreover, participants’ movement in space and positions in relation to the target as well as to one another are drawn on to time the actions appropriately for the recipient to be able to carry out the nominated or implied action. In kato showings and kato prompts, especially, the proximity of the target is relevant: both kato actions and relevant responses to them are produced only when the recipient is close enough to the target so that the target can be established or maintained as the focus of the participants’ joint attention and activity.

Finally, with regard to the linguistic design of the kato actions in our data, the imperative verb kato is involved in two distinct turn design practices. In the first, in kato noticings and kato showings, kato is used as a transitive verb that has the concrete meaning of “looking” and syntactically takes an object-NP or a clausal object, and, in kato prompts, which typically do not name the target, as a verb that is accompanied with a deictic term in a dynamic locative case (on possible objects with katsoa “to look,” see also Hakulinen and Seppänen, 1992, p. 530; Hakulinen et al., 2004, § 461). More specifically, should the kato imperative take an object-NP, it is in the partitive case4 and typically marked as determined with a demonstrative pronoun (see Table 2). Albeit fairly rare in our data, this was the case in Example 3, in which the speaker directed the other participants to “look at that lakeside” [katto-kaa tuo-ta … ranta-a (look.imp-2pl that-par lakeside-par)]. Should the kato imperative take a clausal object that explains what is relevant to look at, it is marked as an explanation or an account with a prefacing complementizer, usually ku “as, how,” miten “how” or kuinka “how” (see also Hakulinen and Seppänen, 1992, p. 530, Raevaara, 2011, p. 560). The complementizer kuinka “how” is employed especially in kato showings that typically display the speaker’s stance toward the target (see Table 2; see also Examples 4, 6). With regard to kato prompts, in turn, the kato imperative is accompanied with the deictic terms indicating motion to a location (i.e., where to look), tänne “to.here,” tonne “to.there,” and siihen “to.there,” in our data (see Table 2).


TABLE 2. Examples of linguistic turn designs in kato noticings, showings, and prompts.
[image: Table2]

In the second linguistic turn design practice, which is the more frequent one in kato noticings and kato prompts but the less frequent in kato showings in our data, kato is used as an imperative verb that has the concrete meaning of “looking” but it neither takes a syntactic object, nor is it supplemented with a deictic term in a dynamic locative case. In kato noticings, in particular, the speaker designs the linguistic turn by employing kato and a (singular) NP in the nominative case, without a demonstrative pronoun, so that the NP is not syntactically an object-NP of the verb but functions as an explanation of what is relevant to look at (see Table 2; for similar observations, see Hakulinen et al., 2003, p. 199; Goodwin and Goodwin, 2012, p. 268; San Roque et al., 2018, p. 385). Nevertheless, these kinds of utterances are frequently produced as one prosodic unit in our data. In a similar vein, in both kato noticings and kato showings, the speaker may use a clausal explanation of what to look at even though the explanation is not syntactically marked as a clausal object of the verb kato with any complementizer. Moreover, a typical linguistic resource used in such explanations (especially in kato noticings) makes use of the Finnish existential structure that establishes a containment relation between space and target so that the target is presented as a new element in the space (see Table 2, Example 2, Siitonen et al., 2019, p. 527; on the Finnish existential structure, see, e.g., Huumo, 1996). With regard to kato prompts, which typically do not name the target, the deictic explanation of where the target is located is indicated with a deictic term in a static locative case, tässä “in.here,” täällä “at.here,” tuossa “in.there,” tuolla “at.there,” siinä “in.there,” and siellä “at.there” (see Table 2). The internal locative case (i.e., inessive) marks the location more figure-like and the external locative case (i.e., adessive) marks the location more ground-like (Laury, 1997, p. 145).

The difference between the two linguistic turn design practices, (1) kato + syntactic object/deictic term in dynamic locative case and (2) kato + explanation/deictic term in static locative case, indicates that kato has lost some of its verb-like features in the latter. In that regard, its usage is getting closer in the continuum to the usage of the particle kato, an attention getter that does not direct the recipient to look at anything visible but, by prefacing an abstract (non-visible) explanation, rather directs the recipient to understand (Hakulinen and Seppänen, 1992). Even when the kato verb does not take a syntactic object, it agrees in number with the number of recipients (i.e., singular kato vs. plural katto-kaa “look.imp-2pl”), and the turn directs the recipients’ visual attention, in particular. As for kato prompts, the verb kato addresses the second person and bears the meaning of “looking” or “becoming aware of” (see Hakulinen and Seppänen, 1992, p. 547), but additionally and importantly, directs the recipient to carry out some embodied action other than only looking at the target. In our data, the practice of using kato + explanation (NP or clausal) is more frequent in kato noticings and kato prompts, whereas the practice of using kato + syntactic object (NP or clausal) is more frequent in kato showings. This makes sense because kato noticings and kato prompts typically direct the recipient to direct their attention to an object in or feature of the environment but not necessarily to engage in an intensive visual experiencing of it for an extended period of time, which may be needed in order for the participants to be able to assess the object together.



CONCLUSION

In this study, we have focused on the use of a particular grammatical construction, second-person imperative of the Finnish verb katsoa “to look,” in carrying out three different social actions during various nature-related activities. The study has shed new light on the linguistic item kato “look” and furthered understandings of how participants use such imperatively formatted verbs of perception, as parts of complex, flexible grammar-body assemblages, to establish and maintain joint attention in a material world populated with physical objects. Joint attention is key to any social activity: to carry out meaningful social actions, participants rely on each other’s publicly displayed orientations and understandings and continuously update these as a particular sequence of action unfolds. Employing a methodology that genuinely focuses on interaction, then, allows us to explore “attention” not as a cognitive phenomenon that resides in the mind of an individual but as a fundamentally social process that participants of interaction accomplish together in the moment.

In contexts such as those presented in this study, where participants were engaged in activities that often required movement from one place to another and that might involve the manipulation of objects, participants frequently directed others to look at a target or to do something with or to it. That is, the forest setting itself allowed for changing sceneries with varying sources for noticings – things to admire, wonder at, or be shocked at together. Furthermore, the activities that participants were engaged in continuously provided grounds for showings, such as the qualities and quantities of finds in foraging that participants might evaluate together. Similarly, in the forest setting, prompts worked as means of inviting others to participate in, and possibly socializing the less experienced into, relevant nature-related activities.

The social actions of noticing, showing, and prompting can be seen to direct co-participants’ conduct in different ways. Noticings are treated as establishing joint visual attention to the target and inducing further talk about it, for instance, in the form of elaborations and evaluations. Showings are also treated as establishing joint visual attention to the target, but they are understood as specifically inviting a stance similar to that displayed by the participant who produced the showing. By contrast, prompts are treated as making relevant an embodied response that may involve gaze shift toward the target but, first and foremost, includes some form of manipulation or sensory experiencing of it. In this way, the different resources complement and mutually elaborate each other: it is through the particular grammar-body assemblages that the import of the actions is displayed and negotiated.
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FOOTNOTES

1While we have enough cases from interactions between adult participants to argue for the generalizability of our findings, many of those video recordings provide only a partial view to the actions of individual participants and make it difficult to produce detailed transcripts and truly illustrative framegrabs.

2Four-year-old Risto refers to the target with the phrase muurahaisen keko (“ant.gen hill”). Although the phrase is totally intelligible, the lexically standard expression would be the compound word muurahaiskeko (“anthill”).

3It is worth noting that, in our data, imperative forms of the verb ottaa “to take” are relatively frequent in directive actions in general, but they are not necessarily used in the context of foraging. What is more, when the verb poimia “to pick” is used in directive actions, it typically occurs in an infinitive form together with another lexical verb or a modal verb (e.g., meehän poimiin “go pick,” sää voit poimia ne kaikki siitä “you can pick them all from there”). In our entire collection of directive actions in the data, there is only one case in which the verb is used in second-person imperative (poimipa mustikoita “pick.cli bilberries”).

4Since the clausal aspect of (kato) noticings and showings that direct the recipient to look at the target is imperfective, the grammatical category of an object-NP is partitive (see, e.g., Hakulinen et al., 2004, § 930). Were the object-NP here in the nominative case, it would make the clause ungrammatical due to its perfective aspect [cf. kat(s)o elokuva (look.imp.2sg movie.nom) “watch a/the movie,” in which the clausal aspect is perfective, implying watching of the movie from beginning to end].
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People speak not only under relaxed conditions but also during strenuous activities, and grammatical resources can be used to achieve displays of strain. This study looks at the relationship between progressivity of talk and bodily strain, focusing on the practice of temporarily suspending syntax while the speaker is accomplishing a physically challenging task. Based on examples from two different physical activities, rock climbing and opera rehearsals, the paper argues that the practice of suspending syntax is a resource available across contexts to render prominence to the strained body and highlight ongoing movement or other bodily action. By placing the strain-based display of incapacity to talk at a moment when the emerging syntactic structure is incomplete, participants maintain rights to resume talk while also presenting themselves as possessing the physical capacity to do so. Suspending syntax is shown to be a minutely timed speakers’ technique that takes advantage of the emergent nature of syntax and that demonstrates how speakers organize language in relation to the sensing and moving body.
Keywords: syntax and grammar, bodily strain, emergent grammar, multisensoriality, multimodal interactional analysis
INTRODUCTION
Syntax emerges in the course of speaker turns in interaction (Auer and Pfänder, 2011; Pekarek Doehler et al., 2020), and syntactic structures are regularly accomplished in the interplay of multimodal resources, including language, gaze, gesture, and mobility (Broth and Mondada, 2013; C. Goodwin, 1979). Notably, the body is a central resource for managing emergent syntax, among other phenomena, which Keevallik (2018) has called the grammar-body interface. The real-time nature of spoken language and interaction centrally involves progressivity–the participant orientation of moving to next matters, including syllables, words, turn-constructional units (Schegloff, 2007, pp. 14–15), and embodied motions (Keevallik, 2013b)–which makes possible the temporal organization of grammar and bodily involvements for meaning-making and intersubjectivity. A corollary of a relationship between grammar and body is that they mutually activate each other in any moment of language use. This study examines a practice that demonstrates precisely this mutual activation of body and grammar: the practice of suspending syntax at moments of bodily strain. Participants take advantage of the relationship between body and syntax to display a bodily event through systematic, emergent grammatical patterns. The following extract illustrates the practice of syntactic suspension. Quin is rock climbing and is about to attempt a challenging move. As Quin lifts his left foot, he briefly halts his in-progress clause (line 3). After a silence, Quin resumes the clause, blending a strain vocalization (the uvular trill [R]) into the start of the next word, much.
EXTRACT 1 | KY190731 Creature Feature _3:50.
[image: Extract 1][image: Figure 1]FIGURE 1 | Quin begins the clause before lifting his leg and foot, and continues it when his leg reaches hip height (when his abdomen must engage more strongly to keep lifting the leg and foot).
The suspended syntax suggests a temporary incapacity to continue uttering the clause, and therein displays intense bodily strain. The suspension occurs as Quin visibly enters a physically difficult motion: he needs to balance himself on only one foot while vigorously pushing himself upward along the wall (see Figure 1). The suspension of syntax is timed to co-occur with a physical effort. By suspending syntax, Quin displays himself as temporarily hindered from producing simultaneous speech and bodily movement. The sounds are squeezed out in strained voice, then temporarily halted entirely, possibly as a physiological corollary of establishing tension in the torso muscles (Hodges et al., 2005; Hagins and Lamberg, 2006; Massery et al., 2013). Furthermore, the timing of the strain display ties the utterance to the move at hand and makes the assessment of the handhold (not much, i.e., it is too small for the climber to hang on) relevant to the current motion, since balancing on one foot is harder with a poor handhold. Quin also achieves a display of barely maintained control, in first launching the syntactic structure while under strain and then persisting with the clause, completing it as initiated. In summary, syntactic suspensions displays a specific form of strain, one that straddles being in control and being too strained to continue. It (re)produces the body as an interwoven component of emergent syntax.
In this paper, we will examine syntactic suspensions in moments of bodily strain. We will describe the work participants undertake to achieve the suspension, through syntax, prosody, and bodily engagement. We will also show that it is a sufficiently established practice to even be used as a conventionalized display of strain. Throughout the paper, we suggest that it is not possible to disentangle the ontology of human syntactic suspensions; for participants they are both a consequence of bodily activation and a designed and accountable linguistic phenomenon. A controlled body is implicit in the production of “through-produced” syntax, while body under strain can accordingly be displayed through disruptions to syntax. This paper highlights how participants organize and take advantage of this connection.
Syntax and the Body
Several prevailing conceptions of syntax have placed it entirely within the mental realm, arguing that it is an autonomous system of abstract rules. This definition has excluded the bodily production of speaking from the domain of syntactic analysis and fails to adequately address the role of syntax in embodied interaction. The so-called written language bias in linguistic theories (Linell, 2005) has furthermore resulted in the omission of not only the body, but the situated emergence of syntax together with the body in everyday talk. Previous studies that investigate the connection between the body and language have largely treated language as individual and non-interactionally situated (an early example being Lakoff and Johnson, 1980).
These studies assume that grammar is a self-contained, mental pattern highly abstracted from existing or imaginary sentences and independent of actual use (e.g. Evans, 2006; Radford et al., 2009). As a result, any given language’s grammar is treated as a consistent, predefined structure, and deviations as irrelevant chaos or poor performance (e.g. Chomsky, 1965; Newmeyer, 2003). In contrast, studies of situated language use have not only found new and highly organized practices for managing syntax in everyday activities (and this paper reports another such practice), they have also presented cross-linguistic evidence that grammar, including syntax, is a temporally unfolding resource for interaction (e.g. Hopper, 1987, 2011; Hakulinen, 2001; Auer, 2009; Linell, 2009; Fox and Thompson, 2010; Pekarek Doehler et al., 2015). In resituating syntax in its natural ecology, which, after all, is language’s most common site of occurrence, and its evolutionary niche (Bögels et al., 2020), these paradigms have been able to show how language interacts with other semiotic resources, such as prosody, gaze, gesture, and the moving body (e.g. C. Goodwin, 2018; Hayashi, 2005; Keevallik, 2013b, Keevallik, 2018; Mondada, 2014). This paper continues the quest of resituating syntax in the living world and living body, by focusing on progressivity within clauses.
Clauses are one of the central resources that syntax structures and they also constitute core units for turn taking in interaction in several languages (Helasvuo, 2001; Thompson and Couper-Kuhlen, 2005). Clauses are neither pre-established in terms of an exclusive set of fully specified patterns, nor are they necessarily fully pre-arranged in the minds of speakers before an utterance is “sent”. Instead, clauses are emergent over the course of time, dependent on other participants actions and creating possible moments of turn-completion for next speakers to be able to take their turn (Schegloff, 1996). Clauses have also been shown to emerge in close coordination with bodily action. Goodwin (1979) provided a famous example in English that demonstrated how an utterance need not be produced as a single, independent, coherent proposition, but may emerge incrementally in reaction to gaze by different participants. In a similar vein, Iwasaki (2009, 2011) has shown how clausal turns in Japanese emerge as a result of dynamic interactive processes, which include “interactive turn spaces”–places where the speaker of the unit-in-progress invites the interlocutors to co-participate in the building of the action.
Alternatively, a speaker may abandon a turn-in-progress as soon as the action has been treated as complete through the recipient’s bodily visual response (Ford et al., 2012, p. 206; see also Li, 2016). The body can even complete verbal clauses, as if filling in the silent slots left after incomplete syntax (Keevallik, 2013b). Verbal syntax can be discontinued for an embodied demonstration after verbs, copulas and quotatives, but also adverbial phrases, adjectives, articles and subjects (Keevallik, 2015). These embodied displays effectively take the position of lexical units; not only do language and gesture complement each other when making meaning in so-called composite utterances (Enfield, 2009), but an embodied demonstration can actually occupy a grammatical and temporal slot within the emerging syntax (Keevallik, 2013a). It has, for example, been shown that a speaker can complete a grammatically incomplete structure with an explanatory gesture, such as in word searches (Hayashi, 2003) and in second language conversation (Olsher, 2004; Mori and Hayashi, 2006). Slots for embodied displays can also be projected by specific phrases, such as und ich so/und er so “and I’m like/and he’s like” in German (Golato, 2000) and it’s like in English (Fox and Robles, 2010). The slots filled by bodily displays even function similarly to verbal turn components (Ford et al., 2012; Keevallik, 2018), suggesting a strong emic basis for incorporating these bodily options in a descriptive grammar. In short, we have begun to see how various aspects of embodied behavior participate in and steer emergent grammar.
Given that syntax is dependent upon a living body in order to be expressed (from airflow in speaking, to motions for typing, signing, or machine-assisted talk), it is remarkable that so little work has addressed the connection between the situated living body and syntax in interaction. This paper will target that gap, focusing on scenarios where bodily involvements are made relevant for syntax production, and where the connection between syntax and body becomes a member’s resource for a particular action through the phenomenon of strain.
Managing Syntactic Progressivity
Progressivity is a central concern for participants, both regarding the advancement of interpersonal interactional sequences as well as internal components of individual speaker turns (Schegloff, 2007, pp. 14–15). Nevertheless, disruptions1 to syntactic progressivity occur in many different scenarios in interaction; parenthetical clauses, word searches, self-repair, certain question formats, and collaborative completions all exploit the normatively through-produced nature of syntax, and are dealt with in systematic ways by the interacting parties. For example, parenthetical clauses can be inserted into clauses that were already in progress and projected to be complete, which results in temporarily halting, then resuming, the parent clause’s syntax (Mazeland, 2007). This “enables a speaker to reconcile the potentially contradictory requirements that the linearity of speech production poses to the speaker’s orientation to recipient design” (Mazeland, 2007, p. 1816). Word searches, a type of self-repair, constitute another instance of compromising progressivity, as they are also initiated by a disruption in the utterance, resulting in a delay in the middle of an ongoing turn-constructional unit (TCU) (M. H. Goodwin and Goodwin, 1986; Hayashi and Yoon, 2006). In this paper, we are likewise focusing on structures that involve the process of suspending a clause that was projected to be complete, rather than just any word combinations. While mid-TCU silences have mostly been connected to cognitive trouble, such as in word searches, we will argue that they can also be related to bodily concerns.
Mostly, disrupted syntactic structures (including those lacking embodied completion) are treated as inadequate for achieving a complete turn-at-talk. Where speakers do leave a phrase incomplete, it is marked; it does something in the interaction. Leaving an utterance entirely unfinished can be a way to leave something delicate unspoken, inviting co-participants either to produce a completion of the item (such as in bad news deliveries, Lerner, 2003) or to align by treating the unfinished phrase as adequate for progressing the sequence (as discussed in Chevalier and Clift, 2008). Disrupted syntax is one way to designedly invite collaborative completion or “recipient intervention” (Lerner, 2013, p. 125). One format, “fill-in-the-blank” questions (Persson, 2017), is often used in institutional environments such as teaching (Koshik, 2002). Collaborative completions may take advantage of compound TCUs underway to complete the syntax and thereby demonstrate affiliation, agency or epistemic rights, through co-authorship of the statement: the collaborator in this case “co-authorize[s] what is being done” (Lerner, 2003, 2013, p. 126). However, the practice described in this paper involves a more abrupt suspension of syntax, often through cut-offs, which is more commonly used for initiating self-repair (Fox et al., 2009). Furthermore, in self-repair, speakers often reframe the repair solution in a way that backtracks to a prior noun, verb, or prepositional phrase (Schegloff, 1987; Fox et al., 2009), thus restarting the syntax. This provides recipients with the needed resources to determine whether the talk following a disruption is, indeed, a repair of the prior talk, or a continuation of it (Sidnell, 2006a). In moments of repair, by reframing the post-disruption talk to re-start the syntax, speakers can situate the trouble solution with respect to the original phrase.
As we will show below, such reframing is rare in our suspensions; they often begin where they left off, so to speak, unless competing talk forces them to re-attempt a suspension (see Interactional Treatment of the Practice as Coherent). With these considerations in mind, we can define this paper’s phenomenon more specifically: a syntactic suspension is a moment when an initiated clause (projected to have complete clausal components) is temporarily halted, resulting in a silence, before being resumed, at least briefly, along one of the potential clausal continuations that was projectable before the suspension began (see Methods for further details). We will show how the practice of syntactic suspensions connects the progressivity of a clause to a developing embodied activity. The study will thereby further inform our understandings of how participants orient to both syntax and the body as reflexively constituted social phenomena.
The Bodily Foundation of Speaking
People use their bodies for both physical movements and speaking. Speech is produced through the same anatomical structures that ensure the maintenance of life through breathing: the lungs, the larynx, and the vocal tract. Muscles of the breathing and vocal apparatus control whether air can pass through the glottis. With respect to breath tasks relevant to this paper, these muscles must manage breath holds, glottal closures, as well as participate in maintaining sufficient air pressure for speech (Lieberman and Blumstein, 1988; Hixon et al., 2018; Fuchs and Rochet-Capellan, 2020). Strenuous activities alter speech breathing and speech production, as the body’s need for oxygen increases, resulting in additional physical effort should one want to speak, as well as perceivable, effort in the voice (Sandage et al., 2013; Trouvain and Truong, 2015). Even with strain, however, speakers are often able to constrain breathing to occur at syntactic boundaries (Trouvain and Truong, 2015; Hixon et al., 2018), which maintains the coherency of the emerging syntax.
Many of the same muscles used for breathing are implicated in establishing certain forms of bodily stamina, tension, and steadiness. Physiologically the human body has more stamina when the torso and breathing muscles are engaged, including laryngeal muscles that close the glottis (Hodges et al., 2005), as is sometimes the case during breath holds (Massery et al., 2013) or controlled/forced exhalation (Ikeda et al., 2009; O’Connell et al., 2016). When these muscles or breathing techniques are used, the body can undertake more force or exert strength longer (Welch and Tschampl, 2012). Even untrained people spontaneously hold and control their breath when lifting objects (Mateika and Gordon, 2000; Lamberg et al., 2003; Hagins and Lamberg, 2006). Since breath and muscle tension are necessary for language production, when these systems are bound up in other activities, a speaker may face trouble in producing normal speech. As we will show below, however, such difficulties may actually provide affordances for displaying strain.
Syntactic Disruptions as a Sign of Bodily Concerns
As the above prior research demonstrates, incomplete syntax is taken as a sign of some trouble on the part of the speaker (from finding an appropriate word to having sufficient breath), and co-participants either withhold talk until progressivity is resumed or provide assistance to progress past the trouble. Sometimes the disruption arises due to communicative deficits. In the utterances of people with aphasia and other communicative disorders, turns are characterized by multiple silences that punctuate the TCU at inapposite moments (Laakso and Klippi, 1999). Stammering creates disruptions on the phonemic, syllabic or word level (R. Wilkinson and Morris, 2020), while anomia and agrammatism may occasion perturbations due to inability to produce the next relevant word, and dysarthria may lead to frequent repair (Auer et al., 2020). Progressivity halts in these interactions often make the turns of persons with communicative deficits vulnerable to completions by other interactants. Whether such collaborative completions are an intrusion or a resource is unclear (Aaltonen and Laakso, 2011; Norén et al., 2013). “Intrusions” can permit speakers to progress the interaction more smoothly (C. Goodwin, 1995; Perkins, 2003) with the result that “the attention to the aphasia is minimized” (Oelschlaeger and Damico, 1998; Bloch and Beeke, 2008).
The syntactic suspensions in the current paper are attributable to bodily strain and the body being given prominence and precedence over speech (i.e., the bodily activity is progressed even if speech is delayed, much like in some cases of multiactivity, Haddington et al., 2014). The focus of study here is not bodily deficits or disability-related speech disruption and, to the contrary, we will show that participants go to some work to demonstrate (partially maintained) control over the timing of the suspension and resumption of their talk (What’s in a suspension?, Interactional Treatment of the Practice as Coherent).
In short, research on atypical interaction demonstrates how incomplete syntax is treated as accountable and possibly a sign of real difficulty to continue. Word searches in all kinds of contexts demonstrate the same occurrence on a more temporary basis. In the following, we analyze when and how participants employ the syntactic suspensions as a display of temporary incapacity to maintain simultaneous speech and body movement. This paper will thus contribute to our understanding of how the body and syntax are co-organized, as well as to how bodily strain can be displayed in everyday interaction.
METHOD
Since the topic of this study concerns bodies under strain, we looked for contexts where participants would be involved in a physical activity. The video data at our disposal included rock climbing (25 h), and opera rehearsals (20 h). Both corpora were collected during a period of ethnographic fieldwork (participant-observation at gyms and on outdoor excursions for the climbing, and observing the rehearsals and discussing with participants for the opera). All participants gave informed consent to be recorded and participate in the research. The languages involved are English, Italian, and Swedish. While these activities involve variable accountabilities, e.g., regarding whether strain displays are legitimate or warranted, they extensively mobilize the body. Furthermore, in both activities, the suspension and abandonment of an initiated clause is accountable. In the opera rehearsals, this is much like everyday focused conversation, where some reason must be apparent in order to account for silence. In climbing, though an activity can be achieved silently, if a climber abandons an initiated verbal turn, co-participants will worry the climber is facing a physical problem and would typically make the climber accountable for safety reasons.
In these materials, we looked for signs of syntactic progressivity being affected by the participant’s bodily engagement, targeting moments of disruption within an ongoing clause or phrase. The final collection of instances focused on moments when syntax was resumed to some degree after suspension (39 cases: 36 in climbing, 3 in opera rehearsals). Specifically, a syntactic suspension comprises an initiated clause which is then temporarily halted. At the point of halting, where silence occurs, participants treat the clause as accountably incomplete. The clause is then resumed and continued, at least briefly, without (typically, see below) reframing or reinitiating the clause (as is sometimes done in repair). The collection was restricted to cases within a clausal unit, so no other kinds of TCUs were included.
The extracts in this paper include instances where the syntax was brought to completion of a clause (Extracts 2–4, 6, 7, 10–12), as well as deviant cases with 1) ambiguous completion of the clause, but definite completion of a turn-construction unit (Extracts 1, 8), and 2) eventual abandonment of a clause after initial resumption (Extracts 5, 9). The unifying feature, then, is the temporary suspension of verbal clause production, with some resumption that continues the initiated clause. While silence characterizes most suspensions (Extracts 1–5, 7–9, 12), we include deviant cases where co-participants speak during the suspension, and where the suspending speaker must then work to re-establish the silence as a suspension (rather than a recruitment of assistance, e.g. through a word search) (Extracts 6, 10, 11). Grunts and heavy breathing were sometimes combined with silence in the suspension (Extracts 1, 8, 9).
Strain was also indexed in the corpora via voice quality (see also Trouvain and Truong, 2015), often near suspensions, although it occurred elsewhere as well. As a frequent co-occurring practice in our activities, “strained voice” (marked Σ in the transcripts) will be used as an umbrella term to refer to instances when embodied strain becomes hearable in speech. This includes standard voice qualities of perceptual voice analysis (according to Stockholm Voice Evaluation Approach: Hammarberg, 2000), such as “breathy”, “tense”, “creaky”, or a combination of them.
The method used is multimodal interaction analysis (C. Goodwin, 2000, 2018; Mondada, 2014). This involves a moment-by-moment qualitative scrutiny of every case from an emic (member’s) perspective to carve out the characteristics and affordances of the practice. The aim of the analysis presented below is to document the multimodal organization of syntactic suspension in order to reveal its systematic deployment, as well as illustrate its use across two activities and three languages. We do not present frequencies of tokens as may be related to features, speakers, or activities (see Schegloff, 1993 on why quantification would be highly problematic for targeting these kinds of phenomena). We aim to reveal the way in which using the practice is oriented to by the speakers themselves, and both how it is accountable (that is, something that must be made sense of by co-participants, Garfinkel, 1967), and accounts for strain (that is, makes the speaker perceivable as straining). A valid analysis must show not only that the speakers perform the practice in a systematic way, but that it is accountable to do so, i.e., that it is recognizable, and deviation from that systematicity will be questioned by participants, achieve different action, and otherwise fail to be sensible as the same display (see Robinson, 2016). Accordingly, a variety of extracts from the different settings in our corpus are presented to show the prototypical, as well as deviant cases.
ANALYSIS
Syntactic suspensions have consistent form and pragmatic use, which we will demonstrate through the analysis of a series of example cases (Temporally Suspended Syntax as a Social Practice). After that, we will show how silence and breath feature at the point of suspension (What’s in a suspension?), specifically how the suspended moment can also include strain cries and moments for breathing. Next, we will show that speakers orient to syntactic suspensions as a recognizable, coherent practice, such that they manage emergent intrusions (Interactional Treatment of the Practice as Coherent). Finally, we show that participants can use the suspensions as conventionalized depictions of strain outside of actual strain events (Conventionalized Use of Syntactic Suspension).
Temporally Suspended Syntax as a Social Practice
In this first section, we describe the features of suspended syntax. The practice is characterized by a suspension occurring in the middle of an emergent syntactic clause (occasionally in the middle of a word), which is subsequently resumed. The suspension takes the form of a silence, although strain sounds or outbreaths can co-occur with the silence (see the uvular trill in Extract 1, further analysis in What’s in a suspension?). The suspension is timed with a moment wherein the body is affected by strain, often the peak of a strenuous movement, but sometimes the out-of-breath “after-effects” of strain. The continued clause starts where it was suspended, without reframing (as often done in repair, see Extract 6, Extracts 10, 11 for deviant cases).
The following (Extracts 2–5) each show a rock climber suspending their talk at a moment where they perform a strenuous motion. They are of course using their bodies throughout the encounters, and they are each already climbing by the time the extracts begin, but the suspensions occur at some difficult motion. The suspensions occur in the middle of a word (Extract 2, line 5, see Figure 2), a verb phrase (Extract 3, line 2, Extract 4, line 3) and an adverbial phrase (Extract 5, line 5). At each of these points, the TCU is grammatically incomplete, and transition to another speaker is not yet relevant.
EXTRACT 2 | KY 190801 Great Wall gp12_9:16 (See Figure 2).
[image: Extract 2][image: Figure 2]FIGURE 2 | As Pat lifts his foot, he suspends the ongoing word (or noun phrase), completing it (definitively making it a word) once his foot is secure. The figure shows the difference in position from the opening moment of suspension (A) to the moment of resumption (B). If the reader attempts this movement (put one leg half bent on a chair, try to stand up without kicking off, and have someone around to prevent falls), they will find they tense many torso muscles as they lift their second leg and foot into the crouch and may hold their breath, especially if they are unstable.
EXTRACT 3 | Bobat Comp prep_0:3:43.
[image: Extract 3]EXTRACT 4 | KY 190728 Guide Wall_Bit more gracefully.
[image: Extract 4]EXTRACT 5 | KY 190801 Great Wall gp12_7:29.
[image: Extract 5]As the climbers engage their bodies in additional exertion (especially the abdomen, including the diaphragm, which is associated with the function of breath holding, Parkes, 2006), they suspend their talk. The exertions above include lifting a foot/leg (Extract 2, line 5; Extract 4 line 2–3), raising a hand while lifting the body (Extract 3, line 2; Extract 5, line 3–5), and catching oneself during an unexpected slip (Extract 4, line 3). The suspensions occur in the middle of a projectable clause, at moments of “maximum grammatical control” (Schegloff, 1996, p.93). For example, beginning with Extract 2, when Pat suspends his speech at “to hold myh” (Extract 2 line 5), he has projected either a noun phrase (e.g. my body) or a compound word (what he ends up producing, myself). This is not a point of possible completion for a TCU (it is, currently, a “fragment,” Selting, 2001), and so not a place for the co-participants to take a turn. Pat completes the clause starting the moment his foot gets in position underneath him, which coincides with the moment his muscles can relax, relatively speaking, since he is more securely supporting his weight.
In contrast, when any suspension occurs after a point of possible completion, a co-participant does take a turn. For example, in Extract 4, after two suspensions from Quin that occur in the middle of clauses, the third silence (line 3, 0.2) occurs at a possible completion point of the clause: I just wanna do it. Adam treats this as a potential transition relevance place, and takes a turn (line 4), overlapping Quin’s increment (line 3). Thus, even though Quin has just slipped, is currently in the process of stabilizing his body, and may be temporarily unable to continue speech (all of which Adam can see), Adam still treats this particular silence (but not the previous ones) as a transition relevance place. This suggests that the position of the suspension in the middle of a clause, at a position that is not a possible completion point (Schegloff, 1996), is critical to the achievement of the suspension practice. In suspending at moments where the syntax is incomplete, the speaker takes advantage of the normal projectability of syntactic completion. When a clause is incomplete, all of the co-present climbers in the above examples treat the turn “space” as unavailable, as in the middle of the climber’s TCU and not an opportunity to take a turn. They do this by withholding talk until a possible completion point. Participants can hold the strain display over significant temporal delays (e.g., 1.7 s, Extract 2 line 5), without co-participants treating the silence as abandonment or a lapse (Hoey, 2020), due to the availability of the bodily preoccupation as an account.
Bodily control is often, though not always, regained at the moment when the syntax is resumed, such as in Extract 5 (line 5): Pat is here trying to balance and find the next hand hold. He displays strained voice while standing up and holding on with only one hand, but once he gets his legs fully extended and stops reaching with his hand, he has better balance and weight distribution. At this point, the strained voice also stops, and the clause is resumed. In Extract 3, where the strained voice is instead added after the syntax is resumed (line 2), the climber has not yet quite reached a moment of rest, although he can anticipate reaching it when he gazes up shortly before resuming the clause (line 2). The climber’s utterance describes the hardest part of the climb as it is happening, so the remainder of the clause is squeezed out in a strained voice. Continuing the clause, through ongoing strain, displays a barely maintained ability to utter speech. These complementary examples show how suspending syntax permits the straining body to display that it has reached a moment when speech is temporarily unsustainable with bodily activity, but also creates an opportunity, by holding the turn, to demonstrate the prospective resumption of control.
That this is a display, not just a physiological byproduct, is evident in that the speakers are capable of timing their speech to occur in moments of strain. For example, in Extract 2, Pat produces a complete clause without a suspension (line 3). This co-occurs with hanging, rather than moving; Pat is relatively relaxed and unstrained in this position. Climbers are not forced to move at any given point, nor are they required to talk while climbing (as above) or demonstrating a motion (as with opera rehearsals, below). Yet Pat continues to speak (line 5) when initiating and undergoing a movement that causes bodily strain. By designing or permitting talk to co-occur with motion and strain, the participants create the conditions wherein a syntactic suspension can function. In other words, timing talk to co-occur with motion and strain provides a slot in which a display of that strain can be done with suspended talk, as the body provides a visible account for suspending syntax. Speech can be prioritized even over physiological needs, such as full ventilation (Hixon et al., 2018), and the syntactic suspensions take advantage of the ability to switch between priorities, live. The body’s motion is concurrent with the entire utterance, however in the silent moment, the body is rendered as the most salient part of the display—by removing language production, the body becomes the main focus of attention. The suspensions are timed to strategic moments that highlight relevant issues for the speakers, such as a challenging body position or move.
Suspensions do not only occur in canonically bodily intensive activities like exercise. In Extract 6, at an opera rehearsal, the body is likewise made salient at the moment when a minor strain becomes too great. This is an example of Swedish opera performers and their director trying out initial ideas on how to embody a scene. Since the baritone (BAR) will be mourning over the soprano as she dies, the director (DIR) has suggested they try it with the baritone seated on the floor, and the soprano (SOP) lying in his lap. This creates a difficult position for singing. In opera performance, effort should, of course, not be revealed in the voice, so it is relevant for participants to note and remove strain in rehearsal. In lines 1-2, the baritone launches talk about a scene and characterizes it in a copula clause de e såhär handfast “it’s hands-on like this”. He then begins to experiment on line 4, launching a proposal of how he might move här måste han liksom bara “here he just has to,” before trying to lift the soprano into his arms. The lift (lines 5–11) takes several efforts to accomplish (see Figure 3), across which the baritone suspends syntax.
EXTRACT 6 | 20181029 14.15-1.40.00_Non morir, Swedish-Italian.
[image: Extract 6][image: Figure 3]FIGURE 3 | The baritone suspends syntax as he undertakes to lift the soprano.
The first suspension occurs after the adverbial bara “just” when the baritone is lifting the soprano. In the silence, the director co-animates the baritone’s proposal by voicing the musical lines that he should perform at this point (line 5). However, as an instance of our focus phenomenon, in line 7, the baritone produces a continuation and completion of his launched syntactic structure: här måste han liksom bara ta e t- tag “here he just has to take hold/grip” (lines 4–10). This emergent completion retroactively characterizes the incomplete syntax and his silence (line 5 and line 8) as part of a suspension borne of strain, rather than the opening of an embodied depiction (which “bara” can project, Eriksson, 1995). The abandonment of ta- (line 7) coincides with a slightly higher lift by the baritone, and together with the following pause (line 8), this achieves yet another display of strain, albeit in the form of repair (particulars of how our phenomenon unfolds with repair will be discussed in Interactional treatment of the practice as coherent below.)
The baritone does further work to achieve the suspension as strain-motivated. His prosody from här måste onwards is marked by strained voice, as with the climbing examples, demonstrating the tightness of his muscles. The baritone produces this strained voice even when anticipating, and not yet doing, the lift of the soprano (line 4). Later, when stating his uncertainty about how to do the action (line 11), there is no strained voice, even though he is still lifting the soprano up. The strain is focused at the moment of initiating the action, helping to project for the soprano that the lift is beginning, and for both Soprano and the director that the lift is effortful—something that may be highly problematic in the product of operatic singing later.
We can thus see across activities that suspended syntax renders salient the current strain in the speaker’s body, as a social action. The practice displays a balance between ostensibly being overwhelmed by bodily strain (temporarily suspending talk) and control (being able to continue talking). The periods of silence coincide with a successful achievement of a strenuous move. Syntax is interrupted at moments of “maximum grammatical control,” where the TCU is accountably incomplete through the launched-but-incomplete-clause, which helps hold the turn for the current speaker so they may resume the syntax after the silence. In the next section, we compare the different practices used to display strain at moments where syntax is interrupted.
What’s in a Suspension?
Once syntax is suspended, speakers have several options for the unfolding turn, including producing silence, hearable outbreaths, or grunts. Silence is coordinated with strain peaks and bodily motion (see Interactional treatment of the practice as coherent below for deviant cases). Extract 7 below demonstrates the silence format, with the spectrogram (see Figure 4) showing the lack of sound emerging in the suspension. In this example, Quin suspends syntax in the midst of complaining about the beginning of the climb. The suspension emerges just before he reaches (“LH over”) for another hold.
EXTRACT 7 | 190729 KY Bruise Bros_16.10_Start.
[image: Extract 7][image: Figure 4]FIGURE 4 | A spectrogram of the suspension in Extract 7 between the words was and not. Note that any sound in the spectrogram between was and not is due to environmental noise, as they are outside. This suspension is characterized by silence. {V} is an indeterminate squeaky vowel sound.
As Quin selects and moves to a better position, he temporarily takes up more weight in his other muscles, causing additional strain. This occurs just as he resumes syntax, resulting in the word “not” being produced with strong emphasis and a rise in pitch. These prosodic changes have a plausible physiological connection: the extra pressure in the vocal tract may arise from muscular adjustments involved in increasing stability in the torso (Hodges et al., 2005; Massery et al., 2013). The enaction of this muscular effort creates that bodily event of stability, because the muscles must assume the stability-providing shape in order to produce the prosody, even if the stability itself is not strictly required. In other words, whether the display arises from airflow requirements, or airflow is suspended in order to do the display, the physiology and social action are inextricably bound together.
Another way to enact ongoing bodily effort is to preface or intersperse the suspension with breathiness or outbreaths, as if “catching one’s breath” (a feature also found in experimental instances: Trouvain and Truong, 2015), likely reflecting the body’s increased need of oxygen due to the strenuous activity (Hixon et al., 2018). In Extract 8, the Swedish-speaking climber (CLI) has just completed a climb and is looking down from the top of the boulder. He is breathing heavily (line 2, 6), and when he appears to have enough breath to talk again, he begins to assess his climbing performance with a beginning of a routinized assessment format vad “how”. However, before continuing the syntax, he takes another breathing break (middle of line 8), and still does not make it to a grammatical completion. The next word is creatively assembled, rather than a conventional continuation (oform “nonshaped/out of shape”) but as an evaluative item it pragmatically continues the projection from the format-initial item.
EXTRACT 8 | SU Frukost på sängen_0:3:30.
[image: Extract 8]The outbreath in line 8 manages the body in a different way from silence: instead of appealing to the embodiment of breath holding (and its relevancy for torso stability in a difficult motion), the heavy breathing displays that the speaker enacts having experienced strain and currently not having enough air to complete the projected phrase. As shown above, this may be a way to accomplish a display of strain, via suspension of syntax, after the strain event has concluded (see also Extract 2). The climber is not actively undergoing the difficult motion at the time of speaking; he has just completed the climb. Heavy breathing may be physiologically necessary after strain, but it can also be deployed at specific moments to accomplish a syntactic suspension; the climber chooses to describe his climb now, rather than wait for his breathing to ostensibly be normal. In this way, both glottal closures and heavy breathing can occur during the intra-TCU silence, and tie the display to slightly different bodily demands. In a similar manner, Pehkonen (2020) has argued that by using the semi-conventionalized Finnish token huh huh participants externalize their physiological state of “being out of breath” and take a stance towards the triggering event. Suspended syntax seems to be another practice of stance-taking; the strain displayed by the halt in speech production orients to the prior event(s) as strenuous, and as having various qualities (tough, involving excess strain, etc.).
There is yet a third option in formatting suspensions that are associated with strain: producing a strain grunt. Grunts were briefly described by Goffman (1978, p. 803), as sounds that serve to warn others that “nothing else can claim our concern,” similar to how we have described the way syntactic suspensions bring the body to prominence. Grunting in our data consisted of a short burst of guttural vocalizing, usually with a glottal onset and low open or mid vowel. Most grunts in the climbing data corpus (365 out of the 368 found) did not interrupt syntax, either occurring as stand-alone utterances, or preceding or ending an utterance that had a complete clause. The few grunts that interrupted syntax resulted in the abandonment of the clause, rather than its temporary suspension, as the following extract shows. Below, Pat is trying to find a safety bolt in a strenuous position. At first, he uses syntactic suspension (line 2), but after a long pause and a grunt, the clause remains unfinished and instead he launches another clause.
EXTRACT 9 | 190801 KY Great Wall reg5_2.33_10a.
[image: Extract 9]The clause that Pat started suddenly becomes irrelevant, as he discovers the safety bolt just before the silence ends. The grunt (line 2, “enh”) occurs as Pat repositions his hand to have proper leverage to connect his rope to the safety bolt. In other words, once it becomes pragmatically unnecessary to complete the clause, the suspension is interrupted, in this case by a grunt. The grunt reorients to the physical effort involved in grasping the hold and using the bolt, and may act as an upgrade of further strain that occurs while a suspension is already ongoing. This suggests that grunts may allow exit from a suspension that can no longer be achieved coherently.
In contrast, similar strain sounds may provide reentry into the completion of a suspended phrase. Reconsider Extract 1 (line 3, transcribed as “R”), the word much is prefaced by a uvular sound, and the initial m is lengthened and infused with strain, thus delaying syntactic progressivity. The seeping of air through the strained vocal tract may indeed index inability to continue but, in Extract 1 at least, the syntactic structure nevertheless emerges as complete. In fact, the strain sound may preempt co-participation by getting vocalization on record, and then merges the sound into the opening of the syntactic resumption. A grunt produced as a standalone token, as Extract 9 above shows, may provide the opposite affordance. As in all other instances of suspended syntax, this carefully balances displaying physical preoccupation and sufficient control of the vocal apparatus to intermittently produce speech.
Silence, outbreath and strain sounds are thus treated as different components of the syntactic suspension practice. While grunts and breathiness can also achieve strain on their own, syntactic suspensions uniquely allow the speaker to display re-established bodily control, through the (smooth) resumption of syntax.
Interactional Treatment of the Practice as Coherent
We argue that syntactic suspensions are not merely by-products of bodily demands, even if they are interwoven with such demands. As evidence that they are a member’s practice (Garfinkel, 1967; Sacks, 1992)–that is, recognizable and reproduceable for pragmatic action–we now demonstrate below that speakers orient to, and work to maintain, the coherency of the suspension as a practice. Syntactic suspensions are not just any emergently formed clause with a discontinuation. The suspension occurs at specific moments and alongside systematic practices for excluding co-participation in the clause. This section will analyze how the strained participants actively restrict co-participation in the clause, to allow for achievement of the clause as if temporarily suspended due to strain.
Let us first return to Extract 6 (reproduced below as Extract 10), wherein the baritone was demonstrating how he might lift the soprano into his arms. In this extract, we can see the inherent risk in using suspended syntax as an effort display; especially in some syntactic constructions it is vulnerable to being treated as a syntactic preface to a bodily completion (line 4) (Keevallik, 2018). The syntactic structure that has been begun is här måste han liksom bara “it’s hands-on like this and here he just has to like and comes to a halt after bara “just”. This could introduce a bodily completion (the lift, line 5 onwards), and the director appears to treat it as such by providing the relevant sung line that would accompany that movement. However, the baritone subsequently extends the clause (line 7), eventually resolving the syntax as an instance of suspension arising from strain.
EXTRACT 10 | 20181029 14.15-1.40.00_Non morir, Swedish-Italian.
[image: Extract 10]During the opera rehearsal, bara or its shortened form ba (Eriksson, 1995) is frequently used to introduce depictions–embodied iconic representations of distal “scenes” (Clark, 2016), also known as for instance animations (Cantarutti, 2020), reenactments (Sidnell, 2006b) and reported speech (Holt, 2007). It is therefore possible to treat the syntax as completed by the bodily movements of the baritone (see Keevallik, 2018); his embodied depiction can act as an alternative to the complement of the projected clause. The director treats the ensuing actions in this way, by positioning herself as a co-animator of the embodied depiction and voicing the musical lines that he should perform at this point (line 6). Furthermore, the strain involved in the lift is visually available, as the baritone has not yet finished successfully lifting the soprano and appears to be repeatedly readjusting his grip. Co-animating at this point supports the baritone’s depiction by providing libretto material he may not be able to produce. However, the baritone does not orient to the director’s co-depiction, overlapping it with an utterance voiced as himself, the performer, rather than as his character: he describes his attempts to get a grip on the soprano in order to lift her (line 7–10), in synchrony with his physical attempts to do so. The director, in response, likewise switches from a depiction of the baritone’s character to commentary as herself, a director, in the current action (line 9, a continuer). The baritone thus bypasses the director’s contribution in the depiction, reorienting them both to the ongoing physical strain in his performing body. In retrospect, this emerges as a syntactic suspension of the structure liksom bara ta tag “has to like take hold” whereby the director’s singing ends up being treated as a side activity.
Suspensions are in general vulnerable to co-participation, since, if the pause is long enough, they can encourage co-participants to treat the ongoing clause as either abandoned or in need of assistance to be completed (M. H. Goodwin and Goodwin, 1986). For example, the director, above, supplies the baritone’s sung lines in the absence of the baritone providing them himself. However, in the following example from rock climbing, when such assistance is offered, the original speaker rejects the contribution, and reattempts the suspension in the clear of co-participation. Below, Pat has just abandoned doing a “roof” climb that was too hard for him that day. As his feet touch the ground, he appears to assess his shaking arms (Lookh at thath, line 1) as notable, before suggesting an alternate next climb. His speech is marked by breathy phonation (see also Extract 8).
EXTRACT 11 | 190113 RL4_Let's do some nines.
[image: Extract 11][image: Figure 5]FIGURE 5 | Pat (on the left) gazes at Eric (on the right) while getting his balance, potentially recruiting Eric to help him complete the phrase he started (line 3). Instead, Pat (re)completes the phrase himself (lines 8–10).
When Pat suspends his syntax after Let’s do sohme (line 3), Eric at first withholds co-participation, possibly until Pat regains his balance (line 4). However, after a lengthy silence (line 4), during which Pat gazes at Eric (lines 3-6, see Figure 5A), Eric supplies a possible option, not a roof, which pragmatically, although not grammatically, completes the TCU (line 5). This co-participation ends up being in overlap with Pat’s next installment of the ongoing clause (an “eight” or “nine” being a type of climb, specifically a degree of difficulty, much as a “roof” is a type of climb, though not an official difficulty grade) (line 6). Instead of agreeing with Eric’s suggestion (e.g., by uttering “yeah,” or “exactly”), Pat restarts his syntactic completion (lines 8–10), including an insertion (S. Wilkinson and Weatherall, 2011) of nines. Insertions between the first and second half of the suspended clause are unusual for the collection, but co-participation is also rare. Pat also withdraws his gaze from Eric here (see Figure 6B), reducing the relevance of a collaborative completion. Furthermore, Pat not only re-starts his attempt to complete the prior suspension, but also initiates a second suspension (between lines 12-14, see Figure 5C). In this way, Pat gets a syntactic suspension on the record that is neither influenced by a co-participant, nor modified by any sign of self-repair. Pat also adds extra practices for displaying strain that were less present in the first attempt: there is more breathiness (lines 10, 12, 14), and also a visual display of his tired body (line 12). In this case, the suspension does not coincide with a strenuous move itself but rather with a display of physical exhaustion from prior strain that ostensibly prevents the speaker from producing continuous syntax (see also Extract 8). Thus, in contrast to suspensions during strain that featured breath holds and strained voice, this one involves heavy breathing. At the same time this instance again evidences the careful balance between being too exhausted to do a roof but still sufficiently capable of uttering snippets of syntax. Exhaustion is here designated by the breathy voice and intermittent panting and speaking.
Both Extracts 10, 11 exhibit self-repair work, ta e- ta- ta:g “take hold/grab” and eights- nines and eights respectively. Most instances of our suspension collection do not involve any insertion or reformulation after suspension, but instead directly resume the clause where it was suspended. Notably, both of these extracts with self-repair modifications occur in moments with overlap. In Extract 10, the director first receipts the baritone’s utterance as prefacing a demonstration syntactically, and so takes it that the turn space is open vocally. In Extract 11, Pat meets Eric’s gaze (lines 3–6) during the silence, which can be a strategy for inviting a co-participant into a word search (M. H. Goodwin and Goodwin, 1986). Eric takes this invitation and supplies a potential completion. In both cases, redoing a suspension gets it on record as a suspension, rather than as some other action with co-participation (e.g., demonstration, word search or other inability to complete sentence).
The coherency of the syntactic suspension as a social action rests on being able to maintain silence without intervention and resuming the syntax oneself, and participants work to ensure this coherency occurs. We have thus seen that speakers work for the syntactic suspension to emerge as a coherent and public pattern: when the display of strain or its after-effects is at issue, interlocutors contributions to the ongoing syntax would disrupt the socially relevant display.
Conventionalized Use of Syntactic Suspension
The above analysis demonstrated how suspended syntax is accomplished and how participants manage potential incursions on the practice. In addition, syntactic suspensions can be used as a depiction (Löfgren and Hofstetter, 2021), in this case a depiction of strain where participants are not actually engaging in effortful activity but demonstrating what such activity looks like. Suspended syntax appears to be a conventionalized enough practice to be used as such a depiction of effort.
For example, in Extract 12 below, the director at the opera rehearsals depicts strain by suspending syntax in the middle of a quoted line from the libretto. The suspension is done as part of a depiction of the baritone’s character slowly moving into a kneeling position (line 7, see Figure 6).
EXTRACT 12 | 20181025 13.00-38.50_si la mia figlia.
[image: Extract 12][image: Figure 6]FIGURE 6 | The director progressively kneels down, demonstrating the effort it would take for the baritone’s character to do so.
At line 7, the director begins depicting someone bending down with difficulty, singing si la mia figlia “yes my daughter” in Italian, while embodying the character of the baritone. Between si “yes” and la (article), as well as between la and mia figlia “my daughter”, there are suspensions of the line’s progression (line 7), while at each suspension she moves her body a bit further towards the floor (see Figure 6). In addition, the director’s talk is produced throughout with a breathy voice quality. Together, these features serve as a depiction of how, for the character of the baritone, who is physically hindered, the descent towards the ground is causing effort (see Syntactic disruptions as a sign of bodily concerns on bodily concerns and syntactic suspension). The director herself is able to get down to the floor without difficulty, as seen in other moments in the data. The strain is thus imaginary but made available as something the baritone can reproduce when performing in character.
Temporal syntactic suspensions can thus be used to depict strain even in the absence of local physical effort. The suspension accomplishes the display, representing the out of breath or strained state of the body. Syntactic suspensions, as the multimodal practice described in this study, are thus usable to depict strain, even conventionalized enough for performances on a stage. This is not to say that all suspensions are conventionalized to depict strain, but that the practice of suspending syntax has one use that is highly recognizable as strain-related.
DISCUSSION
We have demonstrated that speakers use syntactic suspension to display strain, specifically peaks of strain or the after-effects of strain in interaction. This practice involves temporarily halting and then resuming, an emerging clause and coordinating the suspension with bodily strain. The technique takes advantage of simultaneous physiological and interactional demands on a person and connects those demands into a coherent practice. The exact syntactic structure, however, can vary considerably. Our structures ranged from copula constructions to verb phrases (ta tag “take hold/grip”, Extract 6) and noun phrases (la mia figlia “my daughter”, Extract 12) to compound words (myself, Extract 2). It is the general projective capacity of syntax that participants make use of to keep their rights to continue the turn. Even though for the sake of clarity we focused on clauses, as some of the most consistent syntactic structures, we do not imply that similar practices could not be used at other syntactic or turn positions. The aim was to target a central structuring capacity of syntax.
This paper contributes to the larger endeavor of understanding how language is coordinated with, and emergent from, the body, as well as how the body asserts itself and is made relevant by participants in various activity settings. Inhabiting a body simultaneously affords and constrains (or may be taken to constrain) vocal action. Crucially, in contrast to numerous earlier studies that have dealt with pauses and disruptions in terms of mental problems, such as memory lapses or cognitive effort (Clark, 1994; Postma, 2000; Clark and Fox Tree, 2002), we are here proposing a physical connection to those features in talk. The body and syntax account for each other, with suspensions and bodily strain mutually providing for each other’s occurrence. Vice versa, the uninterrupted production of syntax implies no major concern with the body. With syntactic suspensions, the body is or has been visibly engaged in a strenuous motion. The strenuousness of these motions is available to co-participants through their own embodied understandings of the body’s demands. This member’s understanding of the embodiment of strain is further heightened with specific familiarity with the activity; climbers will better understand the strain inherent in climbing, singers with singing in awkward positions, etc. Furthermore, in more mental activities, such as word searches, the source of the trouble is not typically visibly available to co-participants, compared with the activities presented in this paper. Even in the case of communicative deficits, speakers may need to explicitly alert co-participants of the reason for atypical speech (R. Wilkinson and Morris, 2020), and the solution to any given momentary, situated disfluency is not always easily available. Thus, among other things, the availability of bodily behavior in our practice constitutes a methodological advantage in anchoring the analytic procedures in visible evidence.
The relationship between the body and language is made starkly apparent by the suspended syntax practice. It is both a display and an embodied event, regardless of the authenticity of the strain. Intense strain may literally, at times, require the suspension of speech, but the speakers also nevertheless seem to be able to design the timing of the suspension as well as its resumption so that it is coherent with syntax. Even if the strain is not literally overwhelming the breath, in order to accomplish a breath hold, the body must inhabit the necessary muscular form to cease producing vocal sounds, and thus perform the embodiment that provides bodily support for strain. Similarly, heavy exhalation requires physical effort. It is therefore artificial to categorically separate display from strain and strain from display.
Since speakers have some degree of choice over when they speak concurrently to moving (in climbing, they can choose when to move; in opera rehearsals, they are actively deciding how to time movement with the opera text), it is justified to consider the affordances of timing speech to co-occur with strain and motion. In our data, the climbers and performers often explain their actions, providing “running commentary” that accounts for difficulties or choices with motion as they appear. We have shown that participants can time their verbal contributions to co-occur with moments of relative ease or rest (see Extract 2). By timing them with the strenuous motion, they both tie the verbal contribution to the body and create the conditions where a syntactic suspension can function as strain. Similarly, we have shown that participants can depict strain through the syntactic suspensions (see Extract 12). Thus, the iconic nature of the suspensions is an available resource to participants and seems to particularly highlight moments of intense strain.
It is a members concern to know when a climber is at peak strain, for reasons of safety as well as communication; similarly, with rehearsals, it is important to know what positions are acceptable for singing and what dramatic actions correspond to the esthetics of the current performance. Each activity has its own contingencies and norms concerning what is a legitimate and warranted display of effort. For instance, in the climbs above, the co-participants do not treat the suspended syntax as a sign of trouble (e.g., danger), nor as a sign of illegitimate strain (e.g., being on too difficult a climb), but as adequate and appropriate displays for the task at hand. In contrast, other activities such as tennis, have (in)famously experienced controversy over grunting and its appropriateness (e.g. Kaskan and Ho, 2016). Further study may elucidate how syntactic suspensions compare to strain grunts, power screams, and other strain signs, or alternative ways of highlighting that one attends to the own body. What is apparent so far is that these other displays only rely on production of a particular vocal token (a grunt) or prosodic quality, whereas suspensions also take advantage of syntax and silence.
The way in which these vocal behaviors are tied to embodied action (through timing, but also quality of sound and movement) may be in part a method for taking advantage of bodily events, but it also has a social history that conventionalizes the co-occurrence of the linguistic features with bodily action into depictive practices. Syntactic suspensions connect the complementary occupations of the body in physical effort and in producing language, and demonstrate a practice through which participants display the intimate connection between language—inclusive of syntax—and the body.
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FOOTNOTES
1We use the term “disruption” or “disrupted” to refer generally to any kind of discontinuation or trouble with continuing a clause (e.g. repair, abandonment, etc.). ‘Suspension’ is restricted to the phenomenon in this paper, where a clause is initiated, temporarily halted, and resumed. In other words, we treat “disruption” as the umbrella term, and “suspension” as a type of disruption, specific to the phenomenon in this paper.
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The present paper explores how rules are enforced and talked about in everyday life. Drawing on a corpus of board game recordings across European languages, we identify a sequential and praxeological context for rule talk. After a game rule is breached, a participant enforces proper play and then formulates a rule with an impersonal deontic statement (e.g. “It’s not allowed to do this”). Impersonal deontic statements express what may or may not be done without tying the obligation to a particular individual. Our analysis shows that such statements are used as part of multi-unit and multi-modal turns where rule talk is accomplished through both grammatical and embodied means. Impersonal deontic statements serve multiple interactional goals: they account for having changed another’s behavior in the moment and at the same time impart knowledge for the future. We refer to this complex action as an “instruction.” The results of this study advance our understanding of rules and rule-following in everyday life, and of how resources of language and the body are combined to enforce and formulate rules.
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INTRODUCTION
Rules are ubiquitous in our social lives, from traffic lights to taxation, from cooking to queuing. Rule-following is so fundamental to human behavior that it has become a metaphor for scientific understanding of some of our most impressive human skills (Erickson et al., 2013): The rules of rational behavior, the rules of making judgments under uncertainty, the rules of grammar, or indeed, the rules of conversational turn-taking. Internalized rules, however, cannot alone generate proper conduct, because they cannot create the contexts of their application (Wittgenstein 1953; Garfinkel 1967). This raises the question of how human actors draw on rules as part of making sense of local situations, and how they come to agree that some locally implemented way of acting follows a rule (Liberman 2013, ch. 3).
The present study is part of a larger project on rules and rule-following in various everyday activities across languages. As part of that project, we examine moments in which a person intervenes to halt another person’s action. Our focus here is on interventions that take place during board games, and particularly after a player has acted in violation of a game rule. The activity of playing a board game unfolds in the here and now, turn by turn, move by move. Yet games are constituted by rules that hold beyond the here and now. During board games, players closely monitor one another’s moves, including for whether or not they are in accordance with the rules. Board games are therefore a particularly rich source of insight into rules and rule-following in social interaction (see also Hofstetter and Robles 2019).
Among the communicative resources that players have to formulate rules, we are especially interested in impersonal deontic statements (e.g. “It’s not allowed to do this,” “It’s necessary to do that”), a practice of speaking that we find recurrently in the context of rule breaches. Prima facie, impersonal deontic statements are a prime resource for connecting particular game moves to codified game rules—to “what one must and mustn’t do.” After all, game rules apply to anyone playing the game, and impersonal constructions are a uniquely suited means for such generic reference. Also, game rules specify what are valid or allowable moves in a game, and deontic structures centrally express meanings of obligation and permission. As we will see, however, players do not formulate the game rules using impersonal deontic statements every time that a rule is violated. These constructions are instead specifically used to instruct a player who is treated as having insufficient knowledge of the rules.
The aim of the paper is twofold: Firstly, to show how impersonal deontic statements are used in the context of rule violations in concert with the praxeological and embodied detail of the ongoing course of action. Secondly, to demonstrate that a positionally sensitive and multimodal analysis of grammar can further our understanding of invariances in the meaning of impersonal deontic statements, as well as of their functional versatility as a practice for “rule talk.” Our main path towards these goals will be to document how impersonal deontic grammar systematically co-occurs with recognizable forms of embodied conduct. Together, grammar and embodied conduct imbue an instruction with the authority of a rule.
Linguists study a diverse range of phenomena under the rubric of impersonality (for overviews: Siewierska 2008; Malchukov and Siewierska 2011). Examples include “meteo-verbs” (such as Russian temneet, “it is getting dark”), “locative subject” constructions (the garden is swarming with bees), and subjectless constructions, such as the Polish -no/-to construction (tutaj tańczono, “dancing took place here,” “some people danced here”), to name just a few. Unsurprisingly, a recurrent topic in the literature is the quest for order in the impersonal domain. Some researchers define impersonality in terms of linguistic form, and view the core of the category as constituted by (operations on) argument structure, specifically by a departure from canonical subjecthood. Other researchers, often arguing from a cognitive-linguistic standpoint, treat impersonality as a matter of semantic or discourse choices that background the agent in, or the “instigator” of, an event. These differences in the conceptualization of impersonality have been summarized as a subject-centered and an agent-centered perspective on impersonality (Siewierska 2008). The two perspectives differ in the ways they define the outer limits of impersonality as a linguistic category. For example, the Russian unaccusative sentence in (1) below, although “personal” in the sense that it involves an experiencing person, can be considered impersonal from a subject-centered perspective, because the subject is non-canonically marked, with dative case (Schlund 2018, p. 124).
(1) mne bylo grustno me.DAT was.3SG.NEUTR sad I was sad
An anticausative sentence such as (2a), on the other hand, would not be considered impersonal from the subject-centered perspective, as it contains a nominative subject and an agreeing predicate. It could, however, be considered impersonal from the agent-centered perspective, if it is taken to be selected over an alternative (such as 2b) as a way of backgrounding the instigator (Siewierska 2008, p. 124).
(2a) The vase broke
(2b) Jim broke the vase
An important concern in the literature then has been how to define the boundaries of the category of impersonality in terms of shared features. What emerges from this literature, however, is a very broad and heterogeneous category. The present study contributes to our understanding of impersonality by re-connecting impersonal grammar with its utility in social interaction. Firstly, it begins not with a general definition of “impersonality,” but from a type of event—the violation and enforcement of a game rule—in which we recurrently find constructions that fall into the category of impersonality from both the subject-centered and agent-centered perspective. Our point of departure are deontic statements that describe a norm pertaining to a human referent, who is, however, not expressed as a canonical subject. (3) is an example from Italian, where the subject is expressed non-pronominally with a reflexive marker expressing generic human agency (Giacalone Ramat and Sansò, 2011, see Ex. 4 below).
(3) non si pu-ò di-re NEG REFL can-3SG say-INF “it is not allowed to say”/“one cannot say”
Secondly, our approach is to use episodes of rule violation to explore how speakers of different languages employ diverse grammatical structures as well as embodied means to achieve what may be regarded as the quintessential purpose of an impersonal deontic statement: the formulation of a rule.
Impersonal structures have a natural affinity with deontic meanings when it comes to the formulation of rules and norms (Gast and van der Auwera 2013). In fact, the “impersonal” reference of a linguistic structure can result from the deontic meaning of the utterance. Consider the “generic you,” a cross-linguistically attested method for achieving “reference impersonality” (Malchukov and Ogawa 2011), that is, for talking about events that require a human participant without referring to anybody in particular. The generic reading of this pronoun seems to be closely connected to the formulation of norms or rules, as in the Ten Commandments (e.g., thou shalt not murder) (see Bolinger 1979; Orvell et al., 2017; Stukenbrock 2017; Auer and Stukenbrock 2018, p. 302). Likewise, a modal structure might on occasion take on a deontic meaning in a context of “generality.” For example, some of the languages in our corpus have a modal verb that specifically encodes deontic meanings of permissibility (e.g. Finnish saada, German dürfen or Polish wolno). In these same languages, however, deontic meanings are also often expressed with more generic verbs that cover other modal meanings such as ability and circumstantiality (e.g. German können). And in fact, such generic verbs are the main tool for expressing deontic meanings in languages like Italian and French (potere, pouvoir). We suggest that one way in which these verbs take on a deontic meaning is through their use to accomplish “rule talk,” where the speaker voices and enacts a rule that transcends the here and now, and that applies beyond the current participants, to anyone playing the game. As we will see, this is achieved not by grammar alone, but by an arrangement of linguistic and embodied resources. By examining the sequential development and organization of these episodes of “rule talk,” we also show how the impersonality of an impersonal deontic statement is manifested and reified in social interaction.
MATERIALS AND METHODS
The data for this study come from the Parallel European Corpus of Informal Interaction (PECII), a video corpus that was designed to include the same mundane activities in different European languages, currently French, German, Italian, and Polish, to a smaller extent Finnish, and in the future, British English (Sorjonen et al., 2018; Zinken et al., 2018). Across the languages, we made video recordings of three comparable settings and activities: friends on a relatively long car drive, families having breakfast at the weekend, and friends or relatives playing board games. For all settings, we specified recording criteria that maximize the comparability of data. For example, the game recordings involved tabletop games, four players, and each of them must have played the game before. At the same time, it was important for us to collect authentic data: The recorded events would have taken place anyway, as opposed to being staged for the sole purpose of being recorded.
The present study draws on the board game recordings. It focuses on a type of sequential context that is recurrent in and across these recordings: One player violates a game rule, or is about to do so, and this leads to another player halting the in-progress game move. In a collection of about 50 cases, we noticed that across languages, such sequences often contain impersonal deontic statements, similar to (3) above. We analyzed each single case in great detail, following the methods of Conversation Analysis (Sidnell and Stivers 2013). In the process of developing generalizations, we also considered impersonal deontic statements in other game situations, as well as similar situations of rule violation in which no impersonal deontic statement was used.
Data are transcribed according to conversation-analytic conventions (Jefferson 2004). We provide simplified interlinear glosses for focal transcript lines only. Aspects of embodied conduct are transcribed according to the conventions developed by Mondada (2014). We used ELAN to aid multi-modal analysis (ELAN, 2020).
RESULTS
Impersonal deontic statements are commonly used after a rule violation has been flagged, and the rule violator has discontinued or, where relevant, retracted the breaching move. Below is a first example from Italian. Four friends are playing Dixit. In this game, one player comes up with a word or expression and all the other players then select a picture card from their hand that could fit that phrase. Here, it is Furio’s turn to propose the phrase ying e yang (“ying and yang”) (lines 1 to 7 are concerned with the pronunciation of this expression). Sofia seeks more explanation of the expression ying e yang by asking in che senso (“in what sense,” line 8). Furio responds by raising his eyebrows and opening his palms, indicating that he will not provide any additional details (Figure 1A). Alba, on the other hand, begins a turn that projectably will give a hint (line 9), accompanied by a depictive hand gesture (see Figure 1A).
[image: Figure 1]FIGURE 1 | Frames from Extract (4). (A) Alba helps, Furio doesn’t, in response to Sofia’s question (line 9). (B) Furio intervenes to stop Alba helping Sofia (line 10). (C) Furio turns to Ettore during impersonal TCU (line 10).
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Furio’s turn at line 10 has the immediate effect of stopping Alba’s emerging assistance. Part of that turn is an impersonal deontic statement, non si può dire, which articulates a prohibition to give verbal hints.
Our initial sense might be that the impersonal non si può dire here simply serves to enforce the relevant game rule. However, a closer look reveals that what Furio does is more subtle and complex than this, which in turn allows us to describe the usage and meaning of the impersonal statement in greater detail. Furio’s turn at line 10 is composed of several turn-constructional units (TCUs). First, Furio turns his head towards Alba and halts her attempt to assist Sofia with a prosodically accentuated no:::. (loud, high-pitched, and prolonged), gazing at her, stretching his right arm out towards her, with raised eyebrows (Figure 1B). When Furio begins his no:::., Alba moves her gesturing hand back for a “self-grooming” gesture, adjusting her glasses, and she does not continue her turn (cf. Lerner and Raymond 2017). Then, Furio moves into a second TCU, which begins with a possible second no, and then becomes a multiple prohibitive interjection e e e e (on multiple sayings, see Stivers 2004), accompanied by hand waving and further eyebrow raising. At the beginning of this TCU, Alba turns her head towards Furio, and thus leaves the participation framework with Sofia. So far then, Furio’s turn has been specifically addressed, by gaze, to rule-infringing Alba, and Alba has stopped giving assistance to Sofia: she has retracted her gesturing hand, has terminated her unfolding speaking turn, and has turned her gaze away. The discontinuation of an action that was recognizable as an emerging rule-violation has, at this particular moment, been effected; the rule has been enforced.
It is only now that Furio articulates the impersonal unit, the third TCU in his turn, non si può dire (“it is not allowed to say (it/things)”). This segment of his turn has a multimodal design quite unlike the earlier units. Firstly, it is markedly quieter: there is a very big drop in pitch and loudness relative to what came before (see Figure 2).
[image: Figure 2]FIGURE 2 | The pitch contour of Furio’s turn (4. line 11).
Also, during the first items of this TCU (non si), Furio gazes away from Alba and towards the fourth player, Ettore—who has had no role at all so far in this stretch of interaction (Figure 1C)—and then to Sofia. By gazing at Ettore and Sofia during the production of the impersonal TCU, Furio addresses the rule formulation to all players. Latched onto the completion of dire, Furio claps his hands.
The following picture emerges from this more detailed analysis of what Furio does during and around the impersonal TCU non si può dire “it is not allowed to say (it/things).” His impersonal deontic statement is not used to enforce the game rule. Instead, it comes after Furio has successfully halted a first infringement of the rule.1 An impersonal deontic statement in this position effectively closes the rule enforcement sequence, offering an account for it. But what else does an impersonal deontic statement do here? As we show in the remainder of the paper, impersonal deontic statements treat the would-be rule violator as lacking relevant knowledge of the game rules. The statement supplies this knowledge and imparts it to the players. In this way, the statement functions both as an account for having enforced the rule and as an injunction for the rule to be complied with in the future. In other words, the impersonal deontic statement instructs proper play.
The next three cases (5)–(7) provide support for the analysis 1) that impersonal deontic statements account for rule enforcements by treating the relevant player as lacking relevant knowledge (as opposed to other possible accounts for violating a game rule, such as: the player is trying to cheat, or has forgotten the rule); and 2) that they become recognizable as formulating a general rule through a combination of grammatical and embodied resources. Here is another example. In a game of Settlers of Catan, Bertrand suggests a move to Florence (lines 1–2), but this is treated by Gilbert as a violation of a game rule.
[image: FX 7]
[image: FX 8]
Gilbert intervenes at line 4. Again, as in the previous case, his turn consists of several TCUs. He begins with a stopping move, as we also saw in Ex. 4, in this case, a turn-initial ben, a particle that indicates some reluctance with respect to the previous turn, projecting more to come, potentially disjunctive from what came before (Barnes 1995). His first TCU then formulates a prohibition in a personal format (elle a pas le droit, “she has not the right (to do it),” line 4). This is accompanied by a pointing gesture; a gesture that goes across the board to indicate a precise spot on the board. By the end of this TCU, Gilbert has reached the maximal extension of his pointing gesture, touching the board (Figure 3A). His gesture uses two fingers, possibly indicating the missing two elements he refers to in the next TCU, at the particular spot where the port would be, which makes it impossible for Florence to build a settlement there. Gilbert’s next TCU combines an initial impersonal construction (il faut) with a personal pronoun (elle). By the end of this TCU, Gilbert has retracted his gesturing arm—so that the “mixed” impersonal formulation is not deictically connected to places on the board—and he has turned his gaze to Bertrand, the player who suggested the disallowed move. With this turn, then, Gilbert has specifically addressed Bertrand to point out the here-and-now impossibility of the game move he suggested to Florence.
[image: Figure 3]FIGURE 3 | Frames from Extract (5). (A) Gilbert gestures to the place on the board where Florence would build a port (line 4). (B) Jerome gestures a ‘distance of two’ outside of the board (line 5).
Jerôme not only agrees with Gilbert but also then formulates the rule in an impersonal format: il faut être toujours à deux (“it always has to be in two,” line 6). He uses the same deontic verb falloir, and also a temporal adverb that elaborates on the systematicity of the rule (toujours, “always”). As he produces this TCU, he traces the shape of two roads on the table in front of him, thus detaching the rule in his embodied conduct, as we also saw in Ex. 4, from the here-and-now situation of Florence’s two roads (Figure 3B). Whereas Gilbert formulated a rule that specifically addressed Florence’s particular move, referring to her in the third person, Jerôme aligns with him by formulating the rule in its generality, abstracted from the local circumstances. Bertrand responds with a change-of-state token indicating a realization that his earlier suggestion was inadequate (ah oui, “oh yes,” line 9) (Persson 2015; see also Heritage 1984), thereby aligning as a now-instructed recipient of the rule—and positioning himself as somebody who did not know that rule.
Here is one more case supporting the analysis that impersonal deontic statements treat a rule infringement as accountable on the grounds that the rule violator did not know the relevant rule. In this next Extract from Italian, four friends are playing the card game Hearts. Marco begins his move by announcing that he needs to check his cards, which he then does by counting out loud the cards on his hand (lines 1–4). As he comes to the end of this counting, he picks the card he wants to play next (see line 4). His next TCU, è proprio (lei) (“it’s really (her),” line 4) accompanies his throwing the card. In sum, Marco has “performed” playing a powerful card. He moves into a next TCU as the card is visible on the table, announcing the significance of his move, breaking nerds (“breaking hearts” is a move in this game, Marco seems to be saying breaking nerds, possibly teasing his co-players). At this moment, Samu and Alfio intervene (lines 6 and 7).
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Samu has been drinking from his bottle of beer when Marco was making his game move, and this might explain why he initially responds nonverbally: wagging his finger and shaking his head at Marco (line 6). Marco had begun to lift his arm (the one he had used to throw the card) as part of moving back in his chair, but immediately (after Samu’s second finger wag) moves his arm back to the table and begins sliding the card he played back as part of his move of taking it back on his hand. As Marco just reaches the card, Alfio begins a turn (at line 7) that starts with a negation/prohibition (no::, “no”), and continues with a second TCU, è la prima (“it is the first,” line 7). This factual declarative points to a here-and-now state of affairs, and leaves the violated rule to be inferred (cf. Rossi 2018). By this time, Marco has moved his card back from the centre of the table to his corner, and has thus complied with the rule enforcement.
The factual declarative è la prima (“it is the first”) could suffice as a pointer to the relevant rule for somebody who knows the rule. Here, however, the participants do not treat Marco as already having known this rule. In overlap with Alfio’s first TCU, no::, Marco himself formulates his now-understanding of his move as disallowed, in an impersonal format (no se pol, “one cannot”/“it is not allowed,” line 8). Marco’s turn displays that he did not know this rule: he presents this rule as an interpretation of his co-players’ conduct and offers it for confirmation. In next position, Samu, having swallowed his beer, fully formulates the relevant rule in an impersonal format (prima mano non si può, “one can’t on the first hand,” line 9). This combines Marco’s deontic formulation—which it thereby confirms—with Alfio’s factual declarative, which hinted at the rule. Again, this impersonal rule formulation can account for having blocked Marco’s move just now, and it works to instruct a less knowledgeable player for the future.
In the brief sequence that follows, the participants provide particularly vivid support for our analysis that impersonal deontic statements account for a rule infringement, and for the need to enforce the rule, as being the lack of knowledge of the relevant player: Alfio teasingly comments on Marco’s move (el penseva de venir a fare ganascia, “he thought he would come in and win big time,” line 11), a comment at which the fourth player, Viviana, giggles, and which Samu confirms with a lexically and prosodically marked response token, infatti (“exactly,” line 12), all of which overtly position Marco as a novice who does not yet properly know the rules.
We have now seen three cases in which a game rule was breached, or a rule violation was emerging. Every time, a co-player initially intervened in a TCU that was addressed to the relevant co-player: by looking at them, gesturing or referring to them (all three cases), or by pointing to or verbally explaining problems on the game board (Ex. 5). Each time, the ‘offending’ player terminated (Exs 4 and 5) or retracted (Ex. 6) the problematic game move. This context, in which a rule has been enforced, is where we find impersonal deontic statements used in a further TCU to formulate the rule in general terms, instruct co-players about it, and thereby treat the rule violator as not having known the relevant rule. Having established this sequential context as a natural habitat for impersonal deontic statements in board game interactions, we can now use this as a basis for comparison to observe what (other) kinds of linguistic structures are used for the same function in this situation, within and across languages. Here is a further example, this time from German, in which the linguistic structure employed is not canonically impersonal, but which nevertheless functions, in context, as an impersonal deontic statement. We present this case in two separate fragments. The first (7a) contains the segment where the rule is enforced; the second (7b) contains the non-canonical impersonal deontic statement. As in Ex. 5, the game is Settlers of Catan. Detlev has drawn a resource card which allows him to build two roads (line 3). He announces this possibility but, as he picks up the road pieces, Gregor intervenes (line 4).
[image: FX 10]
As in the previous cases, the intervention stopping the rule violation is part of a complex turn. Gregor first halts Detlev in a first TCU with äh mom^ent mom^ent (“uh moment moment,” line 4). This TCU features marked prosody, with two sharp rise-fall contours. Gregor then moves into a second TCU, which formulates a restriction and addresses it to Detlev with the verb in second person singular, accompanied by a point to Detlev’s cards: das kannste erst nächste runde ausspielen (“this you can play out only next round,” lines 5–6). Detlev had picked up the road pieces he wanted to use, but he drops them during Gregor’s second TCU, on nächste runde (line 5). By the end of Gregor’s TCU, then, Detlev has complied with the rule enforcement. In next position, he acquiesces with achso (line 6), conveying his now-understanding of new information (Golato 2010), and thus positioning himself as a player who lacked that knowledge. Frauke produces a “known-answer request for confirmation” (Raymond and Stivers 2016), which can mobilize an account. Gregor minimally but firmly confirms, and then begins his account with a TCU that reformulates his previous restriction as a rule. Here is how the interaction continues.
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The second person singular references in Gregor’s initial intervention (Ex. 7a) refer to Detlev. Here, on the other hand (Ex. 7b), after a completed rule enforcement, Gregor’s second person references (line 9) seem to be generic. The generic reading is favored to an extent by the conditional construction, which abstracts from the local circumstances to contingencies upon which some possibility rests. But as we see in the context of our collection of cases, the local praxeological context, after a rule has been enforced, and after co-players have positioned themselves as not knowing this rule, also invites hearing Gregor’s reformulation as an instruction of an “impersonal,” or generic rule. While the nächste runde in line 5 (Ex. 7a) is deictic (the next round from now), the nächste runde in line 10 (Ex. 7b) has a relative meaning: any next round after drawing a card. The referent, the card, is referred to deictically in the initial intervention (das, “that,” line 5 of (7a)) and accompanied with a deictic pointing gesture, whereas here, in line 9, the card is formulated generically as a type of referent in a lexical noun phrase with indefinite article (ne karte, “a card”). This reference is accompanied by a hand gesture which, however, is not a deictic pointing gesture, but a rhythmic tapping, possibly embodying the “regularity” provided for by the rule—possibly also highlighting its obligatory character. Finally, in his initial intervention, Gregor selects the modal verb können (kannste, “you can,” line 4), which can have a circumstantial as well as deontic reading. In his generic reformulation, he selects the specifically deontic verb dürfen (darfst, “you may,” line 9). In this context then, the du in line 9 can be taken in a generic or impersonal sense (Gast et al., 2015; Auer and Stukenbrock 2018), whereas the second person singular pronoun du “you” in line 5 (cliticized to kannst: kannste) referred to Detlev. The impersonal deontic statement here again works as an account for intervening in Detlev’s move; again, it occurs after the actual correction has been effected with other, recipient-oriented and personally addressed means; and it treats the offending player as not having known the relevant rule (in fact, in this case, the players explicitly position themselves as not having known this rule, lines 6–7).
In sum, after a rule enforcement has been completed, and the breaching player has complied, impersonal deontic statements formulate a rule as occasioned by, but not restricted to, the local circumstances. Sometimes, we see participants orienting to the fact that the impersonal deontic statement, as opposed to the earlier rule enforcement, does not target the rule violator’s here-and-now conduct anymore. In Ex. 4, we saw that Furio moves his gaze away from the rule violator, to the other players, as he moves into the impersonal TCU. In the present case, conduct by the would-be rule violator, Detlev, shows that he does not treat the impersonal deontic statement as now-relevant specifically for him. While Gregor is formulating the deontic impersonal statement, Detlev is already busy with the next steps: he tries to mobilize Frauke to make the next game move, first by briefly gazing at her and an eyebrow flash as Gregor says karte (line 9), and then by gazing to Frauke again and clacking his cards on the table during Gregor’s nächste runde (line 10; in response, Frauke startles, line 12).
Let us briefly take stock of our analyses so far. Impersonal deontic statements in the context of emerging rule violations regularly accomplish the social action of instructing rule-breaching co-players about a game rule. The accomplishment of this action rests on a very specific sequential and praxeological context. In this context, the rule violation has already been counter-acted, and the culpable player has complied with a relevant directive. Impersonal deontic statements occur after a (ongoing or projectable) rule violation has been halted with other means. In this context, impersonal deontic statements have a bidirectional character: “Looking back,” they furnish an account for the rule enforcement, treating the emerging violation as grounded in a lack of knowledge of the relevant rule. “Looking forward,” they are made relevant for all the players for the game “from now on” (see also Liberman 2013, ch. 3). They instruct all players for whom instruction might be relevant, a notion by which we mean imparting actionable knowledge that is relevant beyond the here and now. The sequential habitat of impersonal formulations, at the “exit” of rule enforcement sequences, makes possible this versatility as both an account for something that has just occurred and a directive for what is to happen from now on. It is this complex action that we refer to as an instruction.
In the remainder of this section, we discuss two cases that differ from the pattern we have seen so far. In (8), a rule is enforced after a violation, but no impersonal deontic statement is used. In (9), an impersonal deontic statement is used after a rule violation, but this does not treat lack of knowledge of the rule as the problem. As we will see, these cases ultimately provide additional evidence for our analysis.
In (8), participants account for the rule violation as being due to forgetfulness–and not a lack of knowledge of the rules. Four friends are playing Mensch ärgere dich nicht (similar to Ludo). Lindsey is about to violate a game rule: she has thrown the dice and made her move, but in lines 4–5 she picks up the dice again and begins moving it in her hand, about to throw again. Sandra intervenes with a restriction in personal format, du darfst nur einmal (“you may only once,” line 7) (note that this so-called “absolute” use of the modal verb, without a predicate such as “throw the dice,” works as a possibly complete sentential TCU in German, see Kaiser 2017). In response, Lindsey quickly puts the dice down (line 8).
Initially, things look similar to earlier cases: A player has begun to make a move that violates a game rule (lines 4–5), another player has intervened to enforce the rule (line 7), and the offending player complies with that rule enforcement (line 8). However, Sandra does not formulate the rule in an impersonal format now. Instead, she begins to laugh in overlap with Lindsey’s compliance (line 9). The reason seems quite obvious: Lindsey is not in need of instruction, she knows the rule, but made a “mistake.” The jerky movement in which she drops the dice, the sound she makes (äh), and her laughter (line 8) seem to embody her sudden realization of her mistake. At line 8, she agrees with Sandra’s rule enforcement with stimmt (“right”), conveying that she knows the rule herself but temporarily forgot about it (Betz 2015). Finally, at line 10, Lindsey humorously accounts for her move as an attempt to cheat. In sum, two accounts for Lindsey’s rule breach are brought into play here—having forgotten and trying to cheat—but not a lack of knowledge of the relevant rule.
Finally, our last case shows that the action of instructing is not inherent in the format of an impersonal deontic statement. Instead, it is the position of a completed rule enforcement that provides the affordance for an impersonal deontic statement to be used in that way. In situations that are slightly different, the claim of a general necessity that is made with an impersonal deontic statement can achieve a different import. In Ex. 9, a player violates a game rule, and a co-player then formulates the relevant rule in an impersonal deontic statement. However, as opposed to earlier cases, the impersonal turn here does not instruct about a game rule that the rule violator did not know. Instead, the impersonal deontic statement makes a moral appeal to the others to stick to the rules from now on. In this extract from a Polish interaction, a group of friends are playing Dobble. The aim of the game is to quickly identify matching pictures on two cards, one on the central pile, and one on the individual players’ hands. The player who first names a matching picture can throw the relevant card onto the pile. Here, Daniel flouts the rules by first throwing his card, and then identifying the matching picture in an inappropriate way, using simply the deictic to (“this,” line 1), rather than lexically naming the item. Daniel begins to laugh (line 1), and the initial response by all players is to join in laughing (line 2).
The laughter in response to this rule infringement (line 2) does not block Daniel’s inappropriate move (as did items such as Italian no:: or German moment = moment in other cases). Rather, it leaves open the possibility that they will let this rule violation pass. Indeed, Artur at line 3 articulates the name of the item that Daniel should have given, iglo. Again, this move does not block or sanction Daniel’s move, it does not necessarily halt the game to deal with the infringement, but can instead be taken as helping Daniel out, or doing collaboratively what he should have done. Just after this, Krysia begins to extend her arm with her hand shaped to adjust the pile (Figure 4). Adjusting the pile after each turn, before the next game move is made, is a practice the players established earlier, working as a closing device. So this gesture embodies an orientation to letting the game progress, as opposed to halting it and disallowing Daniel’s move (see also Hofstetter 2021).
[image: Figure 4]FIGURE 4 | Frames from Extract (9). Krysia adjusts the pile while formulating the impersonal TCU (line 4).
As Krysia adjusts the pile of cards, she formulates a rule in an impersonal deontic format: trzeba teraz nazwać (“it is necessary to now name (things),” line 4).2 Krysia’s rule formulation is not a directive to stop and now name the item, but an appeal to do “the naming” from now on. The prosody of nazwać has an appeal/annoyance quality, in contrast to the impersonal rule formulations we saw earlier. Note also that all impersonal deontic statements in earlier examples were prohibitive (“it is not allowed”) or restrictive (“it is only allowed next round”), whereas Krysia’s impersonal TCU is a positive statement of necessity. Artur’s nho:: in line 6, a confirming particle expressing the self-evident nature of what is confirmed (Weidner 2018), corroborates the action of chastising Daniel, while also aligning with the decision to let the violation go on this occasion.
So here we have a case where an impersonal deontic statement is used—but not in the context of accounting for a rule violation that was halted and corrected. In this case, the players have chosen not to enforce the rule but to let it pass. By laughing about Daniel’s move, all players display an awareness of its rule-bending nature. Earlier in the game, there had been several occurrences of players not properly naming the item but instead simply pointing to it. On those occasions, too, the players let it pass. With the impersonal deontic statement, Krysia takes a stand that this practice should now be terminated. After this fragment, the players in fact do properly name the items, so that it seems that Krysia has been successful in enforcing the rule ‘from this point forward’. The moral layer of chastising and appealing in this fragment comes precisely from the leniency that has been extended towards the rule-transgressing Daniel (and players who acted similarly on earlier occasions). As opposed to earlier cases and similarly to the previous Ex. 8, the problem here is not that the culpable player did not know the relevant rule, but that a ‘bad practice’ had corrupted the game.
DISCUSSION
In this paper, we have explored how rules are enforced and talked about in everyday life. Drawing on a corpus of board game recordings across European languages, we have identified a sequential and praxeological context for “rule talk”: after a game rule is breached, a participant enforces the rule and then formulates it with an impersonal deontic statement (e.g. “It’s not allowed to say things”). Impersonal deontic statements express what may or may not be done without tying the obligation to a particular individual. Our analysis shows that such statements are used as part of multi-unit and multi-modal turns where rule talk is accomplished through both grammatical and embodied means.
A focus of our analysis has been on how the action done with an impersonal deontic statement achieves its “impersonality”—how speakers accomplish speaking about matters that are valid beyond the current participants (the player who has just violated the rule and the player who has just enforced it) as well as beyond the present moment. We have seen that the generic import of rule instructions is achieved through the arrangement of impersonal grammar with impersonalizing embodied conduct, such as moving from marked to inconspicuous prosody (Ex. 4), gazing away from the here-and-now rule violator to others in the group (Exs 4 and 5), shifting from deictic gestures identifying particular pieces or places on the game board to gestures that are disconnected from it (Exs 5 and 7). Our data show that a reduction in referentiality is not only a grammatically encoded feature of talk (“R-impersonals,” see Malchukov and Ogawa 2011), but is systematically accomplished multi-modally with both grammar and the body in social interaction.
We have found impersonal deontic statements to serve multiple interactional goals: they account for correcting another’s behavior in the moment and at the same time impart knowledge for the future. In other words, they instruct proper play. By using an impersonal deontic statement, a player rationalizes the enforcement of a rule, imparts the rule to a less knowledgeable player, and ultimately makes the rule public for all. Our analysis is grounded in the details of the sequential and praxeological context in which impersonal deontic statements work as rule instructions, and on the grammatical and multimodal resources with which players accomplish the impersonality that gives a prohibition or postulation the quality of a rule.
We have seen that impersonal deontic statements occur relatively “late,” after interventions on a (projectable) rule infringement (sometimes, indeed, in a separate turn, as in Ex. 7). Intervening co-players first enforce the rule with other means. These means range from interjections such as no, Ex. 4, to explicit restrictions such as das kannste erst nächste runde ausspielen (“you can only play this next round,” Ex. 7a). What these initial interventions have in common is that they are addressed to the (potential) rule violator: by gaze, by grammar, and/or by manipulating game pieces involved in the rule-violating move. The rule is thus formulated only after the breaching player has complied with the rule enforcement. In that sequential environment, impersonal deontic statements play out their peculiar versatility (Rossi and Zinken 2016): to account for what has happened (what occasioned the rule enforcement) while at the same time directing future action (rule-consistent play). In the overall organization of turns that intervene after a (potential) rule infringement, players thus connect the formulation of a rule to a moment of “entraining” a co-player (what Wittgenstein 1953, called “Abrichtung”). Through this organization, rule formulations become intimately connected to examples of the rule’s application.
The present work sheds new light on the notion of “impersonality” in linguistics—a category that is notoriously complex to define, and at times even controversial or confused.3 We contribute to the analysis of linguistic impersonality by situating it in a recurrent social habitat for impersonalization across languages. Our approach differs from previous work on impersonal structures, which usually begins by defining “in general” what impersonal language is. “Formal” approaches start from a morpho-syntactic definition based on the lack of a canonical subject; “functional” approaches start from the idea of “agent-defocusing” (Siewierska 2008). Our point of departure is another. We have identified a sequentially and praxeologically delimited “habitat” for impersonalization: the enforcement of a rule that has just been violated. Studying impersonal deontic statements in their habitat makes it possible to situate their meaning in context, explore their functions, and compare them to other constructions in the main arena of their use: speakers’ situated social action. This approach does not require us to set the boundaries of the grammatical category in advance. Instead, we begin by observing what kinds of grammatical creatures live in this habitat and use their interactional properties as independent evidence for what belongs in a linguistic category of “impersonality” as it emerges from language use data. Many of the forms we have found across languages would qualify as “impersonal” from any theoretical perspective on impersonality. This applies to the 3rd person singular constructions in Italian and French, where the subject position is occupied with a generic reflexive marker (Italian non si puo, “one cannot”) or a dummy pronoun (French il faut, “one must,” with the verb falloir that can only be used in the 3rd person singular), as well as to the Polish impersonal trzeba (“one must”), which cannot be combined with a nominative subject. But we have also seen a case with a generic “you” (Ex. 7b), which would not be considered impersonal at least in some subject-centered approaches to impersonality, but which can do just the same work as the more canonically impersonal structures.
Concerning the actions that players accomplish with impersonal deontic statements, we saw that the action of a “rule instruction” is intimately connected to the sequential context where it occurs: after a (potential) rule violation has been halted, and the rule violator has retracted or discontinued their invalid move. In slightly different sequential environments, speakers do not use these constructions or, alternatively, the impersonal deontic statement works differently. For example, if a rule violation is publicly received in a way that does not terminate the invalid move, an impersonal deontic statement can have the meaning of a moral appeal (Ex. 9).
The parallel corpus on which this study is based significantly broadens the possibilities for positionally-sensitive analyses of grammar in embodied social action. The present paper makes this case with an analysis of impersonal deontic statements, which, in a clearly specified position, work as a way to make a rule enforcement socially accountable, while at the same time grounding the rule in a particular example of its application. The results of this study advance our understanding of rules and rule-following in everyday life, and of how resources of language and the body are deployed to carry out social action.
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FOOTNOTES
1Note that Sofia initiates another assistance seeking sequence in line 13, which Alba briefly completes.
2Note that in overlap, Daniel draws on Artur’s assistance and repeats the name of the item, iglo (line 5), thereby displaying his orientation to the normative expectation that players name the item in their move.
3See this critical blog entry by Martin Haspelmath: https://dlc.hypotheses.org/36.
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This article offers an analysis of turn-expanding practices with the connective å sen ‘and then’ in Swedish multi-party conversations in which the participants discuss and assess works of visual art. The connective is recurrently used to introduce a turn continuation, i.e. a stretch of talk that is produced after a possibly completed turn-constructional unit (TCU). We identify three types of continuations: same-speaker continuations, occurring post gap or post-other talk, and other-continuations by the next speaker. Some of the “and then” continuations are clausal, syntactically free-standing, while non-clausal continuations have more in common with TCU increments. “And then” continuations specify, restrict or redirect the unfolding contribution while at the same time orienting to a collective interactional project. In same-speaker continuations, the speaker can introduce a new aspect of the established theme or offer an account. Other-continuations can be used to achieve a shift in footing to introduce a somewhat non-aligning contribution. Both grammar and embodied resources (especially hand gestures) are activated in the management of the completion of a prior turn unit, the initiation of a turn continuation and the recompletion of the speaker’s turn. The typical multimodal trajectory is: syntactic completion of a first unit + retracted gesture; link to prior talk and upcoming talk with “and then” followed by the core of the continuation + a redeployed gesture; and finally, syntactic completion of the continuing unit + retracted gesture to a rest position.
Keywords: turn continuation, turn increment, turn completion, and-prefacing, interactional project, multimodality, gesture, multi-party conversation
INTRODUCTION
This article offers an analysis of turn-expanding practices with the connective å sen “and then” in Swedish conversation. This linking element is highly recurrent in our data comprising group conversations in which the participants are engaged in a joint interactional project to discuss works of visual art. “And then” can introduce new items to an ongoing turn, for example, to build up complex phrases and sentences, but it is also used as a preface to an utterance that follows a possible turn transitional relevance place, a use that is in our focus here. In such sequential contexts “and then”-prefacing offers the speakers a way to expand their turns at talk as well as to make a turn entry as the next speaker. The connective å sen links a contribution to preceding talk indicating something about the status of the upcoming contribution as a “turn-in-a-series” (Sacks et al., 1974: 772). The basic semantic implication is addition and progression: what is said is sequent to preceding talk (å “and”) and enumerated as the next relevant thing to be said about what has been raised in preceding talk (sen “then”). In this sense, å sen is a combination of two lexical items, a conjunction and an adverb, but this collocation is so frequent in conversational talk1, typically produced as a chunk, that it is motivated to treat it as a compound in its own right.
Excerpt 1 shows an instance where the speaker (Lena at line 10) continues her turn with a contribution prefaced by å sen. The participants are discussing a painting by Frida Kahlo. At the beginning in lines 1–2, Emma picks up one visual impression of the male person that is depicted in the painting.
[image: FX 1]
After minimal supporting responses by Amanda and Jonna, plus a gap of 1.1 s, Lena takes the turn and focuses on aspects of the painting’s visual composition (lines 6–7). This contribution appears to reach a point of possible syntactic, prosodic and pragmatic completion at the end of line 7 (see Ford and Thompson, 1996; Selting, 2005), which is recognized by Emma, who produces a weak receipt token (mm) in the final overlap. A gap of 0.6 s ensues and then Lena continues her turn at line 10 with a non-clausal unit prefaced by å sen to introduce some further visual elements in the Kahlo painting. Lena’s expansion, then, is a self-continuation, but å sen can also introduce a contribution by another speaker, i.e. as an other continuation (see Sidnell, 2012; cf. also; Stoenica et al., 2020). We return to the categorization of turn continuations in section Aspects of Turn Continuation.
When considering speakers’ turn-expanding practices we focus on the relevance and systematics of embodied action for turn completion and turn continuation and how these interplay with the verbal production. As shown by Li (2013), Mondada (2015), changes in posture, gesture and handling of objects matter for the achievement of turn and sequence completion. This is the case also in Excerpt 1 in which the timing of Lena’s pointing gesture during her turn in lines 6–10 matches the extent of her turn. We detail these visual aspects with images from the recording and a multimodal transcription of the focus lines:
[image: FX 2]
When Lena initiates her turn at line six she stretches her arm over the table to point at some areas on the image of the Frida Kahlo painting (Images 1.1–1.2). She does not retract her arm to a rest (or home) position until she has completed her turn after line 11 (Images 1.3–1.4; cf. Sacks and Schegloff, 2002). This embodied practice suggests that the possible TRP at the end of line seven is a TCU boundary rather than a turn boundary. In other words, Lena’s holding her arm stretched over the table to point at the image embodies turn holding, and this visual cue, then, overrides the projection of a possible turn completion done by other cues at the end of line 7 (see Li, 2013). Emma’s receipt mm at line eight probably displays her understanding of these cues of an upcoming turn-continuation and can thus be analyzed as a “continuer” (see Schegloff, 1982) that, indeed, ratifies Lena’s projected continuation.
In the following, we will first provide a brief orientation on how turn continuations have been treated in previous research, then give an overview of our data and collection. In the section Analysis we present three examples of “and then”-prefaced continuations in three different sequential environments and how the grammar-body interface works in them. We also briefly compare linguistic and multimodal L1 and L2 speaker practices in the context of å sen and turn continuations, as the data contains recordings with both L1 and L2 speakers. Finally, section Conclusion provides a summary and conclusion.
ASPECTS OF TURN CONTINUATION
The production of utterances and grammatical units in spontaneous conversation is in a general sense incremental, an emergent process in which the speaker bit-by-bit builds and expands on what has been previously produced by the same or another speaker (see Hopper, 2011; Linell, 2013; Pekarek Doehler et al., 2020). From such a processual perspective, it has been demonstrated how utterances are quite freely rightward expandable in at least Germanic languages (Auer, 1992; Auer, 1996a), but such linear expandability may be less available in left-branching languages, for example, Japanese (Couper-Kuhlen and Ono, 2007a) and Chinese (Luke and Zhang, 2007).
Grammatical expansion is a phenomenon that in conversational talk is linked to matters of turn taking. This becomes pivotal when no turn transition from one current speaker to the next occurs; thus, the current speaker may continue talking, which counts as “a within-turn event” and is realized “as an increment to turn size” (Sacks et al., 1974: 711). This incrementation can be carried out in two ways: as a multiplication of units in a turn or by “increasing complexity of syntactic construction” within one and the same unit (ibid. p. 730). By now, there is a fairly rich body of literature of turn-expanding practices (for a quick review, see the contributions in Couper-Kuhlen and Ono, 2007b).
The bottom-line in the state-of-the-art approaches to practices of turn expansion is that there is a principal difference between the addition of new turn constructional units (TCUs)–that result in multi-unit turns–and some material that does not count as TCUs but that still extends a TCU. Turn continuation is the result of both expanding practices, but the concepts of incrementation and increment are reserved for the latter, TCU extensions (see Vorreiter, 2003; Sidnell, 2012). The common definition of increments relies on a conception of dependency. A classical increment is made of material that is syntactically and semantically dependent on the prior, potentially complete grammatical unit and it continues the action implemented by that unit, for example, in the form of an adverb, an infinitive clause, an adverbial or a relative clause (see Couper-Kuhlen and Ono, 2007b; Vorreiter, 2003). Such defining characteristics seem to rule out coordinated extensions as these often introduce syntactically independent, sentence-level continuations (cf. Ford et al., 2002).
However, as Auer (2007) has pointed out, it is not a straightforward task to demarcate increments (TCU-extensions) from other types of turn expansion with the above criteria, and the “and then” continuations that we address in this study are a case in point. The general grammatical function of additive coordination (through conjunctions of the type and) is to link units of the same type with one another, for example, a main clause is added to another main clause, to build up a bigger unit of the same kind, a clause combination. This is basically what happens in “and then”-continuations that consist of a full clause, like in Excerpt 2 in which an installation that depicts a cow and a calf is under discussion.
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We can say that the turn continuation in lines 6, and 8–9 is syntactically independent of the prior clausal unit in lines 1–2, but it is barely “syntactically and semantically unrelated” (cf. Vorreiter, 2003 on defining increments). Å sen offers a lexical link to the preceding clause and the component adverb sen ‘then’ underscores that what is said is necessarily something that follows from the prior, that is, an utterance of this kind cannot stand alone and be the first one in a series. There is also a further semantic link in that the turn continuation elaborates on and, after recipients’ continuers (lines 3–4), specifies the initial description in lines 1–2.
Moreover, many of our “and then” continuations are non-clausal, which makes them clearly dependent on the prior host unit. To illustrate such instances, we can return to the focus lines in Excerpt 1.
[image: FX 4]
The continuation in line 10 is not a self-contained syntactic unit as it lacks a predicate verb and it clearly extends Lena’s descriptive action from lines 6–7. It is possible to relate it back to the matrix verb tänker på ‘think about’ in line 6, in which case the construction in line 10 is elliptical. Another alternative is that the continuation extends the noun phrase in line 7, denhär (0.3) m:örka gränsen här ‘this dark border here.’ Whichever analysis we agree on, the turn continuation in line 10 is very increment-like if we follow the criteria of syntactic and semantic dependence and action continuation. Hence, it is as if the category of increments cuts across the “and then”-turn continuations, the clausal types falling out of the category in a strict sense, and the non-clausal types being mostly compatible with it. However, to use an inclusive concept we refer to all types of “and then”-prefaced expansions as turn continuations rather than as increments.
In previous studies of increments there have been useful categorizations of the phenomenon based on sequential grounds which we find applicable also to “and then”-prefaced turn continuations (cf. Sidnell, 2012; Stoenica et al., 2020). We thus identify continuations of three types, all of which are produced after a possibly completed TCU, i.e. a possible turn. First, we have continuations (C) that are produced by the same speaker (Sp-S) and follow a slight pause or gap at a possible turn-transition relevance place (TRP):

•post-gap continuation
[TCU by Sp-S] trp [C by Sp-S].
Second, the same-speaker continuation can appear after a brief intervening response (R) at a TRP by another participant (Sp-O), e.g. laughter, a minimal response token, a continuer or some other kind of supporting contribution2 as we can see in Excerpt 2) above:3

•post-other-talk continuation
[TCU by Sp-S] [R by Sp-O] [C by Sp-S].
Third, a continuation can be produced by another speaker in the next turn to expand the interactional project or thematic thread (cf. Schegloff, 2007: 244) that the prior turn left off:

•other-continuation
[TCU by Sp-S] trp [C by Sp-O].
Turn continuations can enable the speaker to specify, restrict or redirect the unfolding contribution. As Sidnell (2012) points out, especially other-continuations can be a resource for changing footing vis-à-vis the prior talk (see Goffman, 1981), i.e. to produce a non-aligning or a more personally attuned contribution to the collective interactional project.
In a more general sense, it can be argued that “and then” continuations are one type of “and”-prefaced utterances. Although the activity and sequence contexts under examination here are different from questioning in doctor–patient interactions that were studied by Heritage and Sorjonen (1994), we can see some common functional motivations in the use. Also “and then”-prefacing “sustains an orientation to the activity or course of action” that is established by prior contributions (ibid. p. 5). Moreover, although the conversations in our data are not agenda-based and routinized in the same way as doctor–patient consultations, there is, however, an implicitly agreed on agenda to follow up an interactional project, i.e. assessing a set of works of visual art (see data below). In this sense, “and then”-prefacing probably contributes to the maintenance of an orientation by all parties to this agenda by indicating that the current contribution is a relevant next one in a line of contributions (see Heritage and Sorjonen, 1994:6).
DATA AND COLLECTION
In this study of turn continuations we draw on a specific data set that consists of task-based but non-moderated multi-party conversations: nine conversations amounting to 8 h and 40 min in total. The participants are Finnish university students discussing eight laminated pictures representing works of visual art. The conversations are in Swedish and the participants are both L1 and L2 speakers, divided into groups according to their native language. There are 12 L1 speakers forming three groups and 19 L2 speakers in six further groups. The level of the L2 speakers’ oral skills varies to some degree, but they are all advanced language users and pursue their studies in or on Swedish.4
The participants met voluntarily in the university’s facilities, 3–4 participants in each conversation, and it was emphasized that the students were not evaluated for their contribution. The artworks that were discussed span from the 17th century baroque to photography in the 21st century. A small description and some contextualizing information about the artwork and/or the artist were offered on the back of the laminated pictures. These descriptive texts are comparable to texts that often accompany artworks in museums or galleries. The typical physical setting for the group conversations was as in Figure 1: the participants are seated around a table and the laminated pictures lie on the table, occasionally handled by the participants.
[image: Figure 1]FIGURE 1 | Typical physical setting for the group conversations.
In addition to the pictures representing works of art, the participants were also offered a set of evaluative questions, should they have needed them to progress in the discussion. The participants usually treated the artworks one by one, bringing in their observations in a collaborative interactional project so that one participant contributed with one observation and another participant added a further observation. We soon noticed that the connective item å sen ‘and then’ was frequently deployed in these chains of collaborative contributions.
From an interactive perspective it is of interest to examine how these connectives are sequentially organized. Out of a total of 77 instances of “and then”’ connectives, we have excerpted the ones that occur at possible turn transition relevance points, that is, after a gap, after another participant’s (brief) talk, or as an entry device in the next turn by another speaker. That has left us with a collection of 34 cases in which “and then” prefaces a TCU that extends a preceding contribution.5 Of these, 23 continuations are produced by L2 speakers and 11 by L1 speakers. Table 1 shows the distribution of “and then”-prefaced turn continuations according to the sequential position, speaker category and whether the continuation is clausal (containing a finite predicate verb) or non-clausal.
TABLE 1 | Distribution of “and then”-prefaced turn continuations in the collection.
[image: Table 1]Most continuations have a clausal form, but non-clausal variants also occur. Both L1 and L2 speakers produce turn continuations in all the three identified sequential positions. Having studied the data carefully, we have no reason to believe that the “and then” continuations are operated interactionally differently by L1 and L2 speakers. However, there are slight divergences in how grammar in detail is applied at the clausal level and how some embodied cues are deployed; these differences are addressed in a seprate section below.
In the following, we will carry out a sequential and multimodal analysis of “and then”-prefaced turn continuations, supported by multimodal transcriptions of conversational excerpts (see Mondada, 2019; Broth and Keevallik, 2020). We use the term embodied for the visual-bodily behavior besides language (cf. Mondada, 2014a: 138–139). The multimodal transcription is rendered with a lilac font and complemented with frame grabs (images) when it is relevant for the analysis. These images are indicated with the symbol #. The verbal talk is transcribed by the conventions developed within CA (see e.g. Jefferson, 2004). The Swedish original is in boldface and the idiomatic English translations are reproduced in italics. In addition, we provide interlinear word-for-word glossings. Transcription symbols for both verbal talk and embodied behavior are listed in the Appendix.
ANALYSIS
The analysis is structured according to the sequential status of turn continuations: whether they are produced by the same speaker–after a gap or some intervening talk by other participants–or by the next speaker. The section ends in a summary of our observations of the grammar-body interface in turn-continuing practices and a brief comparison between L1 and L2-speaker uses.
Post-gap Continuation
In this section we will illustrate how an “and then”-prefaced turn continuation works as a same-speaker continuation in a post-gap position. Prior to Excerpt 3, one of the participants, Harry, has asked Tanja if she could briefly provide the background of the artist Frida Kahlo, whose artwork the participants are discussing. Just before the sequence in (3), the participants have established that Kahlo was injured in a traffic accident and at line one Tanja is explaining what kind of consequences the accident had.
[image: FX 5]
First, Tanja states that Kahlo’s legs did not work properly. On line 3, she starts another TCU, where she elaborates that one of the legs was shorter than the other, after which she modifies the description by adding and specifying that Kahlo suffered from a more comprehensive bodily injury (line 6). Here Tanja uses the Swedish discourse particle alltså ‘I mean,’ which indicates a specification, correction or reformulation of something that was stated earlier (see Lindström, 2008:108). Simultaneously with Tanja’s telling about Frida Kahlo’s injuries, Raila asserts that the traffic accident affected Kahlo’s hip (lines 2, 4, and 7–8).
Up to this moment, Tanja has been accompanying her speech with so-called depicting (or iconic) hand gestures that have moved up and down her thighs, legs and shoulders (lines 1–6). These gestures, alongside language, function as a kind of representation of Kahlo’s injuries as she knows them (see Streeck, 2009: 9). At her specification in line six of the fact that Kahlo’s whole body was broken, she pauses her gestures letting her hands rest on the table before she starts another explanative TCU in line 9, where she says that Kahlo always wore a long skirt because of her broken body. This explanation is again accompanied by depicting hand gestures moving alongside the speaker’s legs (lines 9–13).
In line 10, Harry receipts that Tanja’s description refers to something he can see in the artwork as well. Thereafter Tanja continues her turn in line 11 with the consecutive conjunction så att ‘so that’ specifying that by wearing a long skirt Kahlo could avoid people seeing her feet. Here Tanja’s intonation contour is falling, which suggests that her turn is completed. Harry reacts with the change-of-state token aijaa ‘right’ (see Green-Vänttinen, 2001) followed by okej ‘okay’, i.e. he marks receipt and acceptance of new information. However, Tanja still adds the short coordinated phrasal unit å ben ‘and legs,’ also with a falling intonation, which now suggests a definitive closure of her contribution (line 13) and reestablishes a TRP that was already reached at line 11. The sense of completion is enhanced by the movement of Tanja’s hands to a rest position on the table during the gap that follows in line 14 (see Image 3.1).
The slight gap at line 14 following Tanja’s recompleted turn leaves a space for her to extend the contribution at line 15, beginning with the linking element å sen “and then.” This post-gap continuation takes a new direction in Tanja’s descriptive project: she is not speaking about Kahlo’s injured body but more generally about her appearance which she, after some hesitation, labels as strange. She then elaborates on this and highlights Kahlo’s eyebrows, which she refers to in German (Augenbrauen), directing her gaze to the other participants and asking for help with the Swedish word (va e dihär “what are these?”), and by pointing with her index fingers at her own eyebrows. On line 19 Raili fills in the Swedish word for ‘eyebrows,’ which Tanja repeats (in an incorrect plural form), concluding that Kahlo’s eyebrows were strong.
Tanja has had her hands on the table during the gap prior to the “and then”-prefaced continuation in line 14. While producing the connective å sen, her hands still lie on the table in a rest position (Image 3.1), but as Tanja after a micropause sets out with the turn continuation, the hand position changes so that the palms of her hands turn flat against the table, preparing to move again (Image 3.2 in line 16). Thus, å sen is accompanied by multiple semiotic resources that work together to mark an incipient move forwards in conversation (cf. Mondada, 2015). Furthermore, as Tanja progresses by focusing on Frida Kahlo’s eyebrows, she again uses depicting gestures that support her verbal description (Image 3.3), as she did in the preceding talk about Kahlo’s injuries. Thus, throughout Excerpt 3, Tanja accompanies her speech with hand gestures that mark junctions between beginnings and completions of turn-units as well as references to the world as she knows it (Frida Kahlo’s appearance and injuries) and as a means to localize aspects of the immediate environment and tying them to the linguistic form (the word for eyebrows).
Sequentially, the post-gap continuation is enabled by no uptake by the other participants, which results in a short gap. The conjunctional preface links back to the prior talk but also suggests the next relevant thing that can be said about the topic: the continuation gives a new direction to the speaker’s account of Frida Kahlo, embodying a shift from the description of her injuries to her looks. Gestures play an important role in the trajectory of the extended telling. Depicting and pointing gestures occur during the central parts of Tanja’s account while retraction to a rest position marks completion and a possible TRP. It is noteworthy that gesticulation is activated just after the production of the lexical linker å sen ‘and then’–a pattern we follow up in the following excerpts.
Post-other-talk Continuation
In the section above we showed how an “and then”-prefaced turn continuation worked in a post-gap environment. In this section we will show how a same-speaker continuation works when it occurs post-other talk. In Excerpt 4, the participants are discussing an abstract painting by the Japanese artist Yayoi Kusama. The painting consists of small dots in different white and greyish shades. Prior to the sequence in (4), the artwork has been assessed as boring by Jenny, a stance that is acknowledged but modified by Katarina, who thinks that the painting is neutral, yet pretty. Peter then begins to render what comes to his mind when looking at Kusama’s work.
Peter starts off by claiming no-knowledge with ja vet int vaffö men ‘I don’t know why but,’ accompanied with a slight head shake, when reporting what has made him think of a certain children’s fantasy fiction character while looking at the painting (line 1). After a small pause, he then continues with an explanative clause när här finns dehär ‘because here is this,’ with which he foregrounds an area in the painting. Simultaneously, with this verbal element he moves out from a bodily rest position and locates the relevant area in the artwork with his right arm and index finger (line one and Image 4.1 in line 3) describing it as a little darker than the rest of the painting, still circling around this area with his index finger (lines 3–5). He then retracts his arm so that he can rest his head against his hand and continues by mentioning that for some reason the Moomin character, The Groke, comes to his mind (lines 7–8 and Image 4.2). The coordinated verbal demonstratives (‘here,’ ‘this’) and pointing gestures enable Peter to establish a certain place in the picture (and draw the other participants’ attention to that place) before progressing with more elaborated thoughts about the painting (cf. Goodwin, 2017: 223–227; Heath and Luff, 2013).
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Peter’s turn-ending in line eight can be understood as a local pragmatic completion point–signaled by complete syntax, falling intonation and a return to “a thinking rest position” (Image 4.2)–that is, “a point at which the speaker is projecting more talk, but at which another speaker might reasonably take a minimal turn” (Ford and Thompson, 1996: 150). Accordingly, Peter’s contribution evokes a change-of-state reaction from Jenny, aijaa (‘right’) followed by okej “okay,” who thus expresses some surprise. The other participants respond to Peter’s characterization with laughter (lines 9–11). In response to these receipts, Peter extends his turn in line 12 with a continuation prefaced by å sen, which here comes post-other talk (that consisted of minimal responses and laughter). With this expansion he gives a motivation of how his impression of The Groke could be understood. Peter’s account contains several discourse particles that relativize the description, such as liksom “like, sort of” and sådär “like, sort of,” or appeal to intersubjectivity (vet du “you know”).
The turn continuation beginning with å sen (lines 12–13) is accompanied by Peter’s move from a rest position to a gesture. He is now trying to explain the reason for his association of The Groke, swaying his fingers loosely in the air at the same time as he suggests that the area that he has pointed to looks a bit like mist (line 12, image 4.3). He then retracts his arm to the same kind of “thinking” rest position as he did at the previous completion at line 8 (Image 4.2) while continuing to describe in a little more detail how he pictures the Moomin character fuzzily in the misty, wintery background (see line 13).
Nevertheless, Peter’s multimodal explanation does not yield any more convinced responses from the other participants at this point. In overlap with Peter’s description both Jenny, Roni, and Katarina produce minimal responses, and after Peter has finalized his extended turn in line 13 with a falling intonation contour, Jenny responds with a hesitant mhm intressant ‘mhm interesting’ (line 17). In the following lines (19–21), Peter tries to convince the others again of what can be seen and imagined in the picture. With a lengthened nå (‘well’) in line 22, Jenny still does not display any great conviction, but Roni approves of Peter’s suggestion by responding sant (‘true’) in line 23, which Jenny then also registers with a quiet mm in line 24.
The post-other talk continuation in Excerpt 4 is designed interactionally as an elaboration of a point that was presented and projected in a previous turn by the speaker. At the intervening TRP, i.e. a local pragmatic completion point, the other participants take a recipient position and produce minimal responses that ratify Peter’s upcoming turn continuation. By expanding his turn with the additive-enumerating å sen, Peter offers an account of what he is experiencing in the artwork. The gestures at these kinds of motivating continuations are of a conceptualizing nature, where content is made sense of (cf. Streeck, 2009: 9, 160–171). In comparison, the continuation that was produced post-gap (see section Post-gap Continuation) added something new and was accomplished with more depicting gestures that aimed to represent the world as the participant knows or imagines it (cf. Streeck, 2009: 9). The division between these two kinds of gesture is not strict, and they are often lumped together and labeled as iconic or imagistic gestures (Streeck, 2009: 9; Kendon, 2004: 101–106). Yet, as the activity that is in focus for this study is task-based, where the participants describe, interpret, and assess artworks, it seems to be significant that the gestures also have a qualitative difference depending on whether the participants are describing something known to them or if they are trying to make sense of their observations. The general dynamics of the embodied cues around possible TRPs is nonetheless a trajectory starting from a rest position to gesture and back to a rest position, where retraction signifies possible completion.
Other-Continuation
The turn extensions that have been analyzed above were produced by the same speaker. In this section we will illustrate how the next speaker can make a turn entry through å sen and continue the thematic thread from the prior talk. In Excerpt 5, the participants are discussing the American artist Jean-Michel Basquiat’s naivistic painting Mona Lisa, which is painted in a quite childlike-manner entailing many symbols, like dollar signs. The participants discuss the painting and the representation of Mona Lisa and the connotations that the artwork evokes.
Prior to the excerpt, Lena and Amanda have noted that the face in the portrait looks distorted or like a man who is a heavy drinker. Amanda then makes a reference to a vivid story about the Norse god Thor (lines 1–3). Thor had flaming eyes when he was getting married and the portrait makes Amanda think about this connection. The other participants meet Amanda’s description with laughter and Jonna displays vague recognition with the particle a ‘ah’ (line 6). As a response to the amused reactions, Amanda at line seven reiterates her point that the person portrayed is somewhat reminiscent of Thor.
Amanda’s description is met with minimal responses in the lines that follow (8–9), from Lena with a hesitant hm and from Jonna with the receipt ha ‘right.’ A gap of 0.4 s follows, when everyone is looking at the artwork and a series of minimal response tokens, possibly signifying that the topic is ebbing away, are produced. At line 13, Lena takes the turn by introducing it with å sen, in so doing constructing it as an expansion of the collective interactional project on assessing the Basquiat painting. Through this continuation Lena brings in a new quality of the artwork that has nothing directly to do with the Norse god that Amanda had talked about. Instead, Lena points out the breasts’ appearance in the portrait and tries to find a suitable adjective to describe the visual impression.
During the pause in line 10 that precedes Lena’s next-turn continuation, the participants have retracted to bodily rest positions, leaning toward the table and keeping their arms and hands on the table. When Lena takes the turn at line 12, she moves her right hand over the image of the artwork to point at the new item she wants the others to focus on. At the demonstrative här ‘here’ she keeps her right index finger ready to point at both breasts in the picture (Image 5.1), thus, singling out one describable element from potential other ones. Lena’s pointing is done with an open palm, which gives the others a better visual access, but also presents the describable element as something worth examining (cf. Kendon, 2004: 2010–214). The pauses and hesitating sounds in lines 14–16 indicate that Lena is searching for a suitable descriptive label for the breasts, which is also the point where she retracts her arm to a rest position (line 15–16). Amanda makes a collaborative completion with the adjective glansiga ‘glossy (plural)’ in line 17, which Lena accepts with jå ‘yeah’ in line 19. Amanda then elaborates on this with the jocular question about whether the person in the portrait is wearing spandex (line 20), which invites laughter from the other participants. At lines 24–25 Emma adds an aspect she notices in the artwork (the flag of Finland), which is again met with laughter. Finally, in line 29 Lena responds with an alternative
[image: FX 7]to Amanda’s previous suggestion about spandex, eller som glänsande läder ‘or like shiny leather.’ This is met with some minimal responses that bring the descriptive sequence to a closure (lines 31–34). The participants have not really agreed on any specific description or interpretation of the painting; rather, they have introduced different noteworthy, more or less serious visual aspects of the artwork in a collective effort in trying to make sense of the unconventional portrait.
The connective å sen links Lena’s contribution to the prior talk, but also clearly moves in a new direction within the thematic progression. It brings in something that is important from the current speaker’s perspective and does not elaborate on or align with the prior speaker’s line of reasoning. It is possible that the additive meaning of “and then” makes both the speaker change and the shift of footing more subtle in the flow of interaction (cf. Stoenica et al., 2020), i.e. the local transition is masked as an expansion of the prior talk and as a collaborating effort in the face of it. Other-continuations are almost exclusively accompanied by a gesture that points out the new aspect that is brought into discussion. The embodied pointing is related to the verbal making of a point, tying gesture to language and the ongoing and situated meaning making (cf. Goodwin, 2017: ch. 15; Streeck, 2009: 9).
Summary of the Body–Grammar Interface
In our data, where the participants actively discuss and evaluate artworks, language is necessary for operations like description, interpretation, and other forms of reasoning. However, to make sense of the artworks, multimodal cues serve as resources in the collective, ongoing, and incrementally emergent arguing and sense-making. In our analysis in sections Post-gap Continuation–Other-Continuation, we have illustrated how different gestures and their trajectories work together with the verbal language to single out turn closings (retractions to a rest position), to localize and point out observables in the artworks (pointing gestures), to serve as reference to the experience that is known to the speaker (depicting gestures), and as a resource for making sense of experiences (conceptualizing gestures).
The TRPs that precede self-continuations, both post-gap and post-other talk, are indicated with multiple cues: complete syntactic gestalts,6 falling intonation, and hand/arm and body movements that settle in a rest position. Following either no uptake (Excerpt 3) or ratifications of listenership (Excerpt 4), the speakers then produce a continuation prefaced with å sen ‘and then,’ where å sen initiates another multimodal sequence where talk and gestures work together to both depict and point out observables (Excerpt 3) as well as to support a line of reasoning (Excerpt 4). In both types of continuations (post-gap and post-other talk), the connective å sen serves as the linking element that enables expansion, and it is produced with the speaker still in a bodily rest position. Only after the verbal link is established do hands start to move and accompany the speech. Hence, it seems that gesture is not participating in making a link to the prior talk–that may be an abstract discursive-temporal task that is reserved for the connective element7–but belongs to the content part of the contribution. This embodied dynamics in the organization and achievement of self-continuations, sensitive to possible TCU completions and TRPs, can be schematized as follows:
In relation to the linking practices, something similar can be observed in the studies by Keevallik (2017) of dance classes, where conjunctions and prepositions link demonstrations of correct and incorrect performances in instructing activities. In Keevallik (2017) the subsequent embodied turn was often accomplished without speech, and some body orientation was observable when the linking conjunction was produced; however, the verbal link seemed necessary although the rest of the demonstration could be embodied. The activity at hand in our data is more language driven. Yet, as illustrated in our analysis, the participants also rely heavily on gestures, both as additional referential material for a description (esp. with L2 speakers) and for making sense of an experience (with L1 speakers).
Finally, other-continuations also show a clear pattern, where a pointing gesture typically occurs simultaneously with a verbal demonstrative. This is in line with previous studies that have established that pointing localizes observables in the surrounding environment and directs the participants’ attention to the next relevant thing to talk about (cf. Goodwin, 2017: 223–227; Mondada, 2016: 341–347, Mondada, 2014b; Kendon, 2004: 205–208). At the onset, the next speaker is–having listened to the prior turn–in a rest position. Similar to same-speaker continuations, the linking element is established first without a prominent embodied act. Only after the link å sen ‘and then’ is produced, does the speaker make an embodied move, stretching out an arm to point at the focused items in the image on the table in front of the speakers. In these “and then”-prefaced turn continuations, then, grammar in the form of the lexical linker precedes and paves the way for other multimodal resources to contribute to meaning-making in the content-wise more central and complex turn-parts (cf. Keevallik, 2017, Keevallik, 2013).
A Comparison of L1 and L2 Uses of the Connective and Multimodal Resources
As the data contains recordings of conversations with both L1 and L2 speakers it deserves to be commented on whether we can see some differences in the deployment of turn-continuing practices in the respective groups. The L2 speakers in our data are at an advanced level and their proficiency in Swedish oral use is very good. When we have compared the use of å sen ‘and then’ as a linker of turn continuations in L1-speakers, we cannot see any differences in the interactional deployment among L2 speakers. Both L1 and L2 speakers use å sen to link continuations post gap, post other talk and in the next turn. The discursive motivations seem to be similar: to give a new direction to what the speaker’s just completed turn has presented or, as the next speaker, to change the footing and introduce a thematically linked but a more personal, and thus potentially non-aligning, continuation to the collective interactional project. In other words, the L2-speakers have learnt and internalized the use of an interactional device in their second language (see e.g. Berger and Pekarek Doehler, 2018 and Skogmyr Marian, 2020 for L2 interactional competence).
However, there are some L2-specific features of how å sen is deployed grammatically. The syntactic norm is that the adverbial item sen ‘then’ triggers subject–verb inversion in accordance with the basic Germanic verb-second constraint in declarative sentences (cf. Dutch and German). This means that å sen operates within the clausal frame (although the conjunction å ‘and’ does not). Some of the L2-speakers in the data treat å sen as an item outside of the clausal frame, in the so-called “pre-front field” (see Auer, 1996b), which results in a non-canonical V3-structure, i.e. adverbial–subject–verb. This happens in five instances out of the total of 24 continuations, which means that it is not a dominant pattern, but is nonetheless a pattern that has been identified as a typical L2 feature in previous research (Viberg, 1992) but also as a characteristic of contemporary Swedish urban vernaculars (Ganuza, 2010). Such syntactic variation does not seem to depend only on the speaker’s grammatical skills, however. We can consider an enlightening part of Excerpt 3 below. In line 11, Tanja initiates a clause with the adverb därför ‘therefore,’ which correctly triggers inversion in her talk. Interestingly, in line 17, she introduces a turn continuation with å sen that is followed by a clause with a straight, non-inverted word order.
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Apparently, the speaker masters the V2-rule as well as the fairly advanced placement of the negation before the finite verb in a dependent clause, as seen in line 13 (så att man inte kunde se, lit. ‘so that you not could see’). The deployment of å sen outside of the clausal frame in line 17 suggests that this compound connective is treated on a par with ordinary conjunctions and discourse markers. It is followed by a micropause, which reflects its production as a chunk and a unit of its own, but also as a prominent element that organizes progressivity in the speaker’s description. Similar uses of the adverbial (å) sen in contemporary urban vernaculars have been attributed to a more liberal realization of information-structural strategies than in standard varieties (Freywald et al., 2015). Furthermore, it is worth considering that å sen, produced as a chunk and followed by a micropause above, offers the speaker a light-weight turn-entry device (see Sacks et al., 1974: 719), which is one of the functional motivations of pre-front-field elements and favors early starters (see Auer, 1996b). When the right to the turn space has been established with an opening, the speaker can start to organize the core of the contribution from a clean slate, so to speak, as suggested by the straight word order following å sen above.
Indeed, something similar occasionally happens in L1 talk. We have two cases in our L1 data in which å sen does not trigger inversion, one of them presented in Excerpt 6, line 11. The painting under discussion is Frida Kahlo’s A Few Little Nips, which has some unconventional solutions concerning perspective.
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In lines 1 and 3, Magnus is finding out the name of the painting, first reading it in the background material about the artwork, and then he deduces that the name is also spelled out in Spanish in the artwork itself. Sabina ratifies this observation rather emphatically in line 6, and then she possibly marks sequence closure with the acknowledgment token mm in line 9. In line 11 she initiates a post-gap continuation with å sen. This continuation diverges considerably from what the prior sequence was about, i.e. Magnus’s reference to the name of the painting. Instead, Sabina continues to talk about the artist’s use of perspective. The deployment of å sen outside of the clausal frame, i.e. as a typical discourse marker, may be connected to this greater discursive shift: there is a sequence boundary and Sabina’s continuation does not address any further what Magnus had pointed out but continues with something that is a personal issue, presented as a “pondering” (ja funderar “I wonder”).
It is also of interest that Sabina is very fluent and the most talkative of the participants in the conversation, having quite a fast speech rate. She regularly deploys different kinds of light turn and clause entries that are abandoned and followed by a restart with a new clausal unit. All this enables her to inhabit the turn space and produce more language. We can see several of these phenomena in the internal organization of Sabina’s turn in lines 12–13: varför har konstnären valt- ‘why has the artist chosen-’; de e ju liksom, ‘it’s like you know,’; domhä perspektiven e ganska, ‘these perspectives are quite.’ The use of å sen in the pre-front field fits in this pattern; it offers the speaker a turn entry with a weak projecting force, leaving the syntactic gestalt opening underdetermined (see Auer, 1996b: 297). Moreover, the complement-taking predicate (see Thompson, 2002) ja funderar following å sen at the beginning of Sabina’s turn in line 11 often appears in the pre-front field in spoken Swedish (see Lindström and Lindholm, 2009). Sabina’s turn beginning reflects such a spoken-language use: ja funderar också ‘I’m pondering also’ is followed by the complementizer att and an interrogative with main clause syntax, instead of just an embedded interrogative as the object. Thus, Sabina seems to construct her turn entry with a series of discourse-marker like fragments, possibly to patch up the thematic-sequential boundary to the previous speaker’s contribution.
This observed syntactic variability in L1 talk suggests that å sen may be practiced strategically in certain discourse contexts and the dynamics of turn-taking. This pattern of use may be in a somewhat more liberal use in L2 talk, but not only as a feature of a language learner’s speech but with a functional motivation that can be activated when necessary, as has also been observed in speakers of contemporary urban vernaculars. As a compound unit with the conjunction å ‘and,’ å sen can be on a grammaticalization cline toward the category of discourse markers (where å belongs) that in syntactic terms inhabit the pre-front field.
As for the embodied conduct, there are some converging and diverging tendencies in the practices of L1 and L2 speakers. The embodied pattern is similar when it comes to how the speakers construct a turn as current, completed and recompleted: gesticulation is active during a current turn and a turn continuation, while gesture retraction to a rest position occurs at possible turn completion. This is perhaps not so surprising in light of previous research that has established this kind of embodied orientation in speakers of different languages and cultures (Sacks and Schegloff, 2002; Li, 2013; Mondada, 2015), i.e. an embodied sensitivity to a turn’s status as current or completed may be an interactional universal. However, we can see a more prominent L2 feature in the occasionally heavily used depicting hand gestures that can also relate to the speaker’s own body parts as a reference point (see Excerpt 3). These depicting gestures accompany the verbal language and may be felt as a useful support when the speaker is not completely reliant on the mastery of a specific vocabulary.
CONCLUSION
This article has described how verbal and embodied turn-organizing practices were used in the construction and achievement of turn continuations prefaced with the Swedish connective å sen ‘and then.’ “And then”-prefacing constitutes a linking resource through which participants in a multi-party conversation can introduce an elaboration of already established thematic threads or bring in new observations, descriptions or interpretations that fit in the collective interactional project. In this sense, “and then”-prefacing contributes to the maintenance of the participants’ orientation to an interactional agenda by indicating that the current contribution is a relevant next one in a line of contributions (see Heritage and Sorjonen, 1994:6 on and-prefacing). Some of the “and then” continuations are clausal, syntactically free-standing, although not semantically unrelated or independent as actions, while non-clausal continuations have more in common with TCU increments with a grammatical form that is dependent on a preceding host.
We have discussed turn continuations of three sequential types, all of which are produced after a possibly completed TCU/turn: same-speaker continuations, which can occur post gap or post-other talk, and other-continuations. Same-speaker continuations are produced in the absence of others’ contributions or after brief intervening talk by other participants, such as continuers. Both grammar and embodied resources are activated in the management of the completion of a prior unit, in the initiation of a continuation and in the re-completion of the speaker’s turn. Because the participants in our data are discussing images of visual art that are lying on a table in front of them while they are seated around the table, hand gestures in particular have a significant role as embodied interactional cues. The typical trajectory is: syntactic completion + retracted gesture to a rest position → link to prior and upcoming talk with “and then,” followed by the verbalization of the continuation + a re-deployed gesture → syntactic completion + retracted gesture to a rest position (see Figure 2).
[image: Figure 2]FIGURE 2 | Typical trajectories for the grammar-body interface in the construction of turn continuations.
Although this is the robust normal pattern in our data, in which verbal and embodied cues about completion and recompletion coincide, we have also attested instances in which an embodied cue overrides the verbal ones (see Li, 2013). That is, verbal cues may suggest possible TCU completions in a multi-unit turn, but a bodily return to a rest position marks in the end which TCU completions are possible turn completion points (see Excerpt 1).
Turn continuations are a means to specify, restrict or redirect the unfolding contribution. In same-speaker continuations, the speaker can introduce a new aspect of the established theme or offer an account of what was said in the prior talk. Other-continuations can be used to achieve a shift in footing (Sidnell, 2012): to bring in a perspective that is compatible with the general thematic thread but that is more concerned with the next speaker’s interests. In such circumstances, the basic additive meaning of “and then” can be interpersonally beneficial because it possibly makes the speaker change and possible non-alignment with the prior sound less abrupt: something that appears to be a continuation is readily hearable as a contribution to a shared interactional agenda. Also generally, “and then”-prefaced expansions–signifying that something of a similar kind is continued–can be a subtle way of dealing with interactional hitches by skipping problematic discontinuities.
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FOOTNOTES
1Å sen ranks in the 40th position among two-word collocations in spontaneous Swedish talk (see Allwood 1999).
2From the point of turn-taking, such responses generally display the speaker’s (adequate enough) understanding of what has been said and of declining the opportunity to take a turn at talk, thus encouraging the prior speaker to produce a continuation. We thank an anonymous referee for pointing this out.
3The distinction between post-gap and post-other-talk continuations can be fuzzy because continuers and other tokens of support can be produced in overlap with the current speaker’s talk, that is, not exactly in a neat TRP with no simultaneous talk but in the more comprehensive area of turn-transitional space that starts in the final parts of the current speaker’s turn (see Excerpt 1).
4We have not tested the participants’ language proficiency, but their output in our recordings suggests that they are on the proficiency levels C1 and C2 as defined in The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR 2001).
5Cases that we have excluded from the collection are coordinations that occur within a sentential TCU and with no pause in the production, e.g. vi har kor som då måste (.) kalva för att (.) vi får mjölk å sen tar man då kalvarna ifrån ‘we have cows that have to (.) calve so that (.) we get milk and then the calves are taken away.’
6The syntactic completion in Extract three is not clear-cut, though, because of the linguistic problems that the speaker encounters toward the end of her contribution in line 17.
7Theoretically, this observation could connect to the question of different modalities and their affordances, for example, text and image (see Jewitt and Kress, 2004: 14). That is, certain modalities, like verbal language and gesture, may be better, or differently, suited to convey certain kinds of content and meaning.
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Swallowing—a complex physical process that involves closure of the mouth and nasal cavities, as well as the glottis, and the raising and lowering of the larynx—is at the boundary between speech and the body, yet almost nothing is known about how it works in conjunction with speech in spoken interaction. Research into swallowing, mostly in speech therapy, has explored the articulations required, how long it takes the bolus to pass through the mouth to the stomach, and the sounds that occur on the way. In the phonetics literature, swallowing is regularly excluded from study: in experiments, tokens with swallowing are excluded; and while swallowing is used to set up certain experiments, its effect on speech is not the object of such studies, though it is sometimes mentioned as a possible action during a stretch of silence, as in word search. Although speaking and swallowing are mutually incompatible, in conversation, swallowing has to be coordinated around the processes of speaking. It can be part of the preparations for speech; it can also occur within and after stretches of speech. While swallowing has been marked in conversation analytic transcripts in several languages, it is almost never commented on. Like sniffing, crying or laughing, swallowing occurs in the vocal tract and may accompany speech, but is not considered as part of the stream of speech. It is clearly related to drinking, which (Hoey, 2015; Hoey, 2017; Hoey, 2020b) shows is strategically placed in the sequential unfolding of talk. In the same spirit, this paper will treat swallowing as an interactional resource which is bound up with language, and which has particular affordances and demands. This paper fills a gap in our knowledge, by focusing on swallowing that is embedded within, before, or after stretches of speech. It considers the phonetic, linguistic and interactional features of swallowing. It thus explores how verbal conduct is intertwined with one aspect of bodily conduct.
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INTRODUCTION
Swallowing—a complex physical process that involves closure of the mouth and nasal cavities, as well as the glottis, and the raising and lowering of the larynx—is at the boundary between speech and the body, yet almost nothing is known about how it works in conjunction with speech in spoken interaction.
Like sniffing, crying or laughing, swallowing occurs in the vocal tract and may accompany speech, but is considered marginal to speech (see Keevallik and Ogden, 2020, and papers therein). It is clearly central to eating and drinking, which (Hoey, 2015; Hoey, 2017; Hoey, 2020b) shows can be strategically placed in the sequential unfolding of talk. In the same spirit, this paper treats swallowing as an interactional resource which is bound up with language, and which has particular affordances and demands.
Studies of swallowing in speech therapy focus on the physical processes of swallowing, mostly in isolation, or swallowing food or drink, but not alongside or within talk. In the phonetics literature, swallowing is regularly excluded from study: in experiments, tokens with swallowing are excluded; and while swallowing is used to set up certain experiments (e.g. Faucher et al., 2019), its effect on speech is not the object of such studies, though it is sometimes mentioned as a possible action during a stretch of silence, as in word search (Ogden, 2013; Belz and Trouvain, 2019).
This study fills a gap in what is known about swallowing, by considering how it works in one of its indigenous environments: talk-in-interaction. The paper draws on a variety of data, including audio and video data, primarily from the United Kingdom. The examples are tokens of swallowing where participants are not also eating or drinking, or indeed tasting, of which swallowing may be a visible and prominent element (Mondada 2020: 149).
Background offers a brief survey of what is already known about swallowing. I describe the physical process of swallowing and its audible and visible effects, and review what is known about swallowing from studies in both Conversation Analysis and elsewhere.
A primary question of the study is where in talk people audibly (and visibly) swallow. I show the placement of swallowing relative to the online phonological and syntactic construction of a turn at talk. I show that swallows that project more talk (Swallows in the Context of Projecting More Talk) and swallows that project no more talk cooccur with different syntactic, prosodic and phonetic features. Swallowing and Affective Displays looks at examples of swallowing embedded with affective displays, including sobbing and facial and verbal displays of “trouble”.
BACKGROUND
The Physiological Process of Swallowing
Swallowing is the process of moving a ball of food or liquid (bolus) from the mouth to the esophagus and then into the stomach. This is accomplished by a complex series of voluntary and involuntary actions which are tightly coordinated with each other. Firstly, the tongue pushes the bolus to the back of the mouth. Secondly, the bolus is passed into the pharynx. At this point, the soft palate is raised, sealing off the nasal cavities and making nasal airflow (including therefore breathing) impossible; the vocal folds close, the larynx rises, and the epiglottis covers and protects the larynx (forming an epiglottal stop: Esling et al., 2019: 53), and prevents the bolus passing into the lungs. Finally, the bolus moves to the esophagus, and from there it is pushed into the stomach through muscle contractions.
The action of swallowing is incompatible with speaking, because the closures at the lips, glottis and velum mean that the vocal tract is temporarily sealed off, and the airflow required for speech is not possible. Later sections will show how swallowing affects surrounding speech, and how swallowing is placed within talk.
Sounds of Swallowing
Although speech is not possible during swallowing, the biomechanical movements of swallowing do produce a number of sounds. These sounds are generally rather quiet, or inaudible; and they have much lower amplitude than speech. In speech therapy studies they have mostly been examined by using a stethoscope placed above the larynx while being asked to swallow something, usually a thickened liquid; or by placing a microphone in the same location (Ferruci et al., 2013).
A study by Morinière et al. (2008), on 75 recordings of 15 individuals, identified three common acoustic components during swallowing: 1) the laryngeal ascension sound, 2) the upper-sphincter opening sound, which was found in all their recordings, and 3) the laryngeal release sound. The laryngeal ascension sound is rather low in intensity, so is heard as quiet. The upper-sphincter opening sound was found in all their recordings, and is the sound of the bolus flowing through the pharynx, and corresponds to the “gulping” sound most commonly associated with swallowing. On average it lasts 185 ms in their data (approximately the duration of a long vowel in English). The laryngeal release sound, like the ascension sound, is quiet and not always present. The laryngeal ascension and release sounds are shorter (average 106 and 72 ms respectively), transient, click-like sounds.
Swallowing can take between 0.25 and 0.8 s. The average total duration of a swallow is around 0.4 s, with an average intensity of around 44 dB, which is quiet (Cichero and Murdoch, 2002). On average, the swallowing sounds of females are higher in timbre than those of males; for males, there is more variability in the timbre depending on the size of the bolus (Cichero and Murdoch, 2002: 630). The same study showed that subjective discrimination of swallowing sounds was fairly reliable: they were recognized more than 70% of the time, and when the bolus was 15 ml, they were distinct 90% of the time.
These findings mean that it is reasonable to use auditory data to detect swallowing, and that swallowing may be audible for participants in conversation.
Although swallowing is not compatible with speaking, it affects the production of speech before and after the swallow occurs. During swallowing itself, the vocal folds are closed, so exhalation–a prerequisite for the vast majority of speech sounds–is not possible. In addition, the lips are closed and the velum raised, so neither ingressive nor egressive airflow can occur. In short, speech is physically not possible during swallowing. However, swallowing can take place before, during or after the act of speaking, and sometimes its effects are audible within speech.
The acoustic properties of speech can be affected by swallowing shortly before its onset and offset. The raising of the larynx required while swallowing shortens the vocal tract. The movement of the larynx produces changes in the voice quality; a raised larynx is associated with higher F0 (Honda, 2004; cited in Esling et al., 2019: 95). The change of the length of the vocal tract changes the natural resonances of the vocal tract. Since the movement of the larynx is pretty rapid, these resonance changes are also rapid. The data in this paper does not allow further investigation into the acoustic effects of swallowing on speech.
Once the swallow is complete, adjustments need to be made to the vocal tract to produce speech. These adjustments include e.g. separation of the lips, and the removal of the tongue from the roof of the mouth, resulting in lipsmacks and clicks.
EXAMPLE 1: | Vegtalk BBC Radio 4 19.12.03 forage
[image: Example 1:]EXAMPLE 2: | Rinder 18/01/2016:[11:50]1
[image: Example 2:]EXAMPLE 3: | RCE 25 Bench 16:04 no funding
[image: Example 3:]EXAMPLE 4: | Repair Shop [20/07/2019, 24:04] Jewellery box2
[image: Example 4:]EXAMPLE 5: | RCE25 Bench 19:11 grant
[image: Example 5:]EXAMPLE 6: | RCE25 Bench 06:14 Lawrence Sterne’s burial place
[image: Example 6:]EXAMPLE 7: | Repair Shop [21/04/2019, 40:01] China cup3
[image: Example 7:]EXAMPLE 8: | Repair Shop 7/8/19 [36:50] Portuguese guitar4
[image: Example 8:]EXAMPLE 9: | Repair shop 20/07/2019 [23:13] Jewellery box5
[image: Example 9:]EXAMPLE 10: | RCE14 Colleagues 00:22:42 ELR
[image: Example 10:]EXAMPLE 11: | Rinder 24/04/2018 [21:33]6
[image: Example 11:]The sounds of swallowing are illustrated in Example 1. The speaker, Sue, has projected a two-parted answer to a question from Charlie about why Britons do not forage. The swallow comes at the end of the first part of her answer, and just before the second, already projected, part.
The final [m] of “and-uhm” is relatively short, and there is an abrupt drop in volume, so it sounds cut off. Between the end of [m] and the onset of “I think” is a gap of 620 ms, during which the swallow occurs. Two transients (audible as momentary popping sounds) are visible, marked as T1 and T2 in Figure 1. T1 is the laryngeal ascension sound. T2 which is louder, and whose energy is in the F2 region, is the upper sphincter opening sound, and the sound of saliva passing down the esophagus. It lasts about 100 ms. Both of these sounds are low in intensity in comparison with the speech that surrounds them. The swallow is released with a click (marked C) just after 4.8 s.
[image: Figure 1]FIGURE 1 | Spectrogram and waveform of a swallow + click combination from Example 1. T1 and T2: transients relating to phases of swallowing. C: click sound on release of the swallow.
This stretch of talk has a very noticeable rhythmical organization. The asterisks in Figure 1, have been placed at amplitude and f0 peaks in the signal (see Ogden and Hawkins, 2015 for a complete description of the method). These mark the approximate location of rhythmical beats. “And-uhm” has two beats; the next beat in talk comes on “I” at around 4.9 s. The swallow occurs during a silent beat, marked (*). Rhythmicity can be seen in the approximately equal intervals in time between the marked beats: i.e. the beats are isochronous, and this generates a sense of rhythmicity. Rhythmicity in turn generates coherence across the gap, projecting moments in time with which further speech events can be coordinated (cf. Ogden, 2013: 314–316, on clicks used as metronomes with the same function), and tying the talk after the swallow with the talk before it. Interestingly, the swallow is timed in such a way that the return to talk happens on beat with prior talk, so while the swallow disrupts the flow of surrounding talk, it is also fitted to aspects of the production of that talk.
The swallow comes just after the second reason of two—already projected in line 1, with “two main reasons”—has been projected with “and-uhm”: it occurs at a place of “maximal grammatical control” (Schegloff, 1996: 93). The click, which occurs immediately before the second reason is presented, bears some resemblance to a “new sequence indexing click” (Wright, 2007; Wright, 2011), in that the swallow and the click are placed at a structural juncture, where the material after the swallow + click is the start of something new (in this case the second projected reason).
As we will see from later examples, swallows are quite regularly positioned within speech so as to accommodate the action of speaking, on both the syntactic and prosodic front.
Swallowing as Silence
Although swallowing may produce noises, swallows are often inaudible. Silent or inaudible swallows cannot therefore be transcribed from audio data; in addition, transcribers may decide a priori that such events are not worthy of transcription. Belz and Trouvain (2019) and Trouvain et al. (2020) note that many things labeled as “silences” in phonetic studies in fact include sounds such as in-breaths and clicks—swallows could be added to this list.
Visible Effects of Swallowing
While the sounds of swallowing are often hard to observe, visible signs of swallowing are often more accessible. The upward then downward movement of the larynx is accompanied by movements of muscles and bones in the neck. The following things can commonly be seen during swallowing:
• the lips may be tightly pressed together (cf. Peräkylä and Ruusuvuori, 2012: 77)
• tendons in the neck may be visible as the larynx is raised and lowered
• the upward and downward movement of the larynx may be seen
• there may be a forward movement of the chin, straightening out the pharynx
Some of these features are visible in Figure 2, which is taken from Example 5.
[image: Figure 2]FIGURE 2 | Images of swallowing from Example 5. The speaker (pictured) says “Belinda got-uhm:① (0.7 SWALLOW ②) CLICK ③ a ([ei]) (0.6) grant”. (A): taken at the end of “uhm”. Note the tightly pressed lips with the outer surfaces pressed inwards. (B): taken during the swallow. Note the visible tendons in the neck as the larynx is raised. (C): the swallow is released into a click, and the lips are opened.
The visibility of swallowing in video data is contingent on the positioning of the camera relative to the speaker, the visibility of the neck (perhaps because of clothing), and the speaker’s own physiology. Such contingencies mean that swallows may not be visibly accessible to the analyst, depending on the data recording.
Swallowing in Spoken Interaction
In the main disciplines to have considered swallowing–phonetics and speech therapy studies–swallowing is dislocated from speech, and is treated as an action by itself.
In phonetic studies, swallowing is predominantly mentioned in two speech contexts. The first one is in setting up ultrasound experiments, where swallowing liquid helps the experimenter to establish the line of the hard palate. However, this is only part of the set-up, and not an element of any study, so any data on swallowing is discarded. Secondly, swallowing is mentioned as a reason to exclude data samples from experimental study, since it is treated as a disfluency, and experiments in general require speech to be fluent.
In speech therapy studies, the main area of interest is dysphagia, where one or more aspect of swallowing is not working properly. Most of these studies are interested in the physiology of swallowing, and so they focus on what happens when a participant attempts to swallow something that has been ingested. Swallowing is therefore treated as a process by itself, separate from speech.
In Conversation Analysis, swallowing has rarely been commented on, although examples of it appear in published transcriptions in several languages. It has been mentioned in the context of crying (Hepburn, 2004; Hepburn and Potter, 2012: 200) and drinking (Hoey, 2020b); but little is said about the placement of swallowing in speech, or its effects on speech.
This paper fills a gap in our knowledge, by focusing on swallowing that is embedded within, before, or after stretches of speech. It considers the phonetic, linguistic and interactional features of swallowing. It thus explores how verbal conduct is intertwined with one aspect of bodily conduct.
The Syntactic Placement of Swallows in Talk
Swallowing has been marked in conversation analytic transcripts in several languages: e.g. English (Schegloff, 1988: 226), Estonian (Laanesoo and Keevallik, 2017: 294–5), German (Selting, 2012: 405), Italian (Rossi, 2015: 41–2), and Norwegian (Sikveland and Ogden, 2012: 176). However, it is almost never commented on. A survey of the placement of swallows in these transcripts shows that they can occur before the verbal components of a TCU (Hepburn, 2004: 260; Laanesoo and Keevallik, 2017: 294–5); in the middle of a syntactic clause (Schegloff, 1988: 226; Hepburn, 2004: 285; Sikveland and Ogden, 2012, 176; Ogden, 2013; 311); or as a standalone (Hepburn, 2004: 273). Thus swallows occur either in places which do not disrupt the syntactic structures of the talk in progress (e.g. where placed in pre-TCU position), or in positions of what Schegloff calls “maximal grammatical control” (Schegloff, 1996: 93).
One of the goals of this paper is to explore where swallows are embedded within talk, and what the affordances of swallowing in such positions are. In addition to the positions noted above, we will show examples of swallows that are produced post-completion, making them similar to some clicks (Ogden, 2013; Ogden, 2020), sniffs (Hoey, 2020a) or sighs (Hoey, 2014).
Swallowing and Displays of Emotional Affect
As well as being a somatic necessity, swallowing is associated with heightened affective states and crying or sobbing. The spontaneous swallowing rate has been shown to increase with emotional arousal (Fonagy and Calloway, 1985; Ritz and Thöns, 2006). In an experimental setting, Cuevas et al. (1995) found that heart rate, limb movement, sweat production and swallowing all increased in conditions of heightened emotional arousal, whereas they all dropped in a low arousal condition.
Roach et al. (1998): 87 treat “gulping” (which we take as a form of a loud, audible, swallow) as a reflex:
… an involuntary indication of genuine emotional stress. Extreme emotional states produce altered patterns in respiration, the endocrine system, and the metabolism in general, which may result in audible changes to speech.
There exists the possibility that such reflexes are not always involuntary, but may be consciously used to convey a particular emotional state. Scherer (1985) makes this distinction in his discussion of unconscious “push-effects” versus conscious “pull-effects”.
There seem to be no empirical studies exploring how swallowing is connected to displays of affective states in natural speech. If experimental findings translate to everyday settings, we would expect swallowing to be more frequent in affective displays. Hepburn (2004) is one of the few CA studies which mentions swallowing explicitly, in the context of crying.
If swallowing can be recruited as part of a display of an affective state, as a “pull-effect”, then we would expect to find that there are orderly practices for embedding it within language, alongside other linguistic practices around the display of emotion. While this paper does not contain enough data to provide an unequivocal analysis of the association between swallowing and displays of emotional affective states, it does contain cases where swallowing prefigures such a display, or avoids one.
DATA AND METHODS
Sources of Data
The language of the data is British English. The examples presented in this paper come from three main sources:
(1). Rossi Corpus of English (RCE). RCE was recorded in York in 2011. It consists of conversations between colleagues and friends in a natural setting. Most of the data comes from RCE14, Colleagues (two British speakers, one male, one female), and RCE25, Bench (two female speakers, one North American, the other British), because these two recordings provide clear visual access to the participants’ necks, so that swallowing is visible. The RCE data includes high quality audio files, which make closer acoustic analysis possible. Altogether, RCE14 and RCE 25 amount to 56 min of data, and they yielded 14 clear examples of swallowing.
This data was complemented by publicly available sources of data which contain other kinds of social interactions. These are from edited, but unscripted, British reality TV shows:
(2). Repair Shop. Repair Shop is a British TV program where people bring in objects that are broken, to get them mended. They present their items and tell a brief story about their sentimental value. They return to the repair shop to collect these items some time later. The collection draws especially from the return visit, where the repaired and restored items are revealed. This is often a moment for a display or outpouring of emotion. In total, 12 episodes were inspected (a total of 8 h 45 min), with 35 objects repaired and a total of eight swallowing episodes on the return of repaired items. The data is British English.
(3). Judge Rinder. Judge Rinder is a British TV program mimicking a small claims court. While it has entertainment value, it often puts the plaintiffs and defendants in emotionally charged positions. Two episodes yield three examples of swallowing; the data is British English.
The figures provided in this list should be treated with caution: given the limitations of both audibility and visibility of swallowing, they certainly do not capture all instances of swallowing, and it is not possible to draw robust conclusions about the frequency of swallowing from this data.
None of these sources allow for control over factors important to traditional sociolinguistics, such as gender, age or origin of the speaker. As with other “liminal” phenomena within speech (Dingemanse, 2020; Keevallik and Ogden, 2020), it is possible that there is individual variation in the frequency with which such items are produced. For swallowing, any variation may not be consistent for a given individual, for physiological reasons, such as temporarily having a dry mouth, or crying.
Data for Repair Shop and Judge Rinder were collected from broadcasts available via Box of Broadcasts. Ethical approval was granted by the ethics committee of the Department of Language and Linguistic Science at the University of York in accordance with the University’s ethical framework.
Selection Criteria
Like breathing, swallowing is a somatic function which mostly goes unnoticed. Not all in- or exhalations are audible; and not every swallow is audible or visible either. Therefore the focus of this paper is moments in talk-in-interaction where swallowing is either noticeably (which is not to say deliberately) visible or audible, or both. This means that there are many instances of swallowing in the data sources which are not (and cannot be) included in this collection. This is an inevitable consequence of the fact that swallowing is only sometimes perceptible to an observer. While it means that the analysis is not exhaustive and does not account for all occasions on which people swallow in interaction, the resulting situation is comparable with that of breathing in conversation: the in- or out-breaths that can be observed are the ones which are transcribed, and are available for analysis. It is a reasonable assumption that swallows which cannot be observed are predominantly vegetative.
Transcription
Transcripts mark accentuation and intonation following the GAT conventions for English (Couper-Kuhlen and Barth-Weingarten, 2011). Swallowing and other physical activities are presented between double parentheses, with the duration, where available, presented first. Concurrent bodily activities are shown with a “+”.
Methods
The data were analyzed using the methods of Conversation Analysis and Interactional Linguistics (see e.g. Clift, 2016; Couper-Kuhlen and Selting, 2017). The main task of this paper, as in Ogden (2020), is to establish what the more general principles are by which such events are understood by participants, such as the sequential and rhythmical positioning already seen in Example 1. For this reason, individual pieces of data were considered with respect to aspects of their linguistic design, sequential positioning, and participants’ orientations to swallowing. Both visual and audible information were taken into account in the analysis in the case of video data.
SWALLOWS IN THE CONTEXT OF PROJECTING MORE TALK
Swallows can occur where more talk is projected through syntactic, prosodic and turn organizational structures. In these cases, they are placed at points in the emerging talk that suggest a sensitivity to syntactic and prosodic structures, and to the progressivity of talk.
In Example 2, talk is projected through the sequential organization of an adjacency pair. Judge Rinder (JR) is questioning a young man (YM) about his education. In this example, YM does a swallow in pre-beginning position after JR’s first pair part.
The Judge’s question at line 3 presupposes that YM left school with qualifications. The first part of YM’s answer in line 5 implies that he left without qualifications, thus indirectly rejecting the presupposition of the question. The second part of the answer in line 7 mentions a BA, not the kind of qualification obtainable at school; so in the end the answer does refer to qualifications, but not the kind targeted by the Judge’s question. YM’s answer overall, then, is a complex one, which among other things has to deal with a problem in the presuppositions of the question.
This complex answer is preceded in pre-beginning position by a number of audible and visible articulations: he turns his head and opens his mouth to breathe in overlap with JR’s question; this results in a percussive with an in-breath (.thh), and is followed by a hesitation particle (“uhm”). These index incipient speakership, and thus display an orientation to the relevance of talk. There is then a swallow that is released into a click (arguably the most audibly salient part of the swallow from the participants’ perspective), then another hesitation particle and a self-repair. So in this case the swallow is part of a cluster of objects in pre-beginning position (Schegloff, 1996) which serve to delay the verbal part of the answer, a typical feature of turns with dispreferred formats (Pomerantz, 1984; Sacks, 1987; for a more phonetically grounded account, see; Kendrick and Torreira, 2015). The swallow itself is not audible, and so could be transcribed as a silence; but it is clear from visual evidence and auditory evidence through the click that there is a swallow.
Swallows in this context are part of a family of practices like in-breaths, clicks and changes in body posture: they index “preparing the vocal tract for speech”, so displaying an orientation to the relevance of speaking now, while simultaneously delaying but projecting talk.
In the next example, a swallow is placed between two clauses. Here, a subordinate clause initiated with when is first extended with two conjunctions, then the speaker produces a swallow (line 9), released into some lip smack noises, before the main clause (line 10).
In this example, the swallow is placed at a syntactic and prosodic boundary between two clauses within a multi-clause sentence. The “when” clause, extended with two “and” conjunctions, projects a main clause which has not yet been produced. The first clause at line 7 sets the scene for the story projected at lines 4–6. It is extended with two subsequent clauses in line 8, which extend the “when” clause again. So the ends of the clauses in lines 7 and 8 project more talk syntactically and pragmatically, and there is no TRP in these places. B does not make any move to come in during the gap where A swallows at line 9. The syntactic positioning of this swallow is different from the one in Example 1, as it occurs between two sentential clauses; it is closer syntactically to Example 2, where a swallow was placed at a high-level syntactic boundary.
It is hard to ascribe an action to the swallow in this case. If swallowing is a somatic requirement, then timing it so that it falls at a clause boundary means that it is less exposed in the interaction than if embedded within a lower-level constituent such as between “we” and “went” or “went” and “out”. This seems to be such a place: the coparticipant does not treat this as a TRP, and the current speaker, A, treats this as a suspension of her talk which is resolved by the syntactically fitted clause at line 10.
In Example 4, a swallow appears embedded within a TCU, at a major phrase boundary. Will has repaired a jewellery box which he is returning to Karen. This box belonged to Karen’s grandmother, but Karen did not know the box’s origin. Will has just opened the box before he explains to Karen that he discovered a scrap of paper in the box which they take as confirmation of the origin of the box.
In this case, the swallow is positioned within a sentence, at the boundary between a fronted prepositional phrase and the rest of the sentence. Although this is a major phrase boundary, the sentence itself is incomplete.
The two fronted adverbial phrases “interestingly enough” and “on the inside” are produced as separate intonational phrases, each with a final fall-rize intonation contour, which is commonly used to project more talk. The repetition of the contour facilitates the hearing of these two phrases as belonging to the same larger hierarchical unit, while at the same time projecting the rest of the sentence. Thus the placement of the swallow here displays an orientation to the unfolding syntactic and prosodic units: it is located at major boundaries where continued talk is projected through prosodic and syntactic structures, and Karen makes no move to come in at this point.
The swallow is positioned before material that completes the sentence, “there’s some old newspaper”. This turns out to be the key “news item” in Will’s turn in line 1: he goes on to explain how this discovery of the newspaper is what enabled him to establish the provenance and date of the jewellery box. This turns out to be news which receives a strongly positive assessment from Karen (line 17). As we will see in later examples, swallowing is frequently placed before talk which reveals something that is given an affective value by the participants.
Example 5 is an example of swallowing during a word search, where the swallow is positioned within a syntactic phrase and not at a major phrase boundary. A and B are sitting next to each other on a bench. They have been talking about how someone they both know has failed to get a research grant. The extract starts with B’s contrasting story in response, about how Belinda has been awarded a prestigious research grant. The swallow appears in a word search initiated with “uhm” and ended with a click before the searched-for word—see Wright (2005) for further details of similar practices.
In line 2, B is part-way through a TCU when she signals suspension of her talk with “uhm”. “Uhm” often indexes upcoming problems in production (Jefferson, 1974; Fox Tree and Clark, 1997), and as in other cases noted by Wright (2005) it marks the onset of a word search stretch.
The [t] of “got” is released with aspiration. “Got-uhm” has two syllables of equal metrical weight, and mid level tones. Wright (2005: 191) notes that this is a common intonational feature of pre word search stretches, and that it is a device for projecting an upcoming focal accent. It matches many of the features described in Local (2004) for “and-uhm” (see also Example 1). The talk is suspended at a point where the syntactic structure is also incomplete: the verb “got” requires a noun phrase as an object. Thus the syntactic and phonetic design serve to suspend the progressivity of the talk while simultaneously projecting certain features.
After the [m], B presses her lips tightly together (a more extreme articulation than for [m]; see Figure 2), then swallows. As she swallows, her head and her gaze direction tilt downwards. The swallow is released into a click, and the indefinite article that follows this is in full form (reminiscent of Jefferson’s 1974 observations on the full form of “the”, [ði], as part of an error correction device). During the silence that follows this, the articulations are visibly prepared for “grant”–in particular, the lips can be seen to be rounded in anticipation of [r].. (It is interesting to note that Wright, 2011: 220, on the basis of audio data, notes other cases where speakers produce tight bilabial closures which are held for quite a while before being released into percussives and/or clicks, often with an in-breath).
B’s gaze up to this point is away to the distance. However, she blinks and turns her head toward B as she reaches from the…. and her gaze is to A as she says “Paul Mellon Center”. So B’s gaze ehavior during the part of the turn where the click is produced suggests that she is still working on the production of her turn.
Swallows in word searches are one feature among others: hesitation particles, suspended prosodic and syntactic features, a click on release of the swallow. Wright’s (2005) observations on audio data match these observations very closely: she notes that features like these (including audible glottal closure, which must be present for swallowing) serve to retain the turn, and a co-participant does not generally come in. As noted earlier, many swallows are inaudible, and it is very likely that swallowing is a more common feature of word searches than can be gleaned from transcriptions, where they are probably under-represented, especially in audio-only data.
Examples 2–5 show that swallows can be placed at a point where talk by the same speaker is projected. In pre-beginning position (as in Examples 2), there are other features of delayed but incipient speakership, and usually before the swallow. A swallow in pre-turn position may function as a preparation for speaking: if audible or visible, it may be considered as removing the vocal tract of unwanted liquid before speaking is possible. It may thus come to index incipient speakership.
Where the swallows are located at syntactic and prosodic boundaries, these boundaries have syntactic, prosodic or sequence-organizational features that project more talk. These features appear before the swallow, making the silence during the swallow less susceptible to incoming talk from a co-participant. Although the progressivity of talk in these cases is temporarily halted, its completion is projected. It is noticeable that most of these swallows have an audible release, with clicks and lip smacks quite common. These sounds have been shown to project further talk (Ogden, 2013; Paschen, 2019; Pinto and Vigil, 2019; Kosmala, 2020).
Co-participants do not treat the gaps in talk that result from swallowing as TRPs.
All these features suggest that speech and swallowing are planned together: swallowing is not merely a somatic feature, independent of speech; but is rather intertwined with it. Swallows seem to come at a point after which further talk by the same speaker has already been projected.
SWALLOWS IN THE CONTEXT OF PROJECTING NO MORE TALK
Swallowing also occurs in the context of projecting no more talk by the same speaker, thereby yielding the turn space. Many of these cases feature tightly closed lips, without subsequent lip smacks or clicks (an audible sign of release). Such swallows occur at points of syntactic and/or prosodic completion, including turn-final position. In these cases, swallowing serves as a non-verbal extension of a prosodically and syntactically complete TCU, similar to other post-completion expansions such as sighs (Hoey, 2014), clicks (Ogden, 2020) or sniffs (Hoey, 2020a), or a change of facial expression (Kaukomaa et al., 2015). According to Schegloff (1996: 90) minimal post-expansions bring a TCU to a close and offer a speaker to display “retroactive alignment toward it, or the consequences of it”. Swallows seem to index again that the just-finished TCU is in fact complete.
Example 6 illustrates this well, where a sequence-closing third is followed by a swallow (line 21), and then a new sequence of action is initiated.
A initiates an adjacency pair in line 1. There is a rather complex and non-aligned sequence in response, but “I’m not entirely certain … if he’s still there” in lines 13–19 provides a lexically and syntactically fitted answer from B, and is identifiable as the second pair part to line 1. A’s “yeah” in line 21 is a sequence closing third (Schegloff, 2007). It is followed by a swallow which is not accompanied by any click, lipsmack or in-breath, i.e. there are no signs that this swallow prefaces further talk immediately. Then there is a lapse during which B drinks, and both A and B look away from each other. Hoey (2020b: 110 ff.) shows that drinking can be used “as a display of the speaker’s commitment to unit completion”, and in this case it is an alternative to expanding the sequence. At line 25 A initiates a new topic. Thus A’s swallow at line 9, and B’s drinking at line 10, serve to underscore the closure of the question-answer sequence which is started at line 1 and verbally finished at line 21: the swallow is a physical action done on completion of a sequence-closing turn, and is one of the non-verbal features that mark the closing of the sequence.
In Example 7, Valerie is having a prize cup returned to her which her dad had won as a young man, and is the only such item she has left of his athletics career. For her the value of the repair to the cup makes up for not being able to “indulge him” while he was alive (line 23).
Valerie’s turn, lines 16–25, is complex. It starts with a recollection of an earlier interaction with Brenton, and launches a longer sequence where she contrasts her current feelings with her feelings earlier. In line 23, she contrasts her relationship with her mother with the one with her father, and introduces a sense of regret about her relationship to her father. At lines 24–25, she starts to describe how her feelings have changed. In just the place where she might verbalize her feelings (“it makes me feel … ”), there is a gap, and an in-breath initiated by an opening of her lips (.pth): this perturbation in the progress of the TCU already hints that she has trouble putting her feelings into words; it is clear from her face that she is starting to cry.
The TCU at lines 24–25 is syntactically and prosodically complete, though fragmented. It ends with her sobbing as she speaks, and at the end of the TCU she closes her lips tightly, and swallows.
Brenton treats this TCU (and with it, the longer telling started at line 17) as complete by producing a summary assessment at line 27 which Valerie’s brother acknowledges at line 30. The tight lips and swallow at line 26 seem to display Valerie’s inability to say more while displaying (but not verbalizing) in post-completion position her emotional investment in the repair she has had done: the swallow comes in the context of what for her is an emotional event. Brenton orients to Valerie’s display of strong emotions by going to hug her (lines 28–30).
In this case, then, swallowing is treated as marking the ending of a longer turn, which is a telling about strong and complex emotions, which are not easily verbalized by the speaker and which are interwoven with sobs. We consider the affective work of swallows more in the next section.
Given that swallowing requires complete lip closure and is incompatible with speech, post-completion swallows indexically reinforce the completion of a turn. In Examples 6–7 swallows present the talk in the prior turn as finished: the TCUs are complete syntactic and prosodic units, and they present complete recognisable actions which are treated as such by the participants.
In this section, I have shown that the positioning of swallows displays sensitivity to ongoing sequential, syntactic and prosodic units. In the next section, I will show how swallowing contributes to the display of affect within turns: that is, swallowing can laminate turns at talk to display something ostensibly about the speaker’s inner state.
SWALLOWING AND AFFECTIVE DISPLAYS
In some of the examples considered already, swallows are present in turns where a speaker displays an affective stance. Example 2, “neglected young man” is not merely an answer that challenges the presuppositions of the question; in challenging the presupposition of the judge’s question–that normally one leaves school with qualifications–the young man also publicly admits failure to a person in authority, before explaining a success. In Example 7, China Cup, Valerie talks about her satisfaction in making up for something they had not been able to do for her father before he died. There are elements of pleasure, gratitude and sadness in her response to the repaired cup.
In the examples considered in this section, I look more closely at some of the affective displays in the context of the swallowing. Common to several of these examples is a temporary display of being “lost for words”. Other co-occurring features are facial expressions that display trouble; and lexical choices that tend toward extreme case formulations (Pomerantz, 1986). There are also instances of sobbing or crying, which both generate fluid in the vocal tract. This fluid needs to be removed from the vocal tract in order for speech to be possible; so swallowing commonly occurs in this environment (cf. Hepburn, 2004).
In several of the cases we will see, the swallow comes before the display of affect, and so can be seen as a kind of projection device. This is reminiscent of the “guttural” sounds observed by Jefferson (2010), which she analyses as sometimes “laugh-premonitory” (Jefferson, 2010: 1,478). Swallows, in a similar way, may be understood as connected to sobbing or crying, though of course the kinds of laryngeal and pharyngeal constrictions that Jefferson described as “guttural” are associated with laughter are compatible with speaking (Chafe, 2007; Esling, 2007), while swallowing is not.
We start with an example with a swallow in pre-turn position. In Example 8, Michael is collecting a Portuguese guitar that had belonged to his grandmother. When he brought the guitar in, he told how his grandfather had serenaded his grandmother with this guitar; and he described his grandmother as his “hero”, “best friend”, and the guitar was one of her “treasures”.
At line 9 Michael sees the repaired guitar. Initially he produces two assessments of it (“complete” and “shiny”), which are coproduced with smiles ($). At line 12, his smile changes to a frown. He then produces a number of syntactic frames for assessments, all of which have perturbations in the production, and there is no assessment term in the slot where one term could be placed (lines 12, 14, 18 and 20)––he displays difficulties in verbalizing how he feels.
At lines 21–22, David invites Michael to reminisce about the guitar’s connection to his grandmother. This reminiscence is already projected as an emotionally charged one with the word “treasure” to refer to the guitar–the term that Michael himself used when bringing the guitar in and describing his affection for his grandmother, and her relationship to the guitar. This turn is framed as an assessment where the speaker has lower epistemic authority than the recipient, thus making a response from Michael relevant. Michael’s response at line 23 is initiated with his lips visibly closed and pressed tight together, nodding–an embodied and immediate confirming response–and then a swallow, which displays a temporary inability to talk, and serves to delay the verbal part of his response. His “yeah” is produced quiet, and low in his pitch range, a contrast with his prior talk, perhaps marking that this talk is on a different footing from earlier talk.
As we saw in Example 7, at a moment where an affective display has been made relevant, Michael displays a temporary inability to verbalize, which is also congruent with his earlier difficulties (cf. Wilkinson and Kitzinger, 2006, who consider some cases where people are “lost for words”). Michael’s turn at lines 25–31 is an account of his lack of knowledge of precise details. In the turn, he uses a strongly valenced term, “heartbreaking” to express regret; he reminisces about how his grandmother related to the guitar (“she glowed”); and he expresses his gratitude for the repair.
In this example, a swallow comes in response to an invitation to share an emotionally charged memory. While the detail of Michael’s affective stance is unspoken, the swallow seems to be one device, in pre-turn position, that projects something about the quality of the upcoming talk.
In Example 9, the swallow is postpositioned. Karen has returned to collect a wooden jewellery box that has been repaired. The box has some inlaid birds, which are fragile. When the box was first brought in for repair, Will expressed worries that he would not be able to clean the box without damaging the birds: so there is a risk that the repair has not been successful. This is alluded to in lines 9–13.
At line 5, Will projects a news delivery (Freese and Maynard, 1998; Maynard and Freese, 2012), the first part of which comes in line 6. The revealing of the repaired box is being delayed, so lines 5–6 could be heard as a prefatory account for disappointing news, given the warning when the box was brought in that cleaning it might damage the birds. Karen’s “yeah(p)” at line 7 acknowledges this preface to news, in a lexically minimal way; with no lexical material, this turn has a provisional character in response to the projected news (Freese and Maynard, 1998: 209). It also lacks many of the features identified by Freese and Maynard (1998) as associated with the receipt of “good” news, such as high amplitude and high pitch register. The post-positioned swallow, with the tightly closed lips, displays that Karen has no more to say (see Raymond, 2010 for discussion of “nope” with similarly minimal features and noticeable bilabial closure). While it gives the go-ahead for Will’s next turn, the minimal design of this turn seems to mark her readiness to receive news that might not be good, i.e. treating Will’s pre at line 6 as a preface to potentially bad news. Will’s next turns also orient to the potential for a bad outcome through his description of his careful cleaning process (lines 8–14).
In fact, when Will reveals his work at line 15, it turns out to be treated as “good” news (lines 16–17, 19–20), and is receipted with dynamic intonation contours, a wider pitch span, and strong lexical formulations (“flabbergasted”, “absolutely lovely”, “fantastic”).
So in this case, a post-positioned swallow with tightly closed lips indexes both “nothing more to say” and in conjunction with the minimality of the turn and its absence of high pitch, high register intonation, it displays an orientation to the possibility that Will’s projected news delivery will be “bad” news.
Swallowing as Part of a Display of Trouble
Example 10 contains an example of a swallow which is embedded within a longer turn that displays trouble. Anne and John are discussing what Anne can do with a chapter she has written.
The sequence begins with Anne making a pre-request (line 1). This is followed by an account for the upcoming request at lines 2–3, which ends with the name of the journal she plans to send the paper to. John does not respond to this pre-sequence. Anne follows it at line 4 with a swallow, along with other physical, visible evidence of “trouble”: scrunched up eyes (Figure 3), and her hand is moved to being clenched.
[image: Figure 3]FIGURE 3 | (A): End of line 3, “ELR”. (B): Swallow at line 4. (C): Line 6: sides of the mouth turned down, neck tightened, displaying “trouble”.
As in other examples, the swallow is placed after a syntactic and prosodic boundary, in this case after a point of syntactic and prosodic completion. There are no obvious signs of trouble in the talk-so-far, though there are a few possible candidates. First, a request for help may in itself be a sign of trouble, something that the requester cannot do for themself. Secondly, by identifying the journal, Anne might be drawing on shared knowledge about the challenges of a successful submission; but that is not explicit.
The next verbal part of her turn, lines 5–6, identifies her trouble (“very confused”) and explains what is causing her difficulty, and is followed in line 6 by another facial expression that displays trouble (Figure 3). John’s offer at line 7 orients to Anne’s verbal account and visual display of trouble. Anne then orients to the possible imposition his offer will cause him (lines 8, 9, 11).
So the swallow at line 4, along with other physical displays, is part of a gestalt that embodies and projects a trouble which is later verbalized, and brings it to the surface of the interaction.
In this case the swallow, along with other physical features of production, laminates the evolving action of making a request, displaying “trouble” or “difficulty” with something she needs help with. The physical display and verbal account of trouble contribute to recruiting John’s offer in response (line 7) (Kendrick and Drew, 2016). The swallow and accompanying facial expression, and the facial expression in lines 4 and 6 (Figure 3) form a gestalt that display “trouble” in a way that is much less obvious from the linguistic design of Anne’s turn. Thus the swallow, with its accompanying facial expression, and then the facial expression at line 8 contributes to the addition of a sequentially relevant affective dimension to the formulation of the ongoing action. As in other cases, the position of the swallow is sensitive to the unfolding syntactic and prosodic structures, and to the actions that they implement.
Swallowing and Crying
It has been claimed that swallowing commonly co-occurs with crying (Hepburn, 2004: 286). This is perhaps unsurprizing, since crying generates fluids that need to be removed from the vocal tract, and swallowing does this. Crying is a sign of a heightened emotional state; so swallowing can be part of such a display. In Example 7, Valerie’s swallowing comes before she sobs, but sometimes crying and swallowing are concurrent.
Example 11 illustrates one such case. Here, a young man has used a large sum of his mother’s money to have his back tattooed with an image she finds obscene. This image has just been shown to the court, and the mother has just wiped a tear from her eye.
The judge first enquires about the mother’s emotions (line 1). This is done so as to present the young man’s behavior as blameworthy (line 3), i.e. siding with the mother’s stance toward her son. In response to this question, the mother describes her feelings using the strong terms “fuming” and “disgusted” (lines 4–5), and the grave, unforgivable nature of what he has done (line 7).
At line 8, she starts another TCU with “he knew”, but then her speech becomes indistinct as she begins to cry. Unlike many cases of swallowing, where the swallow seems to be carefully placed so as not to disrupt the syntax, the crying here is embedded within an ongoing turn, which continues alongside the crying. It thus seems to be a spontaneous outpouring of emotion (cf. Wilkinson and Kitzinger, 2006), or at least performed as such.
At lines 11–13 the judge acknowledges her assessment by recycling her extreme case formulation (“wrecked his body”), and with his question at line 13 provides her with an opportunity to focus on her feelings. She makes a summary assessment (“devastated”, line 14), which is followed by a swallow.
The Judge treats this swallow at line 14 as a sign that the TCU is complete. He initiates a next action at line 15, with a new first pair part on the effect of the young man’s actions, and the sum of money.
M’s post-completion swallow comes in the context of strong emotions identified verbally and displayed physically throughout the sequence through crying. While the crying co-occurs with speech in line 8, the swallow is post-positioned after a prosodically, pragmatically and syntactically complete TCU in line 14. It occurs at what turns out to be the termination of question sequence and the progression to the next. Thus this swallow handles both matters of sequential organization and affective display.
Examples in this section and elsewhere in the paper show swallows as a part of displays of affective stance. Experimental findings that the rate of swallowing increases with heightened emotional arousal cannot be verified through this data, but the data support the finding that swallowing occurs in such environments. What conversational data adds is an understanding of the complex of linguistic and bodily resources available to participants in such displays; and CA more particularly shows that bodily actions like swallowing are precisely and delicately timed with other ongoing activities in interaction. Swallowing is by no means the only resource for laminating an ongoing activity with an affective stance; but because of its association with sobbing and crying, it is reasonable to claim that swallowing can index the same kinds of emotional states as sobbing and crying.
DISCUSSION
In this paper, I have considered the positioning of swallows in talk. I have focused on three main aspects: swallows in the context of projecting more talk; swallows in the context of projecting no more talk; and the association of swallows with affective displays.
Like sighs (Hoey, 2014), sniffs (Hoey, 2020a), and clicks (Wright, 2011; Ogden, 2013; Ogden, 2020; Li, 2020; Pinto and Vigil, 2020), swallows are placed in ongoing talk in a way that displays sensitivity to emerging syntactic and phonological structures. This placement suggests at the very least that linguistic and somatic functions are planned in parallel: swallows do not occur randomly distributed in speech, but are rather precisely placed with respect to the linguistic and turn constructional units of organization.
Many cases of swallowing in talk are inaudible, or barely audible. It seems very likely that some “silences” are in fact occasions on which participants swallow: silence does not necessarily mean inactivity, as we know from multimodal studies of interaction.
While the sounds of swallowing are low in amplitude, swallows can be made audible by the events just before and after the occurrence of the swallow.
I showed that it is common for swallows that occur in a context where more talk is projected to be released with audible clicks. A stretch of talk like that shown in Example 1 (“and-uhm ((0.62 SWALLOW CLICK)) I think”) is a specialized kind of “closure piece” (Kelly and Local, 1986): an intonation contour is suspended at the onset of the piece; the lips are closed for [m] in “uhm” and simultaneously to produce the swallow. Whereas Kelly and Local’s “closure pieces” have silence at their center, these stretches of talk have a swallow in the portion where talk is suspended: so while there might be silence, there is physical activity which temporarily makes speech impossible. The closure for the swallow is released with a click when the talk is resumed.
Swallows are frequently released into lip smacks or clicks, which have been shown elsewhere to project further talk. Arguably, because clicks and lip smacks are more audible than swallows (which are often also difficult to see), prior research has underplayed or ignored some swallows, focusing on the auditorily salient clicks instead. Rather than think of such stretches as (silence + click), it is probably more accurate in many cases to treat them as (swallow + release), where the release may be noisy. Some clicks, then, may be best understood as the audible release features of a swallow.
On the other hand, the inaudibly released bilabial closures in “yeap ((SWALLOW))” and “nope ((SWALLOW))” serve to mark no continued talk by the speaker: these cases have phonetic features of turn-finality (Local and Walker, 2012) and that includes the absence of an audible release to the closure required for a swallow. So the phonetic and prosodic details of talk around swallowing–before, during and after–make a significant contribution to the progressivity or suspension of talk.
Swallowing removes liquid from the vocal tract. Since a clear vocal tract is a precondition for speaking, swallows form a natural class with other visible or audible preparations for talking, and can be used as a practice to delay the onset of talk, while simultaneously displaying an orientation to the relevance of talk. Seeing swallows and other preparations for speaking (like taking an in-breath, adjusting the body posture, or the audible separation of articulators) as a natural class that displays an orientation to the relevance of talk while not talking (yet) gives an explanation for their positioning in pre-beginning position, and provides co-participants with a way to understand one another’s behavior and adjust their own conduct accordingly.
In the absence of instrumental data, or imaging, it is not possible to speculate on what is happening inside a speaker’s vocal tract, e.g. whether it is dry, or how saliva builds up. A more thorough-going phonetic and physiological study would be needed to answer this question. Nonetheless, the point remains that the audible and/or visible removal of fluid from the vocal tract by swallowing seems to be one way to index incipient speakership.
These observations point to the kinds of resources and practices participants in interaction have to make sense of a bodily activity which may be somatic in origin, but which may come to be implicated in other kinds of communicative practice. They also highlight the importance of observing the phonetic details not just of swallowing per se, but of the surrounding talk, and relating these observations to more general knowledge about the phonetic features of talk.
Swallowing can often be seen: tightly closed lips, the rise and fall of the larynx and accompanying facial expressions have all been noted in the data in this paper.
Closed lips–normally visible even when the rise and fall of the larynx during swallowing is not–can be used to make visible that the speaker is unavailable to speak or (when positioned after the end of a turn) has nothing more to say. This basic feature of swallowing provides coparticipants with a visual cue as to what is going on in the current speaker’s vocal tract. It was also shown that the lips are not just closed, but often tightly closed in a posture that is not used for the production of bilabial speech sounds like [m], [b], or [p].
The rise and fall of the larynx, and straightening of the pharynx, are (like the sounds of swallowing itself) not necessarily available: the swallow might be too fast, or there might be clothing that obscures sight of the swallower’s neck, or the camera angle might not allow it. However, where this is visible, it can form part of the audible/visible gestalt of swallowing. The visible cues of swallowing can thus index unavailability to speak.
Facial expressions are sometimes used alongside swallowing (as in Example 10) to laminate the unfolding talk with a visible affective display along the lines of Peräkylä and Ruusuvuori (2012). Experimental findings that show that the rate of swallowing increases with emotional arousal (Fonagy and Calloway, 1985; Cuevas et al., 1995). In these cases, swallows seem to form a gestalt with other bodily actions. The absence and unavailability of speech coupled with other bodily conduct accompanying swallowing is a resource that participants can use to display trouble without verbalizing it.
In short: the semiotic affordances of the audible and visible aspects of swallows can be exploited in speech: the incompatibility of speaking with swallowing, visibly tightly closed lips, and aspects of the release of swallows such as clicks, all have indexical value in speech.
When it comes to the placement of swallows relative to syntactic structures, there is a close relation between possible syntactic completion points and issues of projection, which are also intimately bound up with prosodic design. I present simplified versions of the data here, and use square brackets with labels, XP[….]XP, to surround syntactic phrasal units: noun phrase (NP), verb phrase (VP), prepositional phrase (PP), adjectival phrase (AP).
Firstly, swallows occur in pre-turn position, before the onset of lexical material:
Example 2: .thh uhm SWALLOW CLICK uhm S[I didn’t- I didn’t do very well in school] S
Example 8: SWALLOW RespToken[yeah] RespToken
Secondly, swallows occur on the completion of talk:
Example 7: S[We’ve done something for dad as well]S SWALLOW
Example 11: AP[Devastated over it]AP SWALLOW
Example 9: RespToken[Yeah]RespToken SWALLOW
In both these positions, the swallow does not interrupt the progress of the current unit, and it is positioned after the syntactic phrase boundary; and the current unit is recognizable as a complete TCU.
In other cases, swallows are embedded within TCUs. In principle, swallows could occur anywhere, but they always occur between words (and in this data never in the middle of a word). This alone displays that “word” is treated an indivisible unit by the person who swallows.
Swallows may be positioned within a phrasal constituent, such as within a verb phrase (VP):
Example 5: S[NP[Belinda]NPVP[V[got]V -uhm SWALLOW NP[a (0.6) grant]NP]VP]S
Taking a rather classical approach, the swallow here is positioned between the verb (V) “got”, which requires a noun phrase (NP) as an object to make a verb phrase (VP), which is an obligatory element of a sentence (S) in English. So here the swallow is located at a point of syntactic incompletion: in the middle of a VP. The presence of “uhm” indicates the suspension of the ongoing VP; and the intonation is suspended at this point too.
In Example 4, the swallow is placed between a fronted prepositional phrase before the subject and complement of the sentence. This is not at a point of syntactic completion (and not at a TRP), but at the boundary of a prepositional phrase (PP), and before one of the obligatory elements of a sentence:
Example 4: S[AdvP[Interestingly enough]AdvPPP[on the inside]PP SWALLOW NP[there]NPVP[’s some old newspaper … ]VP]S
Other examples like these, with different kinds of syntactic units but all of the general form XP (to generalize over NP, VP, AP, etc), are also found in examples in the literature:
Schegloff (1988: 226): S[NP[A member of your own staff, Mr Craig Fuller]NP SWALLOW VP[has testified … ]VP]S
Rossi (2015: 41–42):
S[NP[Io e la Lidia]NP SWALLOW VP[abbiamo prima raccolto i soldi]VP]S
S[NP[Lidia and I]NP SWALLOW VP[collected the money first]VP]S
In all these cases, the syntax projects more to come, and the talk contains other features that project that further talk. In cases like Example 5, where the swallow comes within a VP and after “uhm”, the intonation contour is suspended, whereas in examples like Example 4, where the swallow comes after an PP boundary, the intonation contour (a fall-rize) is complete, but together with the syntactic incompleteness serves to project further talk.
This sketch of the syntactic positioning of swallows suggests that swallowing is sensitive at least to words; and also to higher-level syntactic constituents than words. It is also clear that syntax and prosody work in parallel, since matters of unit construction and unit completion are, for participants, complex emergent. Further work and more data are needed to explain how exactly this syntactic phrasing maps to intonation phrases and boundaries and how together they serve to project more talk to come.
In some cases, swallowing is a practice that physically displays not just unavailability to speak but perhaps an inability to speak. Some of the examples of swallowing in this paper are in the context of displays of sobbing or crying. Because of its association with crying, swallowing can be recruited as part of a display of a heightened affective stance, and sometimes the inability of a speaker to find the right words—swallowing can be one way to display “lost for words”. In other cases, swallows are in or associated to turns accompanied by strong lexical formulations. There remains much to do to understand how and on what occasions swallowing works in such displays, and more ecologically valid data is needed.
In their distribution, swallows bear some resemblance to other sounds and actions like sniffs, sighs and clicks, which use some or all of the vocal tract. This paper shows that swallows are similarly liminal events, and that language and speech are intertwined with such events in orderly ways in everyday interaction, providing participants with non-verbal semiotic resources.
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The current study examines the role of action-depicting gestures in conversational turns by focusing on their semantic characteristics and temporal position in relation to their verbal affiliates (action verbs or more complex verb phrases). The data are video recordings of naturally occurring interactions in multilingual construction sites in Norway. The analysis distinguishes two modes of action depiction: generic depictions, which represent the action as a general type, and contextualized depictions, which in addition include deictic references to the spatio-material environment or iconic representations of the specific manner of action performance. These two modes typically occupy different positions in the turn. Generic depictions are mostly initiated before the verbalization of the action or are synchronized with it, while contextualized depictions mostly start simultaneously with the verbalization and extend beyond the verb phrase or the turn. The pre-positioned and synchronized generic gestures are shown to serve as a practice for facilitating recognition of the verbalized action and may be temporally manipulated in order to pre-empt understanding problems in the face of reduced common linguistic resources. The post-positioned contextualized depictions serve instead to add specifying information about aspects of the action referred to and thereby to complement or supplement the meaning of the verb phrase, securing understanding of action specifics. The study contributes to research on gesture-speech synchrony by demonstrating how variation in the alignment of action depiction and syntax is used to direct the recipient’s attention toward different interactional goals.
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INTRODUCTION

The concept of action is relevant for analyzing conversation in two fundamentally different ways. First, conversational contributions are performative (Austin, 1962) in the sense that they accomplish social actions (Schegloff, 1986) or communicative acts (Clark, 1996) vis-à-vis the recipient(s). The interactional process of action formation (and ascription) is based on the contribution’s composition (its reliance on conventional linguistic and embodied resources) and position in a sequence of turns (mainly its status as a response to the previous action) in a given contextual configuration (cf. Enfield and Sidnell, 2017). Second, conversational contributions often refer to actions as part of their semantic or ‘ideational’ meaning. Such actions are typically conveyed by action verbs or more complex verb phrases. They may concern actions in the here-and-now situation or displaced actions, performed by the speaker or by some other actor. In addition to the verbal expression, they may also be represented by gestures depicting aspects of the performance. In Extract 1, we illustrate how these two forms of action are relevant to analyzing a conversational contribution by presenting a short sequence from a meeting in which a construction worker, Tomasz, proposes a solution to his foreman, Georg, on how to secure a construction so that a task can be performed.
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EXTRACT 1. L2 Norwegian.


In this excerpt, Tomasz performs the social action of making a proposal to Georg about how to proceed in a work task. The social action exploits a conventional action format for proposals, namely the adverb ‘maybe’ plus a verb in the infinitive, and it comes at a point in the conversation where making a suggestion is expectable, as the workers have been talking about potential solutions. In making the proposal, Tomasz refers to the physical action of ‘strapping’ something. In addition to using the action verb stroppe (‘strap’), he represents the action by performing a gesture in which he moves his hand round with the index finger pointing at the construction drawing, thereby depicting the manner of action performance. The depiction begins during the verbalization of the action and extends beyond the turn.

In this article, we will focus on how actions named in speech are represented by a combination of verbal and gestural means, so-called action-depicting gestures. More specifically, we investigate semantic and temporal relations between the gestures and their verbal affiliates. We address two questions: 1) What is the specific contribution of action-depicting gestures to the representation of physical actions in conversational turns? 2) How do speakers position their gestures in relation to the verbal affiliates and what interactional consequences does this have? In answering these questions, we will also take into account the relevance of the first (social) concept of action representation to the emergence of action-depicting gestures in the sequential unfolding of talk.

The relationship between gesture and speech has been studied for a long time and from different theoretical and methodological perspectives. Regardless of the research field, the predominant view is that gestures are integral to human language systems and that they are co-expressive with speech, meaning that both, although very different, modes of expression work together to form meaningful conversational units (Clark, 1996; Kendon, 2000; McNeill, 2005; de Ruiter, 2007; Enfield, 2009). However, insight into the details of this composition is naturally a matter of how the speech-gesture orchestration is approached. In the psycholinguistic tradition, the focus is on the processual aspects in the human mind and different views concern the link between gesture and thought and the cognitive mechanisms of gesture production. More specifically, the dispute is about the representational source of gesture generation and the extent to which gesture is integrated with speech during the production process (de Ruiter, 2000, 2007; Krauss et al., 2000; Beattie, 2003; Goldin-Meadow, 2003; Kita and Özyürek, 2003; McNeill, 2005; Hostetter and Alibali, 2008). In the interaction-oriented tradition, researchers pay closer attention to the role of gestures in daily encounters. Gestures are considered to co-participate in the process of meaning making by providing semantic content that may be either complementary (i.e., additional to what is conveyed in speech) or supplementary (i.e., not conveyed in speech). In addition, they also serve as resources to organize social interaction. They arrange it spatially and temporally by constructing spaces of mutual orientation, changing them in time, and signaling prominence in speech (Goodwin, 1986; Kendon, 1995; Streeck, 2009a). They provide information about the on-going activity and are consequential for the actions and events that constitute it (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1986; Gullberg, 1998; Kendon, 2004). Participants use gestures to compose, perform, prompt or complete various social actions and secure their recognizability (Kendon, 1995; Olsher, 2004; Sidnell, 2006; Goodwin, 2018; Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh, 2019). Gestures can also foreshadow verbalizations, actions and stances (Schegloff, 1984; Streeck and Hartge, 1992; Streeck, 2009b; Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh, 2019) and facilitate language processing, accelerating the progressivity of conversational activities (Holler et al., 2018). This tradition of gesture research has shown how gesture and speech “mutually elaborate and constrain each other” (Goodwin, 2018:336) and how they, by interaction with other modalities and with the material world (Goodwin, 2007, 2018; Streeck, 2009a), propel the socio-cognitive machinery, guiding the intersubjective cooperation between interlocutors and the sequential organization of their interaction.

However, what is still underexplored is the interactional mechanisms of gesture production, including the local significance of its temporal relation to verbalized structures. This study fills this gap by exploring the speech-gesture combination in authentic interactions from construction sites. In particular, we investigate gestures’ semantic, positional and interactional properties by looking at how action depiction relates to action verbalization at the level of syntax and of interaction.


Action Depiction

Among many ways in which people employ gesture is the one that consists in depicting the properties of actions or objects by using arms, hands and fingers. However, despite a long-lasting interest in gestures, depiction on its own has received surprisingly little attention. In general reviews, depictive gestures have been treated as parts of illustrators (Ekman and Friesen, 1969), imagistic gestures and their subclass – iconics (McNeill, 1992), or representational gestures in general (Kendon, 2004). Some researchers additionally distinguish between object depiction and action depiction. Ekman and Friesen (1969) introduce pictographs that illustrate referents and kinetographs that represent bodily actions. Kendon (2004) makes a distinction between modeling (shaping a form that represents an object), enactment (illustrating a pattern of action), and depiction (sketching a virtual object), while Streeck (2008) identifies a number of different modes, such as modeling, drawing, handling (object represented through an action), and acting or mimesis (representation of a practical action).

Recently, depiction has been approached in a more focused manner from two perspectives. Streeck (2008, 2009a) sees it as an action that draws on the experiential knowledge of our everyday manual acting. Thus, depictive gestures reflect how we interpret actions and things based on what we already know about them and their applications. This corresponds with recent evidence from psycholinguistic research showing that experience with an action facilitates comprehension of its language representation and helps to discriminate between actions (Goldin-Meadow and Beilock, 2010; Cartmill et al., 2012). The second perspective is proposed by Clark (2016) who describes depictions as “physical analogs” staged as scenes representing other scenes. Their mechanisms follow principles that take into account several factors, such as the role of the depictor in the depiction (cf. McNeill, 1992 on gesture viewpoint), the depiction’s elements, and spatial and temporal frames of reference. Action depiction in both approaches is mentioned as one of many ways of representing events, things and behavior, but it has not received any systematic analysis.

More detailed investigations have recently come from Conversation Analysis and Interactional Linguistics. Keevallik (2013) has studied how syntactic elements work together with bodily demonstrations in dance instructions, composing combined units of language expression. Her analysis provides insight into the constraining and projective role of syntax and the information richness of embodiment. Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh (2019) have, in turn, looked at the role of depictive gestures produced during the final components of conversational turns. They show that action depiction serves to elaborate and specify the verbal component and thus facilitate the recognition of social action, projecting next actions and sustaining the progressivity of interaction. These studies also confirm previous observations about representational gestures with regard to their selective character (i.e., aspects of action they illustrate), the guiding role of speech in their interpretation, and their specifying contribution to speech content (cf. Kendon, 1995, 2004; Streeck, 2009a).



Gesture Position

Gestures occur at given points of interactional units, being temporally coordinated with speech in various ways. Investigation of gesture-speech (a)synchrony, crucial for many cognitive models of gesture generation, has a long tradition and reveals some disagreements and challenges. These mainly concern the methods of measuring the temporal relation between gesture and its lexical affiliate (a verbalization that semantically corresponds most closely to the gestural representation; Schegloff, 1984) but also the identification of the latter. Some researchers consider the beginning of the preparation phase as the point of departure while others – the moment of stroke onset. Consequently, the reported results differ. It is widely accepted that the onset of a whole gesture phrase most often comes before the lexical affiliate (Schegloff, 1984; Morrel-Samuels and Krauss, 1992; Hadar and Butterworth, 1997; McNeill, 2005; Church et al., 2014; ter Bekke et al., 2020) and occurs during speech not pauses (Nobe, 2000; Chui, 2005), but there are inconsistent findings concerning the gesture stroke. Several studies of various languages have demonstrated that the stroke onset starts (and sometimes even ends) before the affiliate (Schegloff, 1984; Ferré, 2010; Bergmann et al., 2011; ter Bekke et al., 2020) while several others report that it is synchronized with the affiliate (Chui, 2005; Graziano et al., 2020) or the co-expressed speech (McNeill, 2005), which automatically implies that the gesture onset is prepositioned anyway. What many of these studies additionally show is that strokes produced after the affiliate turn out to be rare.

Prepositioned gestures are claimed to be predominant due to faster access to motoric representations (Wagner et al., 2014). Their earlier production is considered to bear predictive potential (Schegloff, 1984; ter Bekke et al., 2020) and strengthen the perceived focus in speech (Treffner et al., 2008). The temporal asynchrony is also explained by means of semantic closeness between the gesture and the speech content, showing that semantic familiarity and similarity decrease asynchrony (Morrel-Samuels and Krauss, 1992; Bergmann et al., 2011). However, the identification of a lexical affiliate is not always an easy task because gestures may include information verbalized with several lexical components while researchers most often analyze gestures in aggregated categories (e.g., iconic or representational) without being clear about how they approach these challenges or paying attention to the role of the elements that are not co-expressed with gestures. Another issue is a single-point focus on gesture production (its onset) that marginalizes the temporal span of gesticulation and its alignment with the syntactic structures of speech. In other words, apart from being employed in relation to certain lexical components, gestures also appear at given points of syntactic units and interactional turns and vary in time. A growing body of research shows that the structural positioning of gestures is equally important as their temporal positioning. Gestures are used to substitute or fulfill certain syntactic constructions (Olsher, 2004) and they accompany certain words, phrases or clauses more often than others (Kok, 2017; Debreslioska and Gullberg, 2020). At the level of turn-taking, their application serves concrete interactional goals, such as predicting turn ends and the next turns or actions (Streeck, 2009b; Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh, 2019), which requires manipulation of gesture timing (e.g., stroke prolongation). This indicates that variation in the temporal management of gestures plays a role in organizing interaction. However, the issue that has not yet received attention is how this variation is realized in naturally occurring interaction. The gesture-speech (a)synchrony has not been systematically analyzed with regard to its alignment with syntactic units and interactional turns. More specifically, there is little knowledge of how the semantic relation between gesture and its affiliate is functionally linked with the syntactic matrix and its sequential position. A closer look at this configuration allows us to find out what it means that a stroke depicting an action in one way or another starts and ends at a given point of an interactional turn. This is exactly what this study aims to achieve.



The Current Study

The present article adds to research on gestures in general and on depiction in particular by narrowing the study object to action-depicting gestures and systematically analyzing their occurrence in talk. Specifically, we look at how construction-site workers illustrate actions they are referring to in speech and how they manage their gestures temporally. The choice of construction-site settings offers a significantly different environment than the ones that are used in experimental and interactional studies focusing on gesture-speech synchronization. Utterances conveying that something is done or how it can or should be done are particularly important in construction-sites, as they organize work activities and affect their progression. As a result, workers make much use of action verbs accompanied by action-depicting gestures in order to describe, identify or evoke physical actions and activities. Furthermore, their interactions occur in surroundings whose elements are often directly relevant to the on-going talk and must be oriented to. This adds to the analysis an aspect of spatio-material environment and its role in action depiction, providing new insights into the temporal alignment of gestures with speech in less explored contextual configurations.

In addition, the construction sites are highly multilingual environments, with workers from mainly Poland, Sweden and Norway speaking Norwegian as a lingua franca. Some of the workers, among them our main participant, Tomasz, have limited proficiency in the language, and thus tend to rely on gestures to complement their often unidiomatic or rudimentary verbal utterances.

The study has two goals that serve to identify the interactional mechanisms of temporal orchestration of gestures and speech. First, it seeks to characterize action depiction in terms of its semantic relationship with speech affiliates in its natural conversational environment and various contextual configurations. Second, it aims at investigating the interactional grounds and implications of the positional variation of action-depicting gestures relative to their affiliates.




MATERIALS AND METHODS


Data

The data consist of approximately 6 h of video recordings of interactions between a Polish worker (‘Tomasz’) and his co-workers and superiors at two construction sites in Norway. The recordings were made by the worker in question (on-site footage) and by two researchers (in-office footage). They document interactions during work tasks where Tomasz directs other workers’ actions or consults on tasks with the co-workers and superiors and during conversations in which the participants plan the performance of various tasks. The on-site recordings were made with a camera mounted on Tomasz’s helmet. This has some limitations for the visibility of some of his gestures. Therefore, only gestures with a clearly visible stroke phase were taken into account.

In order to identify action-depicting gestures, we focused on arm-hand-finger movements that represented aspects of the actions named in speech. Particularly, we focused on the stroke phase, from its onset to the onset of post-stroke hold or retraction, as this was the critical and least ambiguous moment in which the gesture conveyed the most crucial information about action (Schegloff, 1984; McNeill, 1992, 2005; Kendon, 2004). If a gesture consisted of multiple strokes, we delimited all of them if this was possible but marked the whole time span of their occurrence as one unit of action depiction. Consequently, a stroke phase in our study may include more than one stroke.

In total, we have identified 92 gestures that illustrate actions co-expressed in speech with verbal affiliates, i.e., action verbs (e.g., spikre ‘to nail’) or larger verb phrases (e.g., ha varme på, ‘to run the heating’) that name the action in question.



Participants

The 92 action-depicting gestures were produced by 9 male participants, young and middle-aged adults. 3 of them speak Norwegian, 4 of them speak Swedish or a mixture of Swedish and Norwegian (the so-called svorsk) while 2 of them speak L2 Norwegian.1 Among these L2 Norwegian speakers is Tomasz, who also communicates in Polish with his native co-workers. Since the recordings concentrate on his workplace interactions, the distribution of the identified gestures is skewed, as almost three-fifths of all depictions are produced by Tomasz (no. 9 in Figure 1) and one of his Swedish superiors whom he frequently consults (no. 8 in Figure 1).
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FIGURE 1. Frequency distribution of action-depicting gestures in the data (individual values sorted from smallest to largest). Mean = 10.22, SD = 10.47, n = 9.


The data have been collected by permission of the Norwegian Center for Research Data (NSD). The participants received oral and written information about the project before signing their consent to participation. They also gave consent for the video recordings and photos to be used for academic dissemination in anonymized form.



Procedure

Talk and gestures were annotated in ELAN (2020). Gesture annotation was preceded by a frame-by-frame analysis and verified twice. After the sequential analysis of each conversational instance, the identified gestures were additionally coded according to the name of participant, the language of co-expression, workplace settings, stroke position relative to the verbal affiliate, the number of strokes, and the temporal length of stroke phase (measured in milliseconds). Each gesture was also described in terms of motoric characteristics, its semantic content, its position in the sequential organization of interaction (i.e., relative to the preceding and the following turn), and the social action it accompanied. In general, action-depicting gestures in our data are mostly one-stroke enactments (64%) and they most often occur in various first actions (often instructions, directives, and explanations, but also proposals or questions for confirmation, among others). They accompany a large variety of different action verbs (49 lexemes) some of which (e.g., ‘lay’, ‘come’, ‘put’) are more commonly used than others. Table 1 presents an overview of the features that are relevant for the current study.


TABLE 1. Dstribution of action-depicting gestures according to the language of co-expression, the settings of production, and the position of stroke in relation to the verbal affiliate.

[image: Table 1]
The position and the temporal length of the stroke phase were measured and coded in relation to the onset of the verbal affiliate. In this way, we have identified four main positional categories: 1) depictions with strokes beginning before the affiliate onset and ending before or during the verbalization of the affiliate (pre-verbal gestures); 2) depictions beginning during or after the verbalization of the affiliate and extending over the rest of the talk or beyond it (post-verbal gestures), as in Extract 1; 3) depictions beginning and ending during the verbalization of the affiliate (verb-synchronized gestures); and 4) depictions with strokes beginning before the affiliate onset and expanding beyond it (cross-extending gestures). Figure 2 presents the temporal span of the identified gestures in each category.
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FIGURE 2. Position and duration of stroke phases (N = 92) in relation to their verbal affiliates in the data (measured in milliseconds; 0 marks the onset of the affiliate). Yellow lines mark gestures with cross-extending strokes, while pink lines mark verb-synchronized gestures. Lighter tones in the color categories denote gestures that end before (blue) or begin after (green) the verbalization of the affiliate.


Each stroke phase was additionally marked on the syntactic units of the co-expressed talk in order to find out at which point of speech production a given depiction started and ended. Furthermore, each syntactic unit co-occurring with an action-depicting gesture was characterized with regard to the types of components used (i.e., complements and adjuncts) and their structural position in this unit. The semantic content of each depiction was described in terms of what the gesture represented (e.g., laying something on something) relative to the verbal affiliate (e.g., the verb ‘lay’) and what additional elements it incorporated (e.g., referential cues).

The study combines Interactional Linguistics with multimodal Conversation Analysis as a method. The approach examines linguistic and embodied resources used in interaction by paying special attention to their role in building meaningful structures in the sequential organization of talk. We particularly focus on the interactional relevance of action-depicting gestures applied in different positions within syntactic units of speech. The transcripts follow conversation-analytic conventions (Jefferson, 2004) and multimodal conventions developed by Mondada (2016) complemented by morpheme-by-morpheme glosses. The exact moment of the stroke onset is marked with the letter s while its time span is delimited with ∗ (For more information on conventions, see Appendix). Under each stroke, three still images present its unfolding in time.




RESULTS


Generic and Contextualized Depictions

We have identified two distinct ways in which the participants depict actions by using arm-hand-finger gestures. The first represents the action in generic terms, that is, without any specifications related to the spatio-material setting. For instance, in one example raising an arm depicted the action of lifting something, without displaying any context-specific features such as where the lifting occurred, which objects were involved or how the lifting was performed. We call these non-specifying gestures generic depictions. They make up 52% (n=48) of all gestures in the data (mean of individual proportions=0.52, median=0.52, SD=0.3, n=9). The second way of depicting actions consists in incorporating and displaying their context-specific features, such as deictic references to specific locations in the surroundings or a particular manner of action performance. In another example, an arm moved forward and downward depicted the action of moving something in a certain direction relative to the surroundings and laying it in a certain place. So, in addition to depicting a type of action, such gestures were enriched with additional information specifying aspects of action performance (cf. Kendon, 2004; Gerwing and Allison, 2009;:104, 185). They make up 48% (n=44) of the gestures in the data and we call them contextualized depictions. These specifying gestures normally rely on elements in the spatio-material configuration (cf. Goodwin, 2018). However, speakers may also exploit proxy referents established in the gesture space (see Streeck, 2009a:124 on blending of spaces), especially when the actual referents are displaced, that is, located outside the speakers’ material environment (e.g., referring to the construction site while talking in the office). As an example, one hand may represent a particular object upon which the other hand moves, representing the action of putting one object onto the other.

These two modes of action depiction manifest two different speaker orientations to what is relevant in a given situation – the action itself or its context-specific features. We exemplify both ways of action depiction in Extract 2, where Tomasz explains to Ivar (a Swedish superior speaking Swedish-Norwegian) that he has “cleaned up” the area by moving some reinforcing rods to a different place. He responds to a question from Ivar in which the latter notices that the rods have been moved from the place he refers to with a pointing gesture (line 32).


[image: image]

EXTRACT 2. L2 Norwegian, site.


While informing Ivar that he has removed the rods, Tomasz depicts the action with a single horizontal sweeping arm movement from right to left (Figure A). This is a conventional gesture the workers use when illustrating the action of removing things from a place. Here the enactment does not provide any additional information about the action. It neither refers to any object or place in the material context (the area referred to by Ivar is not where they are standing) nor indicates the direction of the removal or the manner of execution. It generically depicts the action of ‘cleaning up’, introducing it as an action type. By doing so, Tomasz makes it visible to Ivar so that the latter is not only informed about it but also potentially witnesses it. The ‘witnessability’ of a gesture has been described as a way of providing evidence for an action (Nevile, 2007). In our example, this action is crucial in terms of what Tomasz aims to highlight as interactionally relevant. Importantly, he does not directly answer Ivar’s question that already includes noticing that the rods are gone but emphasizes that he has cleaned up the whole place. In other words, Tomasz provides a transformative answer (Stivers and Hayashi, 2010) in which he shifts the focus of the question to a different type of action (cleaning up the place instead of merely moving the rods). When he introduces the cleaning up, it is not the contextual aspects that are relevant but the action itself, the fact that the action has been carried out. Therefore, his gesture relies on a default and generic representation of the type of action in question. In this way, Tomasz can facilitate and secure recognition of the verbalized action by drawing on shared knowledge of a conventional iconic depiction of it.

In the next part of his response (line 38), Tomasz informs Ivar where he has put the rods. While naming the action a second time, he makes a two-stroke gesture by moving his left stretched arm with a flat hand open forward and slightly downward (Figure B). This is also a conventional gesture used for placing something somewhere. However, here the depiction simultaneously provides information about where the rods have been placed (cf. Kendon, 2004 on location-establishing actions). Tomasz moves his arm in the direction of the place and verbally refers to it with the locative adverb der (‘there’). In other words, his gesture combines action depiction with deictic reference as one meaningful package. The generic meaning of his arm movement is enriched by a specification of the location relative to Tomasz’s and Ivar’s position in the spatio-material configuration. Put differently, Tomasz’s specifying gesture is ‘environmentally coupled’ (Goodwin, 2007, 2018), as it incorporates elements of the surroundings and requires mutual orientation to the material space in order to make sense of it (cf. Streeck, 2008). This indicates that rather than merely securing the recognition of action, the employment of a specifying gesture serves to ensure the understanding of action performance by tying it to the material environment and exploiting the latter’s resources.

The selection of one mode of action depiction rather than another is clearly motivated locally and has several consequences. We have already shown that generic depictions highlight the relevance of the action itself while contextualized depictions mark the relevance of the contextual details of action performance. Each mode uses its own interpretative space which requires different orientations from both the speaker and the recipient. While generic depictions are based on a common conceptual space (common ground), their specifying counterparts refer to the contextually specific material space. Consequently, depending on the mode of action depiction, joint attention is constituted through different means. When selecting generic depictions, speakers mobilize resources that draw on assumed shared knowledge of conventional iconic aspects of the verbalized action. When producing contextualized depictions, they additionally orient to the material environment and attend to its relevant details. In this way, the recipient’s attention to the performance of generic gestures seems less important. This can be seen in Figure A from Extract 2: When Tomasz depicts the action, Ivar does not directly attend to his gesture but looks somewhere else. In the case of specifying gestures, the recipient’s attendance to the depiction seems necessary for the referred action to be properly understood (this principle cannot be shown in the above fragment but will be demonstrated in Extract 7).



The Position of Action-Depicting Gestures

Depending on the mode of action depiction, gesture strokes tend to occupy different positions in relation to their verbal affiliates. Generic depictions most often begin before the affiliate is verbalized (cf. rydde ‘clean up’ in the second turn construction unit in line 34, Extract 2), but they also make up the majority of the verb-synchronized gestures. Contextualized gestures, on the other hand, tend to occupy post-verbal positions, their strokes usually beginning when the verb is being verbalized and extending over the verb phrase or even beyond the turn (cf. line 38 in Extract 2). Figure 3 shows how the absolute frequency of specifying and non-specifying gestures in our data changes depending on their positions relative to the verbal affiliates.


[image: image]

FIGURE 3. Change in the absolute frequency of the two modes of action depiction depending on their temporal positions relative to verbal affiliates (n = 84). Gestures with cross-extending strokes (n = 8), which begin pre-verbally and end post-verbally, are excluded.


In the following sections, we explore this positional variation with regard to grammatical and interactional environments. We describe each mode of action depiction in its standard and non-standard position, examining the local conditions of its employment.



Generic Depictions in Pre-verbal Position

As we have demonstrated in the previous section, generic depictions have a strong tendency to occupy the pre-verbal and verb-synchronized position. Among the 48 identified non-specifying gestures, in 31 (65%) the stroke begins before the verbal affiliate while in 12 (25%) it is produced during the verbalization of the action verb. These gestures make up 66% and 86% of all gestures in each group, respectively. This raises a question about the reason and the meaning of such positioning in conversational interaction.

Embodied actions that recurrently precede units in talk are frequently used to foreshadow the occurrence of these units and thus to make them expectable (Streeck, 1995; Auer, 2005). This projective potential can be traced back through a systematic, retrospective observation of their occurrence relative to what comes after. Gestures have been demonstrated to project components or sequences of talk (Schegloff, 1984; Streeck, 1995), turn or sequence completion (Streeck, 1995; Mondada, 2006) or the next social action in conversation (Streeck, 1995, 2009b; Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh, 2019). Pre-positioned gestures have been considered to mark the projection space in which a lexical affiliate is expectable (Schegloff, 1984) and prefigure elements in talk that are relevant in the course of events (Streeck, 1995). Pre-verbal strokes in our data clearly reveal similar characteristics. Gestures in this position by default project the verbalizations of the relevant actions that receive prominence in the course of the turn-in-progress. This was seen in Extract 2 (line 34), where the pre-verbal depiction highlighted the salience of a new type of action (“cleaning up”) relative to action that was referred to in the question (moving the rods). The function of prepositioning is even more evident in Extract 3, where pre-verbal depiction is employed twice. Here Tomasz and Jonas (another Swedish superior who speaks Swedish-Norwegian) are talking about dismantling a formwork that is used to mold and hold fluid concrete in place until it hardens. When Tomasz remarks that there is a lot of concrete in the formwork (line 01), Jonas adds that they have winter conditions (line 03), implying that the drying process may take a long time. As a solution to this problem, he suggests turning on heating in order to speed up the drying (line 05).
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Extract 3. Swedish-Norwegian, office.


When Jonas suggests that they can run the heating for a whole week, he initiates an adverbial adjunct projecting an account for why they should do it (line 10: “in order to be able to”). However, before coming to the action-denoting verb, he aborts the utterance in course, and in the ensuing inter-turn pause he produces a one-stroke gesture depicting the action of tearing something off (Figure A). More specifically, in the preparation phase, he stretches both arms forward with his hands positioned vertically and his fingers slightly bent and loosened. In the stroke phase he moves his arms quickly inward, depicting the action of wrenching something off. This constitutes a generic depiction in that it does not display or refer to any features of the physical surroundings. Tomasz responds to the enactment with a minimal response that claims recognition of the depicted action (line 12) that Jonas then verbalizes and completes the clausal unit.

After this, Tomasz inquires whether it will be cold next week (lines 16–17). After initially producing a hedged negative response, Jonas initiates a conditional construction addressing the contingency that it might be (line 20). While producing the second part of the conditional, Jonas makes a one-stroke gesture by rapidly moving both arms forward and slightly opening his palms, depicting heat beaming from a heater (Figure B). This gesture is also produced before the verbal affiliate ha varme på (‘run the heating’) and does not involve contextual specifications.

Both gestures from the above sequence display typical properties of generic depictions in pre-verbal position in the data. First, as in over 90% of the cases, the stroke is produced just before the verbal affiliate but after the initiation of the clause or phrase that serves as a syntactic matrix for the affiliate. In other words, the depicted action takes part in a larger syntactic projection. The trajectory of this projection in the three languages used in our data allows the recipient to anticipate the verbalization of an action soon after the stroke onset because the latter occurs right before the position where the syntactic frame requires a verb with the core semantic content (see Figure 4).2 Thus, pre-verbal gestures pre-introduce particular actions by drawing attention to what is coming at the level of verbalization, that is an action verb or a phrase that names the referred action.
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FIGURE 4. Temporal unfolding of generic pre-verbal gestures in their interactional and syntactic environment.


Second, the gestures are typical of pre-positioned gestures in that they are used to draw the recipient’s attention to an upcoming action that the speaker indicates as salient for what he conveys at that point in the conversation3. It is worth noting that not all verbalized actions receive gestural depiction. In line 09 in Extract 3, the phrase kör varmen (lit. ‘drive warmth’) does not receive gestural representation but in line 21 a similar phrase does. These two fragments differ in terms of conversational topic. When Jonas produces the first depiction, he locally highlights that the performance of the referred action (‘tearing off’) is the aim that warrants the use of heating during a whole week. However, when he responds to Tomasz’s question about the weather, he highlights the action of using heating as warranted by the cold. Thus, in both cases the depicted action is made salient because it serves local purposes – the bodily enactment refers to the role of action performance (either warranting or warranted) in the course of events. As a result, prepositioned gestures prefigure the relevance of the upcoming action by representing it as locally salient for what the speaker is doing in interaction. The focus on the action itself excludes the relevance of any context-specific features and allows the speaker to rely on shared knowledge of depiction conventions.

This leads us to a conclusion that at least partly explains why non-specifying depictions most often occupy the pre-verbal position. It seems that their generic character speaks in favor of their employment right before the verbal affiliate and within the above mentioned syntactic and interactional constraints. Because an action, not its contextual specifics, is interactionally relevant, the speaker makes use of the conceptual space and draws on the generic representations of action performance. This seems to facilitate launching the gesture stroke earlier and marking that the action is in play, which, in turn, helps the recipient identify this action in advance. One reason is that generic depictions are easier and faster to design than specifying gestures. In the case of the latter, a motor scheme of action depiction must be adapted to the spatio-material environment and reference to this environment by default requires attracting the recipients’ attention to the gesture in order to ensure their orientation in the environment and thus their understanding of the specifics of the referred action. As far as generic depictions are concerned, attention to the specifics of the gesture is not required because the following verbalization secures the recognition of the depicted action anyway. Yet, this is far from claiming that the gesture increases redundancy. Its occurrence clearly manifests that the speaker prepares the recipient for the upcoming mention of the action and indicates that this action is salient in the context of what is being said.



The Temporal Manipulation of Pre-positioned Gestures

In preparing the interlocutor for the upcoming verbalization of an action, speakers may use a range of spatio-temporal practices to render pre-verbal gestures more salient and recognizable. For instance, they may increase the length of the gestures or make them take up a large part of the gesture space. They may also position them in intra-turn pauses or complete the stroke before the onset of the affiliate. For instance, the first gesture in Extract 3 (line 11) above is produced in an extended intra-turn pause and with large arm movements, from maximal extension to maximal retraction of the hands. This increases its noticeability or witnessability (cf. Goodwin, 1986). Such an early completed stroke provides a possibility for the recipient to pay attention to the depiction and identify the referred action well before it is verbalized. Consequently, the temporal manipulation of pre-verbal gestures may serve as a pre-emptive practice in contexts where mutual understanding is at risk.

As we saw in that extract, Tomasz marks his understanding of the depiction before Jonas verbalizes the corresponding action (line 12 and 13). This instance illustrates a regularity observed in our data: The larger time gap between a gesture and its verbal affiliate is, the more witnessable the gesture becomes. Its witnessability, in turn, increases the chances of its recognition. In this way, non-specifying gestures in pre-verbal position establish their own relevance (cf. Streeck, 1995) and autonomy with regard to the talk, meaning that 1) their semantic content is independent of spatio-material constraints, and 2) in certain configurations they can work well without their linguistic affiliates, carrying the potential to co-constitute syntactic-bodily units (Keevallik, 2013). However, since our study focuses on the positional variation of action-depicting gestures relative to verbal affiliates, all pre-verbally represented actions that we have collected are additionally verbalized.

This raises a question about the role of action verbalization after the depiction has been completed and marked as recognized. In the example above, the verbalization can be seen as motivated by the fact that the speaker adds a temporal specification (the adverb fortare ‘faster’) and thereby needs to produce the main verb due to syntactic constraints. However, in Extract 4 there is no explicit evidence of such a motivation. Here Ivar explains to Tomasz when they will slow down work pace. When the sequence begins, Ivar points at a printed holiday schedule, marking a period he refers to with the adverb här ‘here’.
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EXTRACT 4. Swedish-Norwegian, site.


This adverb initiates a clausal unit that Ivar builds up incrementally. Before forming the second part of this unit (line 05), he prepares for the stroke by raising his right arm with the hand palm open down4. Then, as he suspends the delivery of the rest of the clause, he produces the gesture stroke by moving his arm downward (line 06, Figure A). The gesture is rendered particularly salient by a rather slow arm movement, making the gesture last for 0.9 s, and by a large excursion of the arm, from a very high to a very low position in the gesture space. Tomasz responds to his depiction with the strong epistemic assertion ‘I know’. By selecting this response form, he not only marks recognition of the referred action but also claims having prior access to the information conveyed (cf. Heritage and Sefi, 1992). Such a response has been characterized as resisting the informative value of the news (Sidnell, 2012) and even treating the delivered information as unnecessary (Mikesell et al., 2017). It is therefore surprising that Ivar subsequently decides to both verbalize the action in question and repeat the gesture, this time synchronized with the verbalization of the particle verb (line 09, Figure B). Relative to the first gesture, this one is enacted less prominently, taking up half as much time and using much less of the gesture space. One explanation for this seemingly redundant completion can be that he orients to Tomasz’s status as an L2 speaker and seeks to avoid the possibility of a misunderstanding. We have already seen that Ivar performs the first gesture in a rather exaggerated way and thereby seems to make extra efforts to secure recognition of the referred action. Furthermore, as Tomasz starts responding (line 07), Ivar starts turning his head toward him, thereby preparing to monitor him visually for evidence of understanding. The verbalization of action combined with the gesture and gaze directed at Tomasz (Figure B) thus reveals Ivar’s uncertainty about whether his previous multimodal utterance was indeed understood and seems to secure the recognition of the verbalized action one more time. After this, Tomasz does not respond to the delayed completion but instead changes the topic and proceeds with the activity in course (line 11). This indicates that he indeed treats the verbalization as redundant. We would argue that Ivar’s highly explicit form of expression, which would otherwise seem exaggerated and redundant, constitutes a pre-emptive practice oriented to securing mutual understanding in the face of potential problems related to limited linguistic resources in common.



Synchronization of Gesture and Affiliate

The speakers adjust the gesture structure and the temporal unfolding of the stroke to the position of the verbal affiliate. It is a general feature of depictions that they may be dynamically adjusted to the temporal and syntactic conditions, and thus strokes can be multiplied if needed. However, 83% of non-specifying gestures in our data do not cross the right boundary of affiliate verbalization. In Extract 4, Ivar’s depiction consists of two strokes that compose the whole stroke phase. The second stroke is produced simultaneously with the verbalization. It is twice as short in time as the first one and ends with the end of the particle verb. This demonstrates that the verbal affiliate, naturally enough, is a pivot relative to which speakers most often organize their depictions temporally. Interestingly, for non-specifying enactments the affiliate usually marks out the last moment of depiction, while for the specifying ones it functions as the point of departure (see the sections below).

The second stroke of Ivar’s gesture is produced as a repetition of the enactment. Stroke synchronization with the verbal affiliate is found in repeated strokes in our data. It happens within a complex stroke phase in which one of the strokes aligns with the verb (as in Extract 4, Figure B) or independently, as a separate depiction aligned with a repeated affiliate. The example above gives us some clues as to how to understand the difference between the pre-verbal and the verb-synchronized positioning of action-depicting gestures. Ivar’s first gesture marks that what is structurally following the word tempot (‘tempo’) is an action of a certain type. However, when he repeats the same action while verbalizing it, he clarifies what action the gesture represents. This shows us two slightly different orientations toward the referred action, namely one that displays that the gesture is about an action and one demonstrating what action the gesture is about.

12 out of 14 gestures in our data that are independently synchronized with their verbal affiliates belong to generic depictions. Verb-synchronized gestures differ from the pre-verbal ones in some respect. On average, the stroke phase in the former is shorter and lasts 296 ms (median=300, SD=100) while in the latter it is 463 ms long (median=370, SD=373). Synchronization shows that speakers attend to the exact timing and the proper temporal extension of the stroke phase so that the enactment is produced within the boundaries of the verb production. Since this must be done in such a short time, the composition of a gesture is normally limited to a single stroke (all cases but one in the data).

Apart from repeated enactments, verb-synchronized gestures occur in two other environments in our data: They either depict one of two consecutive actions that is assumed by the speaker to be epistemically shared or represent an action the speaker has inferred from the prior talk and needs confirmation of. In Extract 5 below, we exemplify the use of a verb-synchronized gesture depicting an action that is inferred from talk. It shows how the gesture is used to support the naming of the action that seeks confirmation from the recipient. The sequence is a part of a conversation on the construction site in which Andreas tells Tomasz that the provisional wooden guardrails on one of the buildings can be dismantled. He does not name the action explicitly, but merely implies it by referring to what they ‘began yesterday’. While mentioning the particular elements he is referring to, Andreas points at them (lines 01–02). After this, Tomasz initiates two repair sequences in the form of understanding checks. First, he seeks confirmation of the intended referent by repeating the demonstrative pronoun with rising intonation and pointing at and moving his arm along the construction (line 04). Subsequently, he requests confirmation about the action to be taken by naming it with rising intonation (line 07) and depicting it with his right arm.
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EXTRACT 5. L2 Norwegian, site.


The stroke phase occurs within the boundary of the verbalized action verb and consists of one rapid arm movement from right to left that makes an arch-shaped trajectory. The gesture can be interpreted as an iconic depiction of decomposing or demolishing something. It does not provide any context-specific features of the referred action, such as directional or referential information. While producing it, Tomasz’s arm and fingers are not facing the construction (which might otherwise suggest that he simultaneously makes reference to it) but are positioned parallel to it.

As Andreas is not explicit about the action to be taken, Tomasz checks his understanding of Andreas’s utterance by explicitly naming the action and simultaneously depicting it in front of Andreas in a way that guarantees its visibility. Despite the fact that Andreas does not directly attend to the gesture, the depiction provides an additional cue that facilitates assessing whether the inference is right and responding to the question. The use of a synchronized gesture in the environment of a confirmation-seeking question additionally illustrates Tomasz’s inferential understanding. Here the role of the generic depiction is not to prefigure an upcoming action (as in the case of pre-verbal gestures) but to represent the particular action being expressed. As in gesture repetitions or descriptions of consecutive actions (where one action leads to another), this serves to ensure that the exact instance of the relevant action is properly recognized.

The above example displays one more detail that reveals speakers’ orientation to the generic depiction of action relevance. Tomasz establishes reference to the guardrail independently, before checking his understanding about the action to be taken. This represents a pattern found in the data: When action relevance is to be highlighted, speakers tend to establish the necessary contextual specifics of action performance separately. This provides evidence that speakers do distinguish action depiction in generic terms from action depiction in specific terms. In our case, context-specific features of the depicted action are treated separately, as Tomasz’s question highlights the action itself, not its local details (see also Extract 4).

So far, we have shown that generic action depictions in their most common positions follow regular patterns within the interactional and syntactic organization of talk. The verbal affiliate is treated as a pivot in this organization and action depiction is temporally adjusted and manipulated in advance of action verbalization. We have also demonstrated that when speakers synchronize gestures with their verbal affiliates, they distinguish between the relevance of action type and the relevance of a particular action. They also separate action depiction when it is to be understood in generic terms from its context-specific aspects if these need be indicated.



Generic Depictions Extended Post-verbally

Five non-specifying gestures in our data are non-typical in that they occupy the post-verbal position, their stroke beginning when the verbalization of the referred action comes to an end. Another one starts before the verbalization and ends after turn completion. All these instances have two common features. First, the strokes are extended in time and cross the syntactic boundary of the turn, entering into turn transition space. Second, they are reacted to with (minimal) responses, alternatively, the verb and the gesture are reformulated until a response is produced. Consequently, we see this non-canonical use of generic depictions as a practice used for generating response from the interlocutor.

In Extract 6 we show how a non-specifying post-verbal gesture is used in a directive produced by a Swedish superior (Ivar) to the Polish worker (Tomasz). The gesture consists of two strokes. The first one begins while the verb is being verbalized and extends beyond it, ending in the turn transition space. The second one follows the former in the pause and ends while Tomasz is providing his acceptance of the directive.
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EXTRACT 6. Swedish-Norwegian, site.


When Ivar says that the roof must be cleaned, he does not depict the verbalized action but instead points to where the cleaning is to be performed, thereby specifying the verbal place reference (line 01). In line 07, he elaborates the request by specifying that it is something they can do when there are no other pressing tasks. As he verbalizes the action again, he adds a gestural depiction by moving his right arm twice from right to left with the hand palm open vertically. This is a generic depiction of cleaning up (as also seen in Extract 2) and does not include deictic references to the roof or iconic depictions of the manner of action. The temporal span goes beyond the turn, prolonging the relevance of the referred action. The temporal orientation is clearly different compared to the previous ones: The depiction does not foreshadow an upcoming action (probably because it has already been named in line 01) but marks the relevance of responding. Tomasz’s reaction is delayed, following Ivar’s initiation of the second stroke long after the end of his turn. This provides evidence that the prolonged depiction may function as a device prompting response and that Tomasz orients to it as an indication that his reaction is anticipated. Importantly, Tomasz does not produce merely a minimal response but a construction he conventionally uses to mark acceptance, which reveals his orientation to the directive meaning of Ivar’s turn. Thus, the gesture co-participates in establishing mutual understanding in two ways. As a generic depiction it highlights the relevance of the action type the directive is built upon and indicates. As a post-verbally extended gesture it signals that the confirmation of uptake is expected.

Gestures crossing the boundaries of turns have been identified as a resource for signaling the social action of an utterance, making it intelligible for the recipient and thus establishing mutual understanding (Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh, 2019). And Kendon (1995) notes that the prolongation of gesture is a way of displaying that reply is expected. This is also observable in the extract below and the other five examples in our data. Speakers seem to extend the span of action depiction until they receive confirmation of uptake from their recipients. If response is lacking, they may reformulate the turn together with the gesture (which happens in one case in our data).

This leads us to the conclusion that these six cases represent a variant use of post-verbal strokes that contribute to the achievement of mutual understanding of the social action an utterance performs. By highlighting the relevance of action type, generic depictions facilitate and secure the recognition and visibility of a particular action. The identification of this action is crucial for understanding of the utterance’s function, which may explain why gesture prolongation in our data is used in instructions and directives (cf. Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh, 2019). In order to receive confirmation of mutual understanding, speakers extend depictions beyond the turn. We argue that such temporal extension makes non-specifying gestures marked, as they occupy a non-standard position relative to the affiliate. In this way they can draw recipients’ attention to the relevance of responding.



Contextualized Depictions in Post-verbal Position

In 26 out of 39 (66%) specifying gestures in our data, the stroke occupies the post-verbal position, while in another 5 it begins pre-verbally but extends beyond the verbal affiliate. Contextualized depictions make up 79.5% of all gestures that cross the boundary of the affiliate and 84% of all strokes initiated during its verbalization at the earliest and completed post-verbally. In Extract 2 we have shown that the specification of action draws on the spatio-material environment and may be supported by deictic or directional components in talk, usually locative and directional adverbs. This is the case in slightly more than half the instances in our data. The other half does not include verbal indications of placement or direction. These depictions either mark the direction of action by means of gestures alone, or they focus on the manner of action performance. Extract 7 presents a case where a directional specification of depiction is not supported linguistically but relies on the recipient’s orientation to the gesture in statu nascendi.
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EXTRACT 7. Swedish-Norwegian, site.


After Tomasz points out that they do not have enough space to perform the task he and Ivar have been talking about, Ivar notes that a table formwork will be moved that day, implying that this will solve the problem. Just as Ivar initiates his turn, he points with his right index finger to the left, making reference to one of the teams. Then he makes a long movement with his arm from left to right and stretches it at the end with the index finger pointing toward the other side of the construction site. Tomasz follows the enactment and manifests his understanding with a third-position receipt (line 31). The gesture illustrates an action of moving from one place to another. There are two details that speaks in favor of its depictive character: 1) the stroke starts with the verbalization of the action verb kjøre (‘drive’) and ends right before the turn ending, followed by a gesture hold; 2) the pointing is not a single and independent gesture but a part of a long, continuous movement. The depiction incorporates a concrete point of departure in the spatio-material environment, marks the trajectory and direction of the formwork movement, and makes deictic reference to the destination. By including these specifics in the embodied action, Ivar substantiates his implication that there will be more space. This supplementary information is crucial for understanding the contextual aspects of the verbalized action and thus the full meaning of Ivar’s response. The lack of locative adverbs in speech seems to be warranted by the fact that Tomasz is positioned opposite Ivar and attends to the gesture. Moreover, Ivar uses a verb KJØRE (‘drive’) that does not require a locative adjunct, and the context-specific details are not central to the point of his utterance, the main point being that the table formwork will be (re-)moved. This contrasts with Extract 2, where the verb LEGGE (‘lay’) required a locative adjunct and the central point of the utterance was to specify the contextual aspects, as the action itself had already been highlighted earlier in generic terms.

These two cases demonstrate how the combination of gestural and syntactic elements is motivated sequentially and used to accentuate and modulate the relevancies of action performance. Furthermore, we can also see that the supplementary use of different modalities (verbal and gestural) is a result of an interplay between syntactic constraints and interactional relevancies. Contextualized depictions can effectively represent indexical elements of action and thus be used instead of lexical items in cases where the latter are not syntactically required. But this effectiveness is achievable only when it is locally evident for the speaker that the recipient attends to the depiction.

Contextualized depictions in our data are employed more often on site than in the office (66% of the cases), which is not unexpected considering the fact that they draw on elements of the surrounding spatio-material environment5. The ones that do occur in the office are instead based on (pre-) establishment of proxy referents in the gesture space. In such cases, the organization of action depiction becomes more complex, as it must rely on available resources that can be used as substitutes: material (such as objects), abstract (such as graphic representations) and conceptual (shared knowledge on how certain things are done or on how certain objects are related to each other). In Extract 8, we demonstrate how such depictions are employed through a transposition of spatio-material arrangements from construction drawings to the gesture space. Jonas explains to Tomasz how they can block up a hole in a room in the construction site so that they can effectively use a heater in order to speed up concrete drying. Before naming the action, he points at a drawing on the table, clarifying which hole in the building he is referring to.
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EXTRACT 8. Swedish-Norwegian, office.


The drawing is an important point of departure for Jonas in his depiction of action. It provides information about spatial details that he incorporates to the gesture co-expressed with the next utterance (line 11) and makes Tomasz attend to. In the preparation phase, Jonas lifts both hands at the chest height and after producing the action verb (sätta ‘put’), he makes a stroke by moving them forward and slightly upward. The gesture depicts an action of putting some large, flat object with both hands at some height in order to cover the mentioned hole. Thus, the role of this enactment is not just to mark the relevance of putting something on something (which could be depicted with one hand) but to draw Tomasz’s attention to the specific manner of this action, namely how a veneer can be mounted in order to cover the hole. This involves marking a spatial relationship between hands and virtual objects in the gesture space. By securing understanding of these specifics, Jonas can secure understanding of his suggestion (cf. Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh, 2019). Importantly, Tomasz displays his recognition right after the stroke, in an intra-turn pause well before the utterance in course is complete. His change-of-state token å ja (‘oh yes’) compositionally and prosodically seems to treat the information as news. This indicates that Tomasz attends to the gesture, making sense of the combination of the verbalized action and its depiction.



Contextualized Depictions in Pre-verbal Position

11 contextualized depictions in our data are positioned pre-verbally and do not cross the border of the verbal affiliate6. They make up 25% of all contextualized depictions and 23% of the gestures with strokes initiated pre-verbally. By means of their positioning, they prefigure both the verbal representation of the action and possible references to contextual aspects of its performance. This raises a question about the interactional motivations for this use of specifying gestures.

When analyzing these depictions in more detail, we find that they share two crucial features. The first is that, just as generic depictions in the same position, they occur within a larger syntactic projection that allows the recipient to anticipate the action. However, syntax does not necessarily project the verbalization of context-specific details of action performance. This can be observed in the previous example (Extract 8, line 15) where Jonas starts the depiction of ‘blowing out’ by referring with his hand to the drawing and marking where the air may escape. There is nothing in his turn that could indicate the place and the direction of action, yet he marks these specifics by positioning his hand and executing the stroke in a certain manner relative to the drawing.

Another feature that characterizes these gestures is that they are part of a larger gestural complex. In other words, before the stroke is produced, the relevance of gesture is already established and the recipient’s attention is secured by means of linguistic (e.g., deixis) and bodily (e.g., pointing, showing, walking) resources. This pattern was not observed in post-verbal specifying gestures, which are often used independently as single and momentary enactments. It seems therefore that the larger gesture complex supports and enables the depiction and recognition of context-specific elements of action performance before they are verbalized. In Extract 9, we show how gestural relevance is pre-established and how contextualized depiction relates to syntax. After finding out that the construction drawings lack information about additional stirrup reinforcement, Tomasz tells his Polish co-worker (Adam) about the problem. In lines 01–06 he first announces the problem and then introduces the solution that his Swedish superior had suggested earlier on.
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EXTRACT 9. Polish, site.


When introducing the problem in lines 01–02, Tomasz uses the demonstrative these to refer to the stirrups and depicts the way in which they have to be anchored in the place he has just pointed at. After adding that this is the knowledge he had not had access to, he informs Adam about the solution and starts walking forward (line 08). The syntactic-bodily combination of the utterance tutaj podjedzie się tym (‘one will drive up here with this’) and Tomasz’s walking toward the relevant place is used to project a scene of action depiction. It also reveals that Tomasz does not treat his announcement of a solution as sufficient and clear enough for Adam. By walking to the place of action performance, he marks that he is going to show Adam more accurately how they can install the stirrups, thereby pre-establishing the relevance of a gestural depiction. At the same time, walking is also used to invite Adam to join him, which Adam accepts by following. Adam reaches the place a bit later than Tomasz, and Tomasz waits until Adam approaches him before he initiates the preparation phase by lowering his right arm (line 11). As a result, Adam’s attention to the upcoming depiction is established before the depiction is enacted.

Tomasz makes two similar strokes that illustrate how the stirrups can be installed on the reinforcing bars. Each consists of moving the arm upward with the wrist and the fingers bent inward. The first stroke comes in an inter-turn pause between two coordinated clauses. There are two local cues that indicate an action in progress. First, a fall-to-mid intonation contour of the first clause marks that a continuation is on the way. This modifies the semantic content of the clause, presenting the referred action (driving up with the lift) as a necessary precursor to some other action (in contrast to the clause in line 09). Second, right after the first stroke ends and before the second begins, Tomasz initiates the second clause with the conjunction ‘and’ followed by a topicalized adverbial constituent that highlights the manner and spatial dimension of action performance. The occurrence of the depiction before the topicalized components shows that it is first of all the contextual specifics of the action that the gesture projects. The topicalization of directional preposition phrase is one piece of evidence that the manner of action performance is given informational prominence. Moreover, the action has already been named (line 08) so in terms of topical focus, it is the manner of performance that becomes interactionally salient at this point7.

On the basis of the analysis of this extract, which is typical of this category of gestures, we argue that the pre-verbal positioning of contextualized depictions serves to draw the recipient’s attention to the upcoming specifics of action performance in cases where these aspects constitute the informational focus of the utterance. A necessary precondition for doing this is that the recipient’s attention to the gesture has already been secured. This explains the difference between the pre-verbal and the post-verbal positioning of contextualized depictions. While the latter serve to introduce context-specific details as an addition to an informational focus on the action itself, the former serve to make them salient as an independent focus of the utterance.

The example above again shows that the temporal position of action depiction is crucial in the way recipients orient to gesture content. Contextualized depictions in post-verbal position occur when the action is already verbalized, thus the stroke’s role is to carry additional information. In the pre-verbal position, the gesture marks the contextual specifics of action performance as informationally prominent.




DISCUSSION

The study has examined the positional variation of action-depicting gestures by focusing on the relationship between their semantic properties and their temporal unfolding relative to the verbal affiliates that named the depicted actions. We have specifically looked at why participants represent verbalized actions gesturally and how they execute this within syntactic units. By paying particular attention to the sequential organization of interaction, the study contributes to research on gesture and social interaction by showing that the employment and the temporal management of action-depicting gestures is motivated locally and their positional variation is meant to mark different pragmatic goals.

We have demonstrated that speakers use two modes of action depiction. The first one illustrates an action in generic terms, without referring to the elements of the spatio-material context (generic depiction). The second one represents an action in specific terms, adding to the depiction additional information about context-specific features of action performance as either complementary or supplementary content (contextualized depiction). Speakers use these modes to draw the recipients’ attention to different aspects of action performance that they want to make locally relevant. Generic depictions serve to highlight the relevance of action and facilitate its recognition by relying on shared knowledge of gestural conventions drawn from the conceptual space. Contextualized depictions are used to highlight the specifics of action performance (e.g., direction or manner) and facilitate its understanding by exploiting the material space. This distinction proposes an alternative view on the role of iconic gestures based on the situated significance of action features and the extent to which participants need to make use of the material context to generate their depictions. Our analysis provides empirical evidence revealing that speakers orient to these two modes of action depiction differently by manipulating its positional and temporal alignment with syntactic structures and by managing gestural composition in interactional turns in distinct ways.

Our study has demonstrated that the stroke of generic depictions is most often initiated before the verbalization of action or synchronized with the verbal affiliate while in the case of their contextualized counterparts it usually starts during the verbalization of action and extends beyond the verb phrase or the turn. We have argued that the earlier occurrence of non-specifying gestures is facilitated by the fact that generic depictions can be generated faster because they draw on already accessible knowledge assumed as shared. This is supported by local purposes, as the role of generic depictions is to draw attention to the action as a type, not to its specifics. Consequently, prepositioning foreshadows the salience of action type while synchronization highlights the particular action named in speech. Both serve to secure the recognition of the named action, either by providing cues as to what the recipient can expect as forthcoming or what exactly the speaker is indicating. Contextualized depictions, on the other hand, provide information based on a coupling of iconic illustration and referential specification within the spatio-material environment, which requires establishing the recipient’s attention to the gesture in order to make it understandable. This seems to take more time and interactional effort and explains the post-verbal positioning of these gestures. Through a depiction that is executed during and after action verbalization (the stroke sometimes being multiplied), the speaker can signal that s/he illustrates more than just the action that is already being represented verbally. In other words, it seems that the role of the post-positional expansion of action depiction is to make the recipient orient to the gesture as a means of providing additional information about the action.

The participants not only position their action-depicting gestures differently relative to the verbal affiliate but they also manipulate speech-gesture (a)synchrony. For instance, in order to pre-empt understanding problems and make the upcoming action more prominent, they may position the gesture in an intra-turn pause and complete it before the affiliate onset, which has the potential to attract the recipient’s attention. In our data almost half of the pre-verbal strokes were initiated during silence, and over 2 of 5 were completed before the affiliate. This challenges previous claims about the predominant stroke-speech synchronization (McNeill, 2005) and the reasons for potential asynchrony, such as speech disfluency or lexical retrieval difficulties (Krauss and Hadar, 1999; Chui, 2005). What we thus claim is that the temporal management of gestures is the resource that speakers use to mark different relevancies depending on their local needs and assessments. Word search might be one of them and trouble pre-emption another. This demonstrates that gesture-speech orchestration is a matter of flexibility, although limited. In interactional conditions, speakers adjust their embodied actions to the on-going talk and recipients make sense of this synergy by monitoring it. As we have shown, in some cases gestures provide sufficient information and the verbalization turns out to be redundant from the recipient’s point of view (cf. Schegloff, 1984). However, speakers generate their gestures (and recipients interpret them) by orienting to their temporal and structural constraints. These are marked out by syntax and the topical unfolding of interaction.

The dynamic temporal adjustment of action depiction happens in relation to syntactic components and units. In our data, the verbal affiliate is not only a semantic base that disambiguates the enactment but also a pivot of gestural alignment with speech. In most cases the verbalization of an affiliate was the moment of either gesture-speech synchronization, the completion of a pre-verbal depiction, or the beginning of a post-verbal one. This shows that the position of verbal constituents is consequential for speech-gesture coordination. Moreover, the temporal-syntactic span of speech before and after the affiliate provides an important orientation frame in the recognition of gesture. Pre-verbal strokes normally occur during an on-going syntactic projection that leads to the verbalization of action. Post-verbal strokes often align with syntactic slots where the referential specification of the depicted action normally happens in the three languages studied and to which speakers orient through stroke prolongation or multiplication. However, syntactic units and action-depicting gestures are parts of a larger interactional mechanism. Their production is steered by the local unfolding of talk and alterations in its topical composition. Speakers decide to depict actions that are salient to what they are conducting, either because a given action receives a special explanatory status in the course of events or because they want the recipient to understand the specifics of action performance. Furthermore, in the mechanics of turn-taking speech-gesture coordination is accompanied by other perceptual signals (Holler and Levinson, 2019). Additional gestures and other modalities, such as body movement, gaze, spatial ostentation etc., play an important role in distinguishing the different modes of action depiction and establishing the recipient’s attention. For instance, when an action is to be highlighted generically but refers to an object that needs referential specification, the latter is not incorporated into the depiction but provided by a separate deictic gesture.

The described patterns and mechanisms reveal their internal, systemic logic. The temporal alignment of action-depicting gestures with speech in interaction seems to have a fixed order. With the verbal affiliate as a pivot, the gestural occupation of its left side demonstrates clearly different characteristics of action depiction than the gestural occupation of its right side (Figure 5). Yet, this order is sometimes violated when specifying gestures occur before the affiliate or when non-specifying ones extend post-verbally. As we have shown, these deviations serve specific interactional purposes and are employed in certain conditions. Specifying gestures in pre-position served to informationally focalize the specifics of action but only when the recipient’s attention to the gesture was already established. Generic depictions in post-position, which extended beyond the turn, functioned to evoke the recipient’s manifestation of understanding, especially when this was crucial for the execution of the referred action.
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FIGURE 5. Temporal alignment of action-depicting gestures and speech in the turn.


Due to sample size, any reliable statistical analysis to support our claims was not possible. However, a detailed, systematic analysis of interactions has provided grounds for the generation of the hypothesis that generic action depictions are most often positioned before their verbal affiliates while their contextualized counterparts normally occupy the post-verbal position. Our study is a point of departure for future research to address the issue of gestural depiction and its temporal alignment with syntax by using larger samples of naturally occurring interactions in material environments and check the statistical power of our claims. Yet another interesting issue would be to investigate the positioning of action-depicting gestures in languages with different word order than SVO.

The last several decades of research on human interaction has shown that linguistic structures are only one of the resources we use to make and understand meanings as well as to organize our conversations. In everyday talk, participants smoothly combine language forms with embodied signals and the elements of the material world into meaningful multimodal packages or gestalts (Mondada, 2014). Recent advances in Conversation Analysis and psycholinguistics indicate that, as opposed to unimodal signals (e.g., merely linguistic), such packages may in fact facilitate predictive language processing by binding linguistic and gestural signals across multiple levels of expression (Holler and Levinson, 2019). Hand-arm-finger depictive gestures are just one of the modalities composing this multimodal complex. Yet, knowledge of how action depiction works allows us to learn about the details of intersubjective meaning making processes. This, in turn, provides valuable insight into the cognitive aspects of language use in its natural social environment.
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FOOTNOTES

1Because Norwegian and Swedish are typologically close and mutually intelligible, we do not count the Swedish workers speaking Swedish-Norwegian as L2 speakers of Norwegian.

2All three languages belong to the SVO type.

3Tomasz’s response before the action verbalization (line 12) provides evidence that he attends to the depiction and recognizes the upcoming action.

4Note that Ivar self-repairs in line 05 by changing the subject from ‘we’ to ‘the tempo’. It seems that this change is motivated by the early stroke preparation that starts in line 02. Because he is going to depict the action of ‘going down’, the change makes sense, as the phrase ‘the tempo will go down’ is semantically unequivocal and thus more understandable than the phrase ‘we will go down’.

5In the case of non-specifying gesture this distinction does not provide any differences.

6Another 2 contextualized depictions are synchronized with the verbal affiliate. One of them is a repetition of action, another one provides reference to a place to which the recipient’s spatial orientation is delayed. However, due to space limits, we decided to exclude this case from the analysis. Additional 5 instances of specifying gestures begin pre-verbally but end after the verbalization of the verbal affiliate (cross-extending strokes).

7By the time Tomasz starts illustrating the action by showing how the stirrups will be installed, Adam has learnt about the object that the action refers to, why and where the action must be performed, what will be used to perform it, and what it is about.
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When customers bring a material item to a shop for repair, they must make the item and its troubles inspectable to the staff at the shop. This typically requires physical manipulation of the object by the customer. For their part, the staff person may then need to take the item into their own hands to further inspect it. A physical transfer of the object from customer to staff person may thus need to be accomplished. A practical problem that can arise in such transfers is this: who has the rights and responsibilities to touch and hold the object at any given time? In our data from a shoe repair shop, this practical problem is one of turn-taking of the participants’ hands, and the participants exhibit a clear normative orientation to “one person touches at a time”, with gaps and overlaps being common but brief. The parallels to verbal turn-taking are explored, as are the different affordances of each semiotic resource. The data are in American English.
Keywords: object transfer, turn taking, turn design, transition relevant place, manual transfer
INTRODUCTION
Many of our mundane everyday actions involve the transfer of a physical object from one person to the other, whether this be for the purpose of handing over a cup of coffee at the breakfast table, a set of car keys before setting out on a drive, money or a credit card when paying for a service or good at a shop, the remote control for the television, etc. Being such a mundane part of our life, object transfers usually happen unproblematically and take place largely unnoticed. This, however, is not to say that such transfers are unorganized or incidental. Rather, as we shall demonstrate in this paper, some types of object transfer appear to be systematically organized, so that the object is always and only held or touched by one person at a time, except for the millisecond of time during which the object is transferred from person to person. The specific context we are exploring for this is that of a North American shoe repair shop, in which customers regularly hand over items that need repairing to the staff. Figure 1 illustrates a number of such transfers at exactly the moment in which the object is transferred, where both customers and staff are touching the object.
[image: Figure 1]FIGURE 1 | The millisecond of an object transfer where the object is touched by both parties.
The seemingly seamless transfer of an object from hand to hand is reminiscent of the observation made for the transfer of conversational turns-at-talk, made by Sacks et al. (1974). Noting that turn transfer is generally smooth, with gaps (where no people are talking) and overlaps (where more than one person talks at a time) occurring, but only briefly, Sacks et al. (1974) convincingly demonstrated that turn-taking for talk-in-interaction is systematically organized through a set of “rules” that apply to turn constructional units, so that participants in interaction at any given time are able to foreshadow when a turn-at-talk is complete, when a new turn-at-talk can or should be initiated, and who can or should initiate that turn. The turn constructional units and the underlying turn-taking rules in combination thus serve as the explanation for the basic observation that when people engage in ordinary everyday talk, it is overwhelmingly the case that there is only one person talking at a time.
What we are similarly exploring in the current paper is the “systematics” for the organization of object transfer in the shoe repair shop. How is it that customer and staff manage to transfer an object brought in by the customer for repair in a manner that overwhelmingly means that the two touch the object simultaneously for only very short periods of time? How is it that gaps (where no one is holding or touching the object) and overlaps (where both participants are holding or touching the object) do occur, but then only briefly? And what occasions such occasional breaches of the systematics of object transfer and how are these breaches resolved by the participants? Our findings suggest, that in the shoe repair shop, the transfer of an object from customer to staff is tightly bound to the turn-taking system of talk and specifically to the production – by the customer – of a turn-at-talk that can be understood as a request for service. Thus, we will show that by orienting to the ongoing production of the service request, customer and staff in most cases manage to accomplish a smooth transfer of the object on which the request is centered. Specifically, we will show that the manual transfer of an object in the shoe repair shop is coordinated to begin as the customer is coming to the end of their verbal request, syntactically, prosodically and pragmatically (Ford and Thompson, 1996); in other words, the embodied work of transferring the object from customer to staff is oriented to as due at what Sacks et al. (1974) termed a Transition Relevance Place (TRP), projected by the customer’s formulation of their service request. At this place, we will show, a manual-visual inspection of the object by the staff has been made sequentially relevant, in order to determine whether the staff will grant or decline the request.
Our overall goals are, thus first, to document that object transfer is managed via a system that is parallel in many ways to the organization of verbal turn-taking. Secondly, we demonstrate that when troubles do occur in the otherwise smooth transfer of an object, these are resolved by the participants orienting to the same systematics of turn-taking that otherwise secure a smooth turn transfer. In order to highlight these parallels, we have chosen to adopt the terminology of the original turn-taking work and its subsequent development, thus using terms such as gaps and overlap for the transfer of objects in a similar fashion to how these terms are used for the transfer of turns at talk. We are of course well aware also of the differences between the two systems, in particular in terms of the different affordances lending themselves to the different media of interaction, and thus do not claim that the parallels we identify make the two systems identical despite the use of similar terminology. This and the issue of affordances are discussed in more detail throughout the paper and in particular in our discussion.
BACKGROUND
Though the interplay between language, the body and material objects has received some attention in recent conversation analytic literature on different commercial and professional settings (e.g. the edited volumes by Nevile et al. (2014), Day and Wagner (2019), Fox et al., (forth), as well as individual papers such as Streeck, 1996, Llewellyn, 2011, Heath, 2012, Mondada, 2019), studies that focus explicitly on how material objects are transferred between participants in interaction have only recently begun to receive attention. Moreover, these studies focus almost exclusively on the transfer of objects as a second pair part, i.e. on sequences in which some type of recruiting action has been initiated by one participant, either directly or indirectly, verbally or non-verbally, and a second participant offers assistance by proffering and handing over an object which will presumably meet the first participant’s needs (e.g.Sanchez Svensson et al. (2007), Heath et al. (2018), Horlacher (2019), In general, across these studies, the focus is not so much on the object transfer itself, but on the recruitment sequence as a whole, and in particular on the intricate ways in which the participants manage to express and anticipate needs for assistance, and accommodate these. In their studies of the operation theatre, for instance, Sanchez Svensson et al. (2007), Heath et al. (2018) and Heath and Luff (2020) explore how nurses, surgeons, trainees, anesthesiologists and other medical professionals monitor each other’s embodied conduct to anticipate when the passing of a medical tool or instrument is relevant, so that any accompanying talk in the form, for instance, of instructions or requests becomes unnecessary. Similar behavior has been observed in other professional settings, such as the hair salon (Horlacher, 2019), where apprentices likewise monitor the hair dresser’s activities to determine when it is relevant to provide a portable mirror used for the customer to assess the outcome of the hairdresser’s work. Studies by e.g. Rauniomaa and Keisanen (2012), Drew and Kendrick (2018), Kendrick (2021) and deSouza et al. (2021) that all focus on more everyday situations between relatives and friends similarly consider how the proffering and transfer of an object serves as a second pair part of a recruitment sequence. See also the much earlier and seminal work by Wootton (1991, 1994, 1997).
That object transfers are not exclusively used as a second pair pat of the recruitment sequence is illustrated in recent studies by e.g. Day and Wagner (2014), Tuncer and Haddington (2020) and Mondada and Sorjonen (forth), all of which focus more explicitly on the actual object transfers and how these may serve as a resource for displaying agency and involvement. With data collected from design workshops, Day and Wagner (2014) demonstrates how the material objects at the participants’ disposal serve as “tools of talk”, where the reaching for, taking, or holding on to an object can be used by participants to claim ownership not only of the object itself, but of the right to talk. Their findings moreover indicate a close interrelation between turn design and turn-taking on the one hand, and the transfer (and manipulation more generally) of material objects. The study of object transfers in a range of different contexts by Tuncer and Haddington (2020) further investigates the interrelation between the physical action of giving and taking an object on the one hand, and the verbal actions of requesting, offering and proffering on the other hand. They conclude that this interrelation and especially the way in which it is “played out” in a sequence of interaction makes for “meaningful resources for either participant to display agency in a joint course of action” (pp. 84). Similarly, Mondada & Sorjonen’s (forth) study of how merchandise is either placed and grasped, or given and taken, by customers and service providers in the context of convenience stores (so-called kiosks) illustrates that objects are transferred not just from the “assistant” or person offering assistance to the recruiter of assistance, but also in the other direction and as the embodiment of something other than a second, responsive action.
In the current study, object transfers similarly do not constitute the second pair part of a recruitment sequence in so far as it is in fact the recruiter (customer), who, upon delivery of their recruiting action or request, will proffer the object on which the request centers, to the respondent (service provider). In many ways, then, it seems that in this context the transfer of an object is in fact a constituency of the first pair part, the request for service, which then enables the service provider to provide a second pair part or response to the request. We thus build on the findings outlined above, to investigate in a systematic fashion, how turn design, turn-taking and the embodied action of transferring a material object across the counter in the shoe repair shop are closely interrelated, and specifically how the transfer of objects is closely coordinated with turn transition, in this specific context.
DATA
Our data for this study consists of video-recordings of service encounters in a shoe repair shop in a small town in North America, collected over the period from 2013–2015, with the written consent of the shop owners and implicit consent by the customers and staff. Though a shoe repair shop, the staff will attempt repair on almost any leather item, including shoes, boots, belts, and even baseball gloves and saddles. In addition, they will sometimes work on non-leather items, such as suitcases. The shop is owned and operated by a family, the current owner being the grandson of the founder; there are a few employees outside of the family who also work at the counter on occasion. Since there is no appropriate English term for the people who work at the shop, we have coined the term “shoetender,” on the model of “bartender,” to refer to them.
The video-recordings include instances in which customers bring an item in for repair, moments when they come to pick up their now-repaired items, and a few instances of customers coming in to browse for purchasable items such as insoles, laces and polish, or to inquire about the shop’s services. For the purposes of the current study, we focus exclusively on the instances in which customers bring in an item for repair, so-called “drop-offs”, of which we have for previous studies collated approximately 200 cases (see e.g. Fox and Heinemann 2016). As noted by Mondada & Sorjonen (forth), there is a significant distinction between what they call “putting” and “giving” in the context of service encounters. In the shoe repair shop as well as in the kiosks they investigate, customers may on occasion simply deposit an object on the counter, leaving it entirely up to the service provider at which point in the interaction they would wish to pick up that object, either to enter the cost of the item in the till (in the context of the kiosk) or to inspect the item to determine the needed repair (in the context of the shoe shop). On other occasions, customers instead hold onto the object and pass it on to the service provider at what they deem to be an appropriate place in the interaction. As it is exactly this point of the interaction and its interrelationship with the physical transfer of the object that we are interested in here, the current study is further delimited in scope by examining only cases in which the item is 1) given by the customer into the hands of the shoetender, or 2) taken by the shoetender from the hands of the customer. In other words, we have excluded cases in which the customer has placed the item on the counter for the shoetender to take, and the shoetender picks it up from the counter. There are roughly 90 instances of the focal phenomenon, out of the total of about 200 drop-off cases we have examined.
Drop-off cases are organized around the same set of sequential relevancies and so run off in very similar ways, though with variation from case to case. Typically, we have found that a customer entering the shoe shop with an item that they are seeking a repair for will exchange greetings with the shoetender, approach the counter and produce a verbal service request as soon as they have established an interactional framework with a shoetender at the counter (Fox and Heinemann, 2020). On occasion, a few customers will engage in small-talk before getting to the business at hand and occasionally the shoetender will produce an inquiry such as “how can I help you” to invite the customer to produce their service request. While producing the service requests1, customers will typically manipulate the item they have brought in for repair, thus both indicating manually what the problem is and making the problem visually accessible to the shoetender (Fox and Heinemann, 2015; Heinemann and Fox, 2019). Again typically, once the customer has reached the completion of their service request, the item will change hands, literally, and the shoetender will inspect the item more closely, concluding from this inspection whether they will be able to solve the problem and repair the item to the customer’s satisfaction, as well as what the cost of their potential solution will be. It is this transfer of the item, from customer to shoetender, that we are interested in exploring in the current paper. Extract (1) provides a first and very illustrative example of the pattern described above2:
In this extract, the customer approaches the counter with a pair of Birkenstock sandals in her hands. After the greetings at lines 01–02, she begins her requesting utterance with what we call a preliminary statement (so:- (.) I:::, have (0.4) these,;Fox and Heinemann, 2020), which is timed to allow her to arrive at the counter (on these, line 04), before starting the request proper (see also Sorjonen and Raevaara, 2014). Having briefly placed the sandals on the counter upon arrival, the customer picks them up again and starts to flip them as she initiates the request proper, which is here formatted as a declarative of trouble (Fox and Heinemann, 2021): the soles are getting (0.8) pretty close to wearing thru- (0.2) t- (.) to the cork?.hh. By the end of getting, the soles are fully exposed, and the heels are pointing directly towards the shoetender and in the shoetender’s line of vision. As the customer produces thru-, we see that the shoetender begins to move her hand to reach for the sandal (line 6). Interestingly, this is also the point at which the customer’s declarative request could be at least syntactically and pragmatically complete, despite the truncated nature of through, the customer’s utterance adequately describes the trouble with the sandals and as such allows the shoetender to determine – after an inspection – whether they are able to deliver the requested service. Prosodically, however, the customer’s turn is not complete, and though the shoetender’s arm is fully extended at t-, her hand has not yet reached the sandal. Moreover, while the customer initiates a self-repair (Schegloff, 2000) on this part of her utterance, the shoetender holds her hand in place, so that it is only when the customer’s request comes to both syntactic, pragmatic and prosodic completion on cork, that the shoetender’s hand arrives at the sandal. Notably, it is also only at this point that the customer lifts her gaze from the sandal and towards the shoetender, thus further indicating that a TRP has occurred and that the shoetender is being selected as next “speaker” (Kendon, 1967; Stivers and Rossano, 2010). In fact, on cork, it also seems that the customer very subtly moves the sandal towards the shoetender’s hand, with this slight movement of “giving”3 (Mondada & Sorjonen, forth) further indicating the reaching of a TRP and moreover projecting what the next relevant action would be (the shoetender’s taking and inspecting the sandal). As soon as the sandal is thus placed in the shotender’s hand, the customer releases her hold of that sandal (although she continues to hold the other one), and the transfer is complete.
Extract (1) above thus illustrates quite exquisitely how both shoetender and customer are orienting to the TRP of the turn-at-talk and specifically of the customer’s service request as being the exact moment at which a transfer of the repairable item could and should take place. The participants’ orientation to accomplishing this at the exact moment at which the service request is complete, is so finely attuned to the linguistic production of the service request that we see the participants adjusting their manual movements in accordance not just with the syntax of the service request, but also the prosodic features of its delivery, as well as with any so-called disfluencies (hesitations and repair) that arise in the production. What we can gather from the extract and the finely coordinated actions that it attests is thus that the object which is transferred from customer to shoetender is touched jointly by both only for the very briefest moment possible, exactly because of their joint orientation to the TRP, so that the joint touching of the item occurs exactly at the TRP of the customer’s service request (on the word cork) and is resolved immediately by the customer letting go.
[image: Figure 2]We turn now to further analysis and discussion of how participants in the shoe repair shop orient to the relevance of making the transfer of an object as brief as possible and occurring at the exact point at which such a transfer has been made relevant. We begin by taking a further look at cases such as that of Extract (1) above, where transfer of the repairable item is smooth and quick (Smooth Transfers of Objects); we next consider cases that in various ways appear to go against this general pattern, either because the expediency of the transfer is challenged by a gap, in which neither participant touches the repairable item (Delayed Transfers of Objects), or because the transfer is challenged by an overlap, during which both participants hold on to the item (Overlapping Transfers of an Object). We conclude with a discussion of how the particular affordance of repairable objects and the fact that the transfer of these takes place in a different stream than the verbal interaction in various ways influence the overall impact and effect of breaches to the normative pattern of establishing a smooth transfer, with no gap and no overlap.
Smooth Transfers of Objects
In this section, we focus on object transfers that are accomplished smoothly and in orientation to the turn design and TRP of the ongoing co-occurring talk. We dwell on this topic a bit to establish that participants do, in fact, orient to the TRP as a place for making an object transfer, and closely coordinate both their verbal and embodied action to reach that place together. Thus, just as the norm for verbal turn-taking as illustrated by Sacks et al. (1974) is that “one person talks at a time”, we similarly find that the normative orientation of the participants involved in an object transfer is that “one person touches at a time,” and to accomplish this the participants use the turn-taking system of talk as a scaffold. We saw a first case of this coordination in Extract (1) above. Extract (2) below provides another instance.
Here the customer comes into the shop with his repairable items in a plastic bag, which is a fairly common occurrence in the shoe repair shop. For customers who bring in their items in bags, part of their initial work is to bring the items out of the bag so that the items are available for demonstration and inspection as and when the service request is produced. Often, customers who are occupied with getting items out of a bag will produce some verbal components in orientation to the fact that an interaction has been started with the shoetender and a service request is relevant next; this can be for instance in the form of a preliminary statement, or as in the case of Extract (1) above, a general statement of the purpose of their visit, which seems to be what the customer in line 04 is beginning to produce with (>I’m here to see<) (. if:). This statement is, however, never completed, and we see further evidence of the customer “stalling” for time while getting his shoes out of the bag, first when in line 06 he starts another statement (See this is ), secondly when he produces a long uh in place of completing this second statement, and finally with the long silence of 1.4 s in line 07, during which he finally manages to get the shoes out of the bag and onto the counter. Only once the shoes are visible and on the counter, does the customer start the request, here in the form of an inquiry as to the cost of what he wants done (>how much would it< cost to (0.2) jus:t stitch this up a little bith:., line 08). This is hearably complete at the end of bit – pragmatically the requested service has been explicated, syntactically the clause is complete and prosodically we hear a step down to low in the speaker’s range, a feature often found at turn endings in American English. There is also a very strong release of the final consonant of bit, and releases are known to be ending-implicative in English (Local and Walker, 2012). As in Extract (1) above, we see the shoetender orienting to the potential turn completion and thus a possible TRP and Object Transfer Relevance Place (OTRP) by beginning to move his hand towards the item, just before the turn is complete, in this case on the last syllable and word of the turn, bit. The shoetender’s hand arrives at the shoe at the same time that he verbally produces a shift implicative kay (Beach, 1993), further underscoring his understanding that the service request is complete and that the next relevant action is an inspection of the shoe. As soon as the shoetender’s hand touches the shoe on kay the customer begins to retract his hand; during the micro pause in line 11 and certainly upon his production of the incremental better than of line 12, the customer has released the shoe and moved his hand to the other shoe instead. This incremental better than produced by the customer in line 12 makes Extract (2) particularly interesting from the perspective of establishing the relationship between the construction of the verbal turn (or the service request) on the one hand, and the transfer of the item on the other hand. The increment better than clearly serves as a continuation of the customer’s service request, retrospectively changing his requested service from “stitching up a little bit” to “stitching up a little bit better” or even “a little bit better than [it is now]”. Nevertheless, because the customer’s request was originally hearable as complete already at “little bit”, it is this potential TRP that the shoetender aligns both his manual and verbal actions to; by moving his hand to and taking the shoe at the end of this part of the turn and subsequently producing a shift-implicative kay, he clearly demonstrates that he has monitored the customer’s actions and in particular his verbal production to identify the first possible TRP, where also a transfer of the item (or an OTRP) is relevant. Furthermore, we see the customer orienting to and accepting the preference for a smooth transfer at a TRP by releasing his own grasp of the shoe as soon as the shoetender reaches for it.
In the next example, Extract (3), we see similar orientation to the relevance of object transfer at the TRP of a service request. In this case the customer has been waiting at the counter while the shoetender finished another transaction, so the shoes are ready and available as soon as the shoetender greets this new customer and thus lets her know of her availability.
[image: Figure 3]Having greeted the customer (lines 01–02) and thus initiated the service interaction, the shoetender torques her body and head away from the customer (and the shoes) immediately after the greeting, apparently to find a pen with which she can write down the customer’s service request. Perhaps in orientation to this temporary disattention from the shoetender, the customer – as in Extract (2) above – seems to postpone the initiation of her request, though in this case not in orientation to the shoes being concealed in a bag but in orientation to them not being inspectable by the shoetender until she returns her attention in that direction. Immediately after their joint greeting, the customer takes a deep inbreath, as if gearing up to produce a turn (line 02). This inbreath is however first followed by a 0.8 s silence, during which the shoetender is leaning away from the counter, both head and torso in opposite direction, then – while the shoetender is still turning away from her – a deep out breath (line 04) and another even longer silence of 3.2 s. Only at the point where the shoetender is back at the counter, leaning on and over it to look at the shoes, does the customer produce her service request in the form of the declarative statement >I wanna do< whatever I can to save these. (lines 06–07). Such declarative statements are regularly used and responded to as requests for service in the shoe repair shop (Fox and Heinemann, 2021) and the customer’s statement of line 06–07 is thus pragmatically, grammatically and prosodically complete on these. This is further underscored in this case – as in Extract (1) – by the customer lifting her gaze to look at the shoetender, thus indicating physically as well that a TRP has been reached and that the shoetender is the next selected speaker (Stivers and Rossano, 2010). As in our other cases so far we see the shoetender reacting to this possible TRP as well by moving her hand and starting to reach for the shoe, just before or around the last word or syllable of the turn, i.e. on these, thus treating the TRP also as an OTRP. Moreover, in this case – as in Extract (2) – the shoetender also verbally indicates a shift in activity, here by producing a:lright (line 08) before immediately beginning to answer the customer’s request by service by inspecting the shoe and describing what needs doing to “save it” as per the customer’s request.
[image: Figure 4]In the three cases shown so far, we find – and hope to have shown - a clear pattern of the relationship between turn design and turn-taking, on the one hand, and the manual transfer of items on the other hand. Firstly, we see how customers design and produce their turn at talk and specifically their request for service in orientation to the shoetender’s availability and possibility for attending to the object that is to be transferred for inspection. In other words, customers’ service requests are clearly timed to come to a potential conclusion at a point where the shoetender is physically able to reach for the item and inspect it. Secondly, we see how shoetenders orient their physical actions and specifically the initiation of reaching for an item in relation to the on-going turn and service request produced by the customer, so that the hand movement required to grasp the item from the customer is initiated just before the pragmatic, prosodic and grammatical completion of the service request. Finally, we see that the customers orient to the end of their service request as the projectable point for transferring the object, leaving the shoetender to initiate the next relevant action, both by them regularly directing their gaze away from the object and towards the shoetender at turn completion (in Extract (1) and (3)), and –not least – by them relinquishing their hold on the object that is to be transferred as soon as the shoetender’s hand has reached that object, sometimes even furthering the transfer by shifting the item slightly in their hands to make it more easily graspable for the shoetender. In these ways, we argue, we see the participants in these types of service encounters orienting to a direct relationship between the verbal turn-taking of the service request on the one hand and the manual transfer of the item on the other hand, and in doing so they also display or build up a preference for object transfer to take place as smoothly as possible, with no – or very little – overlap, and with no – or very little – delay, just as is the case for verbal turn-taking as described by Sacks et al. (1974).
In the following we will explore this pattern and our findings further by considering cases, firstly, where there is a delay in the transfer of objects in relation to the completion or reaching of a TRP, so that there is a gap of time during which neither the customer nor the shoetender touches the repairable item, and secondly, cases in which there is some overlap in the transfer of the item, i.e. where the time during which both customer and shoetender touch and/or hold the item is longer than what is required to simply move the item from hand to hand.
Delayed Transfers of Objects
Just as was shown in the seminal work in Sacks et al. (1974) for verbal turn-taking, the transfer of objects does not always happen according to the norm of “one person touches at a time”. For verbal turn-taking, Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson clearly demonstrated that though it is typically the case that turn-taking takes place with very little gap between two different speakers’ turns, gaps of longer than a millisecond (or “beat”) do occur fairly frequently. Occurrences such as these, however, can, according to Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, be explained by interactional relevancies, and are typically accountable and accounted for in a manner that in fact underscores the systematicity and regularity of the turn-taking system. We find that gaps that pertain to the transfer of objects in the shoe repair shop are likewise accountable and explainable, so that when the transfer of an object between customer and shoetender is delayed and a gap occurs where no one touches the object, this is either because there is a potential interactional problem with the shoetender being able to accommodate the requested service (i.e. a potentially dispreferred response, a rejection of the request could be underway), or because there is a temporary physical problem with the transfer (i.e. something blocking the transfer on the counter or the shoetender’s hands being occupied). Given that we see delays in transfers in these two contexts only, we can say that such delays happen only “for cause”, and thus treat the norm as “no gap/no delay”.
Extract (4) below is a first instance of a delay in the transfer of an item; here the delay appears to be occasioned by the fact that the shoetender cannot immediately grant the requested service.
In this case, the customer is waiting at the counter to be served; her item, a pair of boots, is already on the counter. Notice that she rests her hand on the counter and only reaches for the boots when the shoetender opens the encounter formally by producing a request solicitation (whata we got) in line 11. In response to this request solicitation, the customer not only grabs the boot, but also initiates her request for service, which in the extract is formulated as a need-request (see Fox and Heinemann, 2016), um, I need to get these taken i:n:. While producing this request, the customer continuously holds on to the boot, while running her hand upwards on its seam, presumably to demonstrate manually what she is requesting (e.g. Fox and Heinemann, 2015). The shoetender monitors these movements on the boot throughout the request, while simultaneously using her left hand to move an item sideways along the counter, as if clearing space on the counter for her subsequent grasping of the boot. Once the item has been moved, however, she returns her left hand to a resting position on the counter, giving no indication that she is preparing to reach for the boot in coordination with the customer’s ongoing request production.
[image: Figure 5]At the end of line 12, on i:n:, the customer has reached a projected and clearly identifiable TRP, both pragmatically, prosodically and grammatically, which is further underscored by her also directing her gaze up and away from the boots and towards the shoetender. At the same time, the customer begins to retract her hand from the boot, so that at the point where the shoetender begins to respond (verbally) to the request in line 14, neither the customer nor the shoetender are touching the boot. In other words, though a clear TRP and hence OTRP has been reached, and the requesting turn clearly completed, the object has not been transferred between the customer and the shoetender, and in fact the latter has yet to make any manual indication that she intends to grasp and inspect the boot, her left hand still resting on the counter when she responds with ok↑ay:, in line 14.
[image: Figure 6]In total, a period of 1.1 s elapses between the time at which the customer releases the boot at the end of line 12 and before the shoetender does grab the boot during the silence of line 17. We thus see a significant delay in the transfer of the item, or a significant gap of time during which no one touches the item, this despite the fact that the customer clearly projects a TRP both verbally, manually and through her shift of gaze. If we consider the ongoing and subsequent interaction, we begin to see what may occasion this delay or serve as a cause for a less-than-smooth transfer in this specific case. Firstly, the okay that the shoetender produces in line 14, as the first verbal response to the customer’s request, does not share the characteristics of the other granting okays that we typically find in this context in the shoe repair shop (cf. Fox and Heinemann, 2016). The okay in line 14 is lengthened and produced with a rising-to-high pitch contour, indicating a less than favorable diagnosis of the situation, rather than it being a confirming or activity-shifting okay (cf Extract (2) as well as the alright of Extract (3) above). The sense that a potentially dispreferred answer to the customer’s request is underway is further underscored by the slight delay before the okay is produced, and not least by the subsequent gaps in the production of a response (lines 15, 17, 19, 21) and the various perturbations and inbreaths produced by the shoetender in the intervening lines. At this point, though the shoetender has now reached for and grasped the boot, she thus continues to demonstrate potential problems with the service requested by the customer, by producing first a bilabial click and then a potential marker of dispreference, well: (see e.g. Ogden, 2013 on bilabial clicks and Davidson, 1984; Heritage, 2015 on well). Finally, when the shoetender does produce a more fully verbalized response in lines 22–23, this is not in the form of a granting as such, but in the form of a question that clarifies whether she can fix the problem in a particular way. That this may in fact not be a totally satisfying solution is further underscored when in lines 34–35 she describes a potentially objectional outcome of the repair, namely that the customer will see a pucker.
As the shoetender’s verbal responses (and lack of same) in lines 13–23 above clearly demonstrate, the repair service that the customer requests in this extract is potentially problematic, and the shoetender is balancing on a line between presenting a potentially less than satisfying (and rather expensive) solution on the one hand and rejecting the requested service outright on the other hand. This, we believe, is what serves as the underlying cause for the delay in the physical transfer of the object from customer to shoetender, and specifically for the fact that the shoetender does not reach for the item in coordination with the projected completion of the customer’s service request, as is otherwise done in cases such as Extracts (1)–(3) above. The observable and significant gap of transferring an object from customer to shoetender thus in this case clearly arises in parallel with a delay in the verbal granting of the request, as part of the larger multimodal package of treating the response as potentially dispreferred. In the context of a dispreferred (verbal) response, it also makes good sense for the shoetender to abstain from the otherwise normative orientation to securing a smooth transfer of the item, exactly because it seems that in the case where a smooth transfer does take place, the transfer also serves as a transition to the next logical activity in the request service sequence as a whole. That is to say, that by reaching for and grasping the item, the shoetender also physically marks that the responsibility for the item has shifted from the customer to the shop. By delaying this transfer and at the same time indicating potential problems verbally, the shoetender in Extract (4) manages to display that she is at least willing to investigate and suggest possible solutions to the customer’s problem.
Extract (4) above thus clearly demonstrates that manual gaps or delays in the transfer of objects in the shoe repair shop occur, but also that they occur only for cause, which in turn underscores that there is indeed a normative orientation in this context towards accomplishing a smooth transfer. The cause, we find, is typically – as in Extract (4) – tied up with the potential dispreferred nature of the response, i.e. that the shoetender may not be able to grant the request, or that the requested service may not be possible or the outcome satisfactory. There is, however, a second, more practical circumstance that can serve as the reason for why an object is not transferred smoothly and immediately at the first possible TRP. Consider Extract (5) below. In this case, there appears to be no problem with the customer’s request, nor with the shoetender granting it. However, due to the simple fact that the shoetender’s hands are occupied with another object at the point where the customer’s service request reaches a TRP, we find a gap of about 0.5 s where no one touches the item:
In this extract, the customer has come to the counter, but finding the shoetender occupied with serving another customer, he has placed his item, a pair of boots, on the counter and stepped back from the counter. Each of the boots is wrapped in a plastic bag, and as soon as the customer sees evidence of another shoetender approaching the counter, he steps forward, lifts one of the boots and begins to unwrap it, thus preparing himself for making the boot visually available for the shoetender who is about to attend him (see pictures below).
Worth emphasizing for this extract is how well the participants coordinate their actions in relation to each other, despite the occurrence of a gap or delay in the transfer of the object. Firstly, as noted above, the customer moves directly to the wrapped boots as soon as he recognizes that he is about to be served, and begins to unwrap the first boot as the shoetender is still approaching the counter. Secondly, the shoetender produces a request soliciting what a’ you got (line 02) at the exact point at which the first boot is unwrapped and the customer responds immediately with the service request Can you guys find new soles for these (line 04). As in our other cases above, we here have a clearly projectable conclusion to the request on these, where the request is hearable complete, both prosodically, pragmatically and grammatically. We also see, as in Extracts (1) and (3) above, that the customer underscores the potential TRP and the manual relevance of this by shifting his gaze to the shoetender, and moreover pushing the boot he is holding up in the air slightly further towards the shoetender. However, despite the clearly recognizable and projectable TRP, the shoetender does not grasp the boot at this point, nor does he even make any movement of his hands towards it. He does, however, confirm and grant the request, both physically by nodding (line 05) and verbally by responding with Yeah (line 06). In contrast to Extract (4) above, the shoetender’s verbal response to the request is not delayed, nor is it hedged in any way, and we also subsequently find no evidence in his behavior that the request is potentially problematic or that the solution that can be offered will be less than satisfactory. Instead, we see that the main reason for the shoetender not reaching for the boot at the TRP is that his hands are preoccupied with shifting a box and some papers that have been placed on his side of the counter. This shifting of items has been ongoing since he reached the counter and solicited the customer to begin his request, but with very little extra space on the counter and with another shoetender and customer occupying part of the counter, the shift ends up being unsuccessful in the sense that the shoetender does not manage to free his hands in time for the projected TRP. Interestingly, we see still in this case how both participants orient to the normative expectations of the transfer of the object taking place at the TRP and taking place smoothly, with both of them adjusting their movements to accommodate the circumstances: The customer, who has shifted the boot slightly forward towards the shoetender, holds the boot in this position for a beat, but then, upon hearing the confirming Yeah in line 06, begins to lower the boot, eventually placing it on the counter instead of handing it over to the shoetender. The shoetender, in turn, appears to abandon his shifting of the box and now times his movement of his right hand so that by the time the boot hits the counter he is already reaching for it, thus minimizing the gap as much as possible, so that it is only for a 0.5 s period that neither the customer nor the shoetender is touching the boot. Having grasped the boot, the shoetender then lifts it to his side of the counter and inspects it, thus proceeding with fulfilling the request in the normative manner and shifting to the next relevant activity, without further glitches.
As exemplified by Extracts (4) and (5) above, we do find examples in our data where at first glance it seems that the general norm of performing a smooth transfer from customer to shoetender of the item at the TRP of the service request is not maintained. As is the case for the turn-taking system of verbal turns described by Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, however, we can determine that the delays that may occur in transferring the item, with a resulting gap during which neither participant touches the item that is to be transferred, are for cause, i.e. are occasioned either by a physical obstruction that results in the shoetender not being ready (having his hands free) to reach for the item at the right point in time, or by a problem of preference, i.e. where the requested service cannot be immediately granted by the shoetender. From the extracts above we can also see that such gaps, though they do occur (if rarely), are furthermore minimized, spanning over a period of between 0.5–1.0 s roughly, and that the participants work to minimize this gap. Thus, we see that even when the norm for performing a smooth transfer is breached, the participants through their remedial actions clearly orient to this normative pattern as one that is relevant for them. In the following section, we consider other cases in which this normative pattern is breached, but here by the participants being in overlap with one another in terms of them both holding on to or touching the item, instead of performing a smooth and immediate transfer at the TRP of the service request. Again, we shall demonstrate that such overlaps occur for cause and that the participants orient towards resolving such overlaps as quickly and as smoothly as possible, thus further orienting to the otherwise normative pattern of accomplishing a smooth object transfer.
Overlapping Transfers of an Object
For verbal turns at talk, Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974) clearly established that overlap, during which more than one person speaks at a time, occurs, but also that it occurs systematically, i.e. around potential TRPs and for reasons that can be explained and demonstrated. Jefferson's (1984) work on overlap further detailed the systematicity of overlap, demonstrating that this may occur because there is some uncertainty around the projection of a relevant TRP, for instance because the current speaker has problems formulating their turn, continues their turn after an otherwise projected TRP and so on. Not surprisingly, perhaps, we can similarly demonstrate that the manual overlaps in our data, where two participants are holding on to the item at the same time, without a smooth and immediate transfer taking place, similarly occur for cause, and specifically for reasons of turn design and projectability of the TRP. In keeping with Jefferson’s approach, we focus here not on classifying and categorizing types of overlap as much as on describing how these patterns of overlap arise. Extract (6) below provides a first instance of – in this case very brief–overlap, which is akin to Jefferson's (1984) “progressional” overlap, i.e. where the current speaker on the way to the projected TRP encounters problems with the formulation of her turn, so that the reaching of the TRP ends up being ”delayed” compared to its projection.
In this case, the customer is waiting at some distance from the counter, while another customer is being served. Her repairable items, a pair of boots, are in a plastic bag, and as soon as a second shoetender indicates his availability by greeting her (line 01), she begins to move towards the counter, producing the preliminary statement I don’t know if you can help me or not, but I: (0.5) (got) these boots: (lines 03–04). As is typically the case, this preliminary statement is perfectly produced in relation to making the repairable item available and visible to the shoetender before the request proper is uttered. In this case, the request is in the form of a declarative of trouble (Fox and Heinemann, 2021), the basic message of which is that the zipper on one of the boots is broken in some way. The customer initiates the declarative of trouble in line 05, where the boots are out of the bag and being presented, and we can see that also the shoetender is orienting to this being the request proper, as he directs his gaze to the customer and the boots, whereas he was previously also monitoring the encounter going on to his side, between the other shoetender and her customer. It is evident from the start, however, that the customer has some problem formulating her problem, perhaps because she does not know exactly how to describe what is wrong with the zipper: she initiates her declarative of trouble with a hesitation marker u:m, then a pause of 0.4 s, before identifying the part of the boot that has the problem, one of the zippers: (line 05). At this point, it can be easily argued that a TRP for the service request is projectable, given that all that would be needed to complete the request pragmatically, grammatically and prosodically would be the production of a copula and adjective, such as “is broken”. Indeed, we see the shoetender orienting to a projected TRP at this point, as he soon after begins to lift his left hand and move it towards the item. We have seen this pattern before, in which shoetenders initiate their grasping of the item just before a TRP had been reached, so that their hand can in principle be at the item at the TRP. In this case, however, the customer appears to have continued problems formulating her problem, and instead of completing her turn and request with the projected copula and adjective, she begins what appears to be a main clause. This too, she breaks off, and after another short pause of 0.4 s does another restart with I:. At this point, however, the shoetender’s hand has reached the boot and he now furthermore produces a collaborative completion (Lerner, 2004) of the customer’s utterance, thus formulating the problem for her (It’s bungled) and consequently also completing her request (see Fox and Heinemann, 2019 for other ways in which shoetenders may “telescope” request sequences to their conclusion when customers appear to have trouble formulating their request). The customer, in turn, confirms the shoetender’s identification of the problem with yeah in line 08, at the same time letting go of the boot and directing her gaze towards the shoetender, thus further confirming that the service request is now complete.
As was the case for the gaps discussed above, the period of time during which both participants in this extract hold on to the boot is brief, at around 0.4 s. The overlap in touching is nevertheless tangible, more so perhaps because the shoetender has to almost lean over the counter to grab the shaft of the boot, holding it at a somewhat awkward angle at the top, to more or less drag it up and out of the customer’s hand. This is accentuated further by the customer in turn letting her hand follow the boot being moved, so that when she does release it, she does so much closer to the middle of the counter than where she was holding it originally. It is clear, then, that in this case there is an overlap, so that the transfer of the item is not as smooth as in other cases; but it should also be clear that this overlap is very much for cause, and specifically because the customer had trouble completing her service request at the projected TRP, so that the shoetender ended up coming in a little early with his hand, with the resulting overlap occurring. It should also, moreover, be quite clear from the extract above that both the shoetender and the customer work to resolve this overlap, the shoetender by verbally completing the request on behalf of the customer, and the customer by confirming this completion and releasing the boot into the hands of the shoetender. As in the cases where we find a delay in the transfer of the object, in this case of overlap, we thus again see how the participants clearly orient to the normative pattern of accomplishing a smooth object transfer at a TRP in their quick and successful attempts at resolving the overlap.
[image: Figure 7]In the previous section, we saw how relevancies other than turn-taking and turn-design may affect the degree to which the transfer of an item runs off smoothly or not; in the case of gaps in which none of the participants touches the item, for instance, we saw that if a dispreferred answer to the request is potentially in the frame, the shoetender may not reach for the item at or just before the projected TRP, with a gap occurring as a result of this. Similarly, we see in the following case, Extract (7), how a problematic answer to a customer’s service request (or parts of it) may seemingly cause the shoetender to grasp for the item before a fully projected TRP, with a resulting overlap to follow, where both participants hold on to the item. As was the case for the extract above, however, we also see that the participants orient towards resolving such overlaps as smooth and as fast as possible, in orientation to the normative pattern of “no gap, no overlap”:
Here, the customer has been waiting at the counter, shoes placed in front of him. As soon as the shoetender greets him and thus makes herself available, he picks up the shoes, and while the shoetender is still approaching the counter but clearly directing her gaze towards the shoes, he initiates his service request in line 05, here in the form of a wonder-request (Fox and Heinemann, 2016) ↑wondering if there’s anything you can do. Around the customer’s production of anything, the shoetender has reached the counter and begins to lean over the counter to closely inspect the shoes and monitor the customer’s manual demonstrations of the problem for which he is seeking help. Grammatically and pragmatically, the customer’s request could be hearably complete at scratch, but the slight rising prosody of the turn so far is akin to a list-construction (Jefferson, 1991), which indicates that a TRP has not been reached. Indeed, we see that the customer continues and in fact seems to be listing jobs that he would like the shoetender to perform on his shoes, i.e. fixing the scratch (line 06), scuff marks (line 07) and creases (line 08), even ending his list with a generic all that stuff, which is also a common trait of lists. Verbally, the shoetender does appear to understand that the customer’s turn is not complete at scratch, as she notably does not respond to the request until after the completion of the full list, in line 09. Manually, however, she appears to override the customer’s turn by reaching out her right hand, palm upwards, on the customer’s beginning of the second part of his list, on and in line 06. Her movement and hand gesture are very obvious, as they give the impression of the shoetender scooping up the shoe from within the customer’s hand. This obviousness is further underscored when she subsequently places her left hand on top of the same shoe, as if to drag the shoe out of the hand of the customer, who is still holding on to it. The result, in any case, is that both participants hold on to the shoe for a period of approximately 0.8 s, after which the customer relinquishes it. In this case - as in Extract (6) - this is due to the shoetender reaching for and grabbing the item before a TRP has been reached, but the reason for the shoetender’s actions differs between the two cases. Whereas in Extract (6) it seemed that the shoetender’s initiation of the manual transfer of the item before a TRP was part of an overall strategy for telescoping the sequence forward, and in that assisting the customer with formulating her request, in Extract (7) we see that the reason for the shoetender’s manual interjection is the possibility of a dispreferred answer to the customer’s request, on the grounds that the material of his item, patent leather, makes it hard to provide an acceptable result of the repair (lines 09–10, cf. similar dispreference oriented to in Extract (4) above where the result was a delayed transfer).
Manual overlaps during which both shoetender and customer hold on to the item that is to be transferred for even longer periods of time can also be found in instances in which there is some doubt or disagreement as to whether a service request has been produced, i.e. where the customer has produced a turn at talk that is complete, grammatically and prosodically, but has not – in their own understanding at least – produced a recognizable service request that specifies all their specific problems. We find one such instance in Extract (8) below, which evolves into a period of close to a minute during which the shoetender has grasped the item and is ready to inspect it, but where the customer is not relinquishing the item due to having more to say about the repair. The length of the manual overlap is clearly obvious, but again we can find the cause of the overlap in the turn design of the ongoing talk and also see clear evidence that the participants orient towards resolving this break from the normative pattern of a smooth transfer:
In this case, the customer has been waiting at the counter for an available shoetender, shoes on the counter, and as soon as one shoetender greets her, she initiates a request (line 02), which after some hesitations becomes fully fledged in line 05. The format of the request is ambiguous as to whether it is a request proper, or a preliminary statement, but there are no contextual circumstances that makes relevant the production of a preliminary statement here, as the shoetender is at the counter and fully attentive from the beginning of the customer’s turn, just as the shoes are visible (not concealed) and on the counter, with the customer being fully able to demonstrate her problem manually while producing the request. In fact, it seems that the reason for the formulation of the request as somewhat ambiguous in this case is due more to the fact that the customer is a returning customer, who has already discussed the repair she wants with another shoetender, a week ago (I came in and showed these to him, line 05). Presumably, the customer here wishes to formulate her request in a manner that ensures that she is not offered a different solution to her problem than the one already discussed with a different shoetender the week before, by making it quite clear to the current shoetender that some particular repair has already been settled. From the shoetender’s perspective, this can quite easily be interpreted as the request already having been completed (though 1 week before), and this especially at the point at which the customer has stated the repairable that seam at line 07, at which the customer’s turn at talk is furthermore both grammatically and prosodically complete. To further accentuate this interpretation, the customer directs her gaze at the shoetender on seam, just as we saw other customers doing at the TRP of their service request. That the shoetender has interpreted that the customer has reached the TRP of her service request is in any case quite evident, as she begins to respond verbally (line 09) and moreover lifts her right hand from the counter and moves it towards the shoes. As it turns out, however, the customer is not quite finished relaying her earlier agreement with another shoetender to the current shoetender, so she continues talking, now explaining that she was also told the cost of the repair (lines 10–11), in reaction to which the shoetender halts both her verbal turn line 09 and her reach towards the shoe with her hand, which is turned instead into a point and hold, in a similar fashion to what Raymond and Lerner (2014) has described as a “suspending action”, “shown to be held in abeyance rather than abandoned” (pp. 229). In other words, the shoetender here displays some indication that in retrospect her manual move towards the shoe may have been premature, but certainly not irrelevant. At the conclusion of nine dollars (line 11), the customer has reached another potential TRP, grammatically, prosodically and pragmatically and in orientation to this the shoetender now places her hands on the shoes directly. But again it turns out that the customer has not finished relaying the precise details of her earlier discussion with the other shoetender, in orientation to which she also holds on to the shoes; now orienting verbally to being in competition with the shoetender with respect to the turn-taking, she speeds up the production of the first part of her continuation in line 11, >(‘n) probly have tuh-<, reminiscent of the abrupt-joins described by Local and Walker (2004) as being used by participants to preempt transition relevance. With her hands now firmly on the shoes, the shoetender apparently has no recourse but to wait for the customer to finalize her by now rather extended explanation of the repair of her shoes, and for this reason we now get an extremely long overlap, during which both customer and shoetender hold on to the shoes (lines 12–14). Only at the point where the customer is clearly done, as signaled by her recompleting y’know and or whatever (lines 13 and 14), does the shoetender finally pull the shoes towards her for an inspection – and even here she waits for a full second of silence (line 15) before doing so.
Extract (8) is perhaps somewhat extreme with respect to the length of the manual overlap, the period during which both shoetender and customer hold on to the shoes, but this does not distract from the fact that the underlying cause of the overlap is clearly connected to the ongoing turn-taking and turn design, and in particular to the ambiguous nature of the customer’s turns-at-talk in relation to projected TRPs. Moreover, the participants – and in particular the shoetender – clearly demonstrate their orientation to the normative pattern of accomplishing a smooth transfer, even in such situations. The customer does so by indicating verbally that her turn was not in fact complete, and the shoetender does so by adjusting (or suspending) her manual actions as best as possible. In the end, the two together resolve the overlap by finding a place in the interaction where both agree that the transfer of the repairable item can now take place.
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In this study, we hope to have demonstrated that participants in our data at the shoe shop coordinate in extremely fine detail the transfer of objects brought in for repair and the transfer of verbal turns. That is, we have argued that customers and shoetenders orient to the possible end of the requesting utterance as the appropriate locus for the manual transfer of the object. This orientation is one sense in which our data reveal a grammar-body interface, in that it shows that participants organize their embodied conduct to fit the unfolding grammatical contingencies of the requesting utterance.
The second sense in which participants in our data reveal an orientation to the grammar-body interface is through the parallel organizations of verbal and manual turn-taking. We have thus illustrated that moments of two participants holding on to the object or no participants holding on to the object in manual turn-taking are frequent but brief, just as gaps and overlap are in verbal turns, and we observed similar methods for resolving the “frequent but brief” violations. The similarities in how the shoetenders and customers manage the holding and transfer of material objects in comparison with their holding and transfer of verbal turns are striking.
However, in our data there are clear cases in which manual turn-taking exhibits properties that find no parallel in verbal turn-taking. Here we explore a few of those cases and conclude that it is the affordances of some material objects which allows for different solutions to the problem of ‘one person touches at a time,’ while still maintaining an orientation to that norm.
For example, if the customer has brought in a pair of shoes, then if the customer and the shoetender touch the same shoe, the customer can move their hands to the other shoe. If the customer brings in a belt, then when the shoetender touches one end, the customer can move their hand to the other end, rather than removing their hand altogether. In this way, different kinds of objects afford different solutions to the practical problem of achieving “one person touches at a time.”
Consider Extract (9) below, in which the customer brings in a pair of shoes. She starts the requesting sequence immediately after the greetings and before she has reached the counter; here using the preliminary statement, so I have a pair of danskos that need some help, which the shoetender receipts with okay. With this preliminary statement, she has also alerted the shoetender to the fact that both shoes will need attention. She places both shoes on the counter:
During the brief silence that follows (line 07), both participants reach for the same shoe and touch it within a few inches of one another; as we have seen repeatedly in earlier sections of the paper, overlapping hands in this way is oriented to as problematic, and at line 12 we can see that the customer has already moved her hand to the other shoe, to begin to show the problem with that shoe (the hee:l: (0.2) cup thing is missing). Thus, although there are problems with the first shoe (which the customer ends up mentioning next), because of the overlap in hands the customer shifts her hand to the second shoe and mentions the problems with that shoe first. The fact that she has brought in a pair of shoes makes possible this neat resolution to the overlap.
In the next extract, a customer brings in a belt, which the shop had previously repaired but not to the customer’s satisfaction - some seams remain unglued.
After the shoetender asks for specification about which seams are not glued properly (line 15, which seams), the customer responds by taking hold of one part of the belt, placing his fingers around it and raising it up for the shoetender to more clearly see. Even before the customer’s utterance is complete, the shoetender produces a change-of-state token (line 18, oh) and a token of understanding (gotchu) and reaches for the belt. He touches the belt with the tips of his right fingers and then brings the belt closer to himself. At the same time, the customer shifts his hands to lower on the belt as he searches for the second problematic seam. He finds it and at line 22 produces here as he brings that part of the belt closer to the shoetender. The shoetender shifts his right hand to touch this new area, and the customer releases his hands from the belt.
In this extract, the length of the belt provides an affordance for both participants to touch and hold it at the same time: that is, they can touch or hold different parts of the belt. In this case, the shoetender holds one part of the belt while the customer searches for, and finds, the second problematic seam.
We have seen so far that particular types of objects afford different possibilities for two participants to touch or hold at the same time. Two shoes afford the possibility of one participant touching one shoe while the other participant touches the other shoe; a long belt affords the possibility of two participants touching different parts of the belt. But it is important to note here that objects and the manual stream of action in general afford possibilities of turn-taking that are simply not possible for the verbal stream.
As noted in Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974), long periods of verbal overlap are problematic for the interaction, and work is done to avoid them. One reason that long periods of overlap in the verbal stream are problematic is that they can impede hearing (although overlap does not always disrupt hearing, as Schegloff (2000) has noted); they can also introduce problems for sequence organization, in that a response made relevant by an utterance may not come in proper timing with regard to that utterance.
In the embodied and manual stream, on the other hand, long periods of holding on to the object at the same time - such as what we saw in Extract (8) - do not produce the same impediment to hearing, understanding or sequence organization. Because of the affordances of the physical stream, the verbal stream is allowed to continue as usual and although the progressivity of the larger sequence may in some cases be impeded by both participants holding on to the object, since the shoetender cannot take the object closer to their body for inspection and diagnosis - given that the customer’s hands are still on the object - there is no trouble in hearing or understanding, and the immediate sequence can continue as projected. A variety of scholars, including Streeck, Goodwin and LeBaron (2011), and Mondada (2019), have commented on the affordances of the embodied and manual stream, and here we see another environment in which those affordances are put to use by participants.
At the same time, as noted above, we can see that participants in our data orient their manual actions to the unfolding grammatical organization of the turn-so-far. Shoetenders monitor the requesting utterances of the customers so as to reach for the object as the turn is coming to a place of possible grammatical completion; in this way, the shoetender orients to the norm that the customer will release hold of the item at the TRP to facilitate a no-gap, no-overlap manual transfer. That the larger social activity is one of help-needed/assistance-provided also informs the unfolding grammatical turn and the reaching and withdrawing of hands. It is expectable in such an environment that customers will eventually relinquish hold of their objects and shoetenders will take hold of them; in the trust embodied and enmattered in the movements of the participants and the socially-built environment, the shoetenders’ reaching is seen as part of their service, and not, for example, as “stealing”; similarly, the customers’ withdrawal of their hands is part of a temporary offering over of their item for repair, and not, for example, as “abandonment” or “neglect”. In such moments, the grammar-body interface is brilliantly revealed, as participants bring together multiple and diverse semiotic resources and webs of interpretation for constructing and making sense of joint social action.
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FOOTNOTES
1Service requests come in a range of different syntactical formats, each produced in orientation to the individual contingencies and spatio-temporal circumstances of matters such as the item itself, the problem for which a solution is sought, the shoetender and customer’s relative positioning in the shop and so on. In other work, we have described in detail how these various contingencies and circumstances are reflected in the linguistic variation of the verbal service request (Fox and Heinemann, 2016, 2017, 2021). For the current study, where we are concerned primarily with the projected transition relevance place of service requests more generally, we do not distinguish between the different syntactic formats for making service requests, except in our analysis of how the syntax of each format or case projects a particular grammatical transition point.
2To best capture the details of both the verbal and the physical interaction for the current study, we present all cases discussed with a combination of transcription methods: Verbally produced data has been transcribed following Jefferson (2004) to capture best the exact timing, construction and production of the service request that is at the center of our focus here. To indicate how the customer’s production of the service request relates to the transfer of the item, we include a graphic transcript (Laurier, 2014) below the Jeffersonian version.
3This giving movement may be afforded – or reflected - by the shape of the shoetender’s hand as it approaches the sandal - it is palm up and open. The customer can thus easily move the sandal into the shoetender’s open hand at the exact right time.
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In linguistics, if-clauses have attracted the interest of scholars working on syntax, typology and pragmatics alike. This article examines if-clauses as a resource available to tour guides for reorienting the visitors’ visual attention towards an object of interest. The data stem from 11 video-recorded tours in Italian, French, German and Dutch (interpreted into Flemish Sign Language). In this setting, guides recurrently use if-clauses to organize a joint focus of attention, by soliciting the visitors to bodily and visually rearrange. These clauses occur in combination with verbs of vision (e.g., to look), or relating to movement in space (e.g., to turn around). Using conversation analysis and interactional linguistics, this study pursues three interrelated objectives: 1) it examines the grammatical relationship that speakers establish between the if-clause and the projected main clause; 2) it analyzes the embodied conduct of participants in the accomplishment of if/then-constructions; 3) it describes if-clauses as grammatical resources with a twofold projection potential: a vocal-grammatical projection enabling the guide (or the addressees) to achieve a grammatically adequate turn-continuation, and an embodied-action projection, which solicits visitors to accomplish a situationally relevant action, such as reorienting gaze towards an object of interest. These projections do not run independently from each other. The analysis shows how, while producing an if-clause, guides adjust their emerging talk—through pauses, expansions and restarts—to the visitors’ co-occurring spatial repositioning. These practices are described as micro-sequential adjustments that reflexively affect turn-construction and embodied compliance. In addressing the above phenomena and questions, this article highlights the fundamentally adaptive, situated and action-sensitive nature of grammar.
Keywords: if/then-constructions, projection, grammar, embodiment, micro-sequentiality, interactional linguistics, conversation analysis
INTRODUCTION
From a syntactic perspective, an if-clause is commonly described as a subordinate clause, or protasis, which is canonically followed by a then-clause, the apodosis, with which it forms a conditional construction.1 Within functional linguistics, different labels have been used to account for the kinds of conditionality that seem to relate the protasis to the apodosis: Sweetser (1990) distinguished content conditionals (If Mary goes, John will go), from epistemic conditionals (If she’s divorced, (then) she’s been married), and from speech-act conditionals (If I may say so, that’s a crazy idea).2 Sweetser’s epistemic conditionals resonate with the way in which if-clauses are conceived of in logic (Frege, 1923; Gibbard, 1981; Krzyżanowska, 2015), where conditional reasoning is based on an antecedent (if) and a consequent (then). Finally, Lerner’s (1991) interactional approach described the if-clause as the first component of a compound turn-constructional unit (TCU; Sacks et al., 1974): upon uttering the if-component, the speaker projects the relevance of a second component, the then-component. While these approaches pursue very different analytical goals and methodological procedures, they all seem to purport an understanding of if-clauses as forming the first part of a bipartite construction.
In many languages, if-clauses are recognizable as such from the onset of their production, since they are formed with particular conjunctions in clause- and TCU-initial position, such as se (Italian), si (French), wenn (German), and als (Dutch).3 In these languages, such TCU-beginnings enable speakers to display the syntactic trajectory of their turn-in-progress early on. Because of this, if-clauses are a fundamental resource for the organization of turn-taking, as they allow recipients to foresee the possible end of a turn-in-progress, and possibly to collaboratively complete the bi-clausal structure (Günthner, 2020; and more generally Lerner, 1991 on “two-part formats”). The interactional import of if/then-constructions has been described for various languages (English: Ford, 1997; German: Auer, 2000; Günthner, 1999; Günthner, 2020; Italian: Lombardi Vallauri, 2010; Finnish: Nissi, 2016 among many others), but researchers have focused exclusively on the ways in which if-clauses are dealt with in talk, whereas little is known about how such constructions are embedded in the interactants’ embodied conduct (but see Lindström et al., 2019).
In addition to the canonical understanding of if-clauses as first components of a bipartite construction, several authors have discussed the occurrence of stand-alone if-clauses in different languages. For German, Buscha (1976) described the latter as isolierte Nebensätze ‘isolated subordinate quotes’ whereas Stirling (1999) spoke of isolated if-clauses for Australian English. Schwenter (2006) referred to independent si-clauses for Spanish, and Laury (2012) to independent jos-clauses for Finnish, whereas for Italian, Lombardi Vallauri (2010) spoke of free conditionals. In his typological approach, Evans (2007) introduced the notions of insubordinated clause and insubordinated conditionals for if-clauses that do not project a second component. These notions have since been adopted by many linguists (see Beijering et al., 2019).4
The pragmatic dimension of stand-alone if-clauses is systematically described in the literature on the topic. Evans (2007, p. 387) argued that they serve “interpersonal control,” i.e., speakers accomplish a request, order, wish, etc. by producing an isolated protasis. They do so, according to the literature, in a polite way, hence the description of the resource as a polite directive (Ford and Thompson, 1986; Lindström et al., 2016) or as an if-request (Evans, 2007; Lindström et al., 2019). These studies highlighted that speakers may produce and recipients may treat if-clauses as complete constructions, although they may syntactically appear as subordinate clauses. As Günthner (2020) has shown, prosody is an important feature that allows participants to differentiate between complete and projecting if-clauses. Complete if-clauses are generally produced with a terminal intonation (Stirling, 1999, p. 289), whereas if-clauses articulated with a continuing intonation project more talk—which may be more or less syntactically integrated, as the analyses below show.
If-clauses, be they treated as complete or projecting, pose an interesting problem of “action formation and ascription” (Levinson, 2013) for interactants and of “action description” for analysts. Indeed, speakers need to design their turn-in-progress in a way that addressees can hear it as making relevant some specific action, and addressees need to enable themselves to understand an if-clause as soliciting a specific action from them. This study reveals that both action formation and action ascription are crucially achieved by combining vocal and embodied resources.
The literature describes the action speakers accomplish with an if-clause by referring to a variety of labels (request, proposal, wish, suggestion, offer, etc.; see Buscha, 1976; Evans, 2007; Laury, 2012), which generally treat them as directives (but see Günthner, 2020 for independent if-clauses in German that convey warnings, threats, assessments or stance). This variety of labels is symptomatic for the difficulty analysts have in pinning down the pragmatic dimension of such if-clauses. For the sake of simplicity, the notion of solicitation will be used to refer to if-clauses by which speakers project that an (embodied) action is expected from the visitors. This use has been described extensively for stand-alone if-clauses, which are often seen as resulting from a grammaticalization process whereby uttering the main clause (the canonically present apodosis) is no longer necessary (Evans, 2007). At variance with this explanation, if-clauses produced by tour guides are analyzed here as a means to reorient the visitors’ attention, and this study shows that these are systematically followed by a then-clause, i.e., by an apodosis. Moreover, it takes into analytical consideration the temporal and situated dimensions of the production of talk. Hence, this paper examines if-clauses that establish both what Auer (2005) called a grammatical projection (or syntactic projection; Auer, 2009)—thereby preparing the grounds for a subsequent then-clause—and an action projection (Auer, 2005), which makes relevant a specific action to be carried out by the addressees, namely that they orient their embodied attention towards an object that is perceptually accessible in the immediate environment. This article uses a slightly adapted terminology, as it examines the vocal-grammatical projection that emerges in vocal languages (as opposed to, e.g., signed languages) and the embodied-action projection, whereby what is projected is an embodied action (as opposed to a vocally accomplished action, such as an “answer,” etc.).
By examining a specific setting of interaction, guided tours, this study highlights how the grammatical resources that languages provide emerge in time in a way that is sensitive to the situated activities at hand. Guided tours are indeed a perspicuous setting (Garfinkel and Wieder, 1992) for analyzing how a participant with specific deontic and epistemic rights and obligations, i.e., the guide, organizes group activities. Interactionally oriented researchers have identified guided tours as a setting of interaction in which deictic reference is recurrent (De Stefani, 2010), in which participants jointly organize their relevant activities (Stukenbrock and Birkner, 2010; Best, 2012). They have examined how participants accomplish those activities by adopting specific spatial configurations (Best and Hindmarsh, 2019) and how the guides’ expertise may be challenged by visitors (De Stefani and Mondada, 2014; De Stefani and Mondada, 2017). Moreover, researchers have focused on more (but not exclusively) language-related practices observable in guided tours, such as narratives (Burdelski, 2016), ostensive definitions of perceptually accessible referents (Traverso and Ravazzolo, 2016) and demonstrations thereof (Fukuda and Burdelski, 2019).
This line of research has also shown that guides are expected to organize the alternance between mobile and stationary phases of the visit, to select objects of interest, provide explanations, etc. Moments of stationary interaction are typically organized around objects of interest that are perceptually accessible and about which the guide provides information. Therefore, one practical problem for guides involves creating a joint focus of attention that enables visitors to (visually) access the object in question. Such joint attention does not presuppose a simultaneous access to the object, but can also occur “successively, i.e., when speakers withdraw their gaze from the object before addressees look at it.” (Stukenbrock, 2020, p. 4). This is particularly true for addressees who are members of large groups, and who in moments of collective reorientation risk mutually hindering visual access to the object of interest. The phenomenon investigated here, i.e., grammar as a resource for action organization, is tightly related to Stukenbrock’s (2018, 2020) studies on joint attention, since guides use if-clauses precisely as a further resource to orient the visitors to a common focus of attention. The main concern relates here, however, to the ways in which guides embed this specific linguistic resource in the situatedly emerging course of action.
As a complement to the existing literature, this article addresses the following research questions:
- Which formats of if/then-constructions are observable in the setting under scrutiny and across a variety of languages?
- What is the projection potential of if-clauses?
- To what extent is embodied conduct involved in making if-constructions perceivable as solicitations to establish a focus of joint attention?
- How do embodied conduct and turn-construction reflexively affect each other?
By answering these questions, this article extends the literature on guided tours as an interactionally organized social activity. It also proposes a detailed analysis of a specific grammatical format, if-clauses, as a resource with a twofold projection potential, i.e., a vocal-grammatical one and an embodied-actional one. The context-sensitive analysis of a grammatical construction—which considers embodiment, spatial configurations and temporality to be of paramount importance in the participants’ engagement to form and ascribe action (in Levinson’s 2013 sense)—sheds new light on if-constructions. In particular, it shows that a description in terms of conditionality insufficiently captures the use attested in guided tours and it describes the setting as a perspicuous environment for observing complete if/then-constructions (rather than stand-alone if-clauses) as emerging from the practical need to organize a joint focus of attention. These constructions result, as such, from micro-sequential adaptations between the guide’s talk and the visitors’ embodied responses.
MATERIALS AND METHODS
This study is based on a 17 h corpus of video-recorded guided tours of cities and museums collected in various countries and languages, namely Italian (3 tours), French (3 tours), German (1 tour), Dutch with interpretation into Flemish Sign Language (1 tour).5 The size of the groups varied from 4 to over 20 participants, who were assisted by one or two guides. Twenty-three occurrences of if-clauses used by guides in their attempt to create a joint focus of attention were identified.6 These have been transcribed following standards established by Jefferson (2004) for talk and Mondada (2018a) for embodied actions.7 In the transcripts, the lines in the original language are translated into colloquial English (in italics). An additional interlinear gloss with the minimally necessary grammatical clarifications is provided for the target constructions. The analysis has been carried out with instruments offered by Conversation Analysis (Sacks et al., 1974; Sacks 1992) and Interactional Linguistics (Selting and Couper-Kuhlen, 2001; Couper-Kuhlen and Selting, 2018).
RESULTS
The if-clauses guides use to reorganize the visitors’ focus of attention show some convergence across the languages analyzed, especially with regard to verb semantics and the subject of the clause. The verbs overwhelmingly relate to: 1) spatial positioning and movement (such as Italian girarsi or French se retourner ‘to turn around’); and to 2) visual perception (for instance, Italian guardare, French regarder, Dutch kijken or German (sich) anschauen ‘to look, observe’). In some languages, verbs are employed in which both dimensions are present, such as Italian affacciarsi, which can be glossed as ‘to position oneself with the face towards X and to look’. The grammatical subject is most frequently a second person plural (15 cases) or singular (1 case, in Dutch),8 but other subjects have been observed (e.g., 3rd person impersonal pronoun in German and French), for which language-specific preferences may account. If-clauses produced with these features are projective in two ways: 1) They are projective with respect to grammar, in that they prosodically index turn-continuation, thereby making expectable a subsequent main clause (Auer, 2005; Auer, 2009; Deppermann and Streeck, 2018); they are heard as a protasis that makes relevant an apodosis, or as a first component of a compound TCU that projects a second component (Lerner, 1991); they project thus a vocal-grammatical continuation; 2) They are also projective with respect to action, in that they make relevant an action to be carried out by the visitors; they are recognizable as first actions that make the accomplishment of a second action conditionally relevant (Goodwin, 2002; Schegloff, 2007), more precisely, an action that addressees have to carry out bodily. Thus they also project an embodied action.
The following sections illustrate the most significant findings emerging from the analysis of 23 occurrences of if/then-constructions observed in the organization of a joint focus of attention. The sections on If-Clauses Followed by (Non-)Integrated Main Clauses take grammatical features of the constructions as a starting point and examine their temporal and embodied contingencies. The section entitled Micro-Sequential Adjustments illustrates the micro-sequential dimension of turn-construction by showing how a guide’s turn-in-progress is sensitive and responsive to the addressees’ embodied conduct. Finally, and in a contrastive vein, the section on If-Clauses in Vocal and Signed Languages argues that while if-clauses are a powerful resource for reorienting the visitors’ attention in vocal languages, they are less successfully employed in signed languages. In all the excerpts below, a box with a single line highlights the protasis, whereas the apodosis is indicated with a box drawn with a double border line. On occasion, the boundaries of protasis and apodosis are not clearly identifiable since speakers may extend (e.g., with relative clauses), or repair (e.g., with restarts) either component. Therefore, the highlighting is intended to spotlight the target units of the turns-at-talk, not to provide a fine-grained grammatical analysis.
If-Clauses Followed by Integrated Main Clauses
Excerpt 1 shows a fairly canonical case of an if-clause followed by a then-clause, as observed in guided tours. The group is visiting Castel dell’Ovo, a seaside castle and one of the oldest buildings located in the city of Naples, Italy. The participants are standing in a circle on the terrasse of the castle (Figure 1), embodying an F-formation (Kendon, 1990). The guide is providing explanations about the transformations that the terrace underwent over the centuries.
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While in the data available it is not visible at what moment the guide reorients her gaze toward the environmental features that she is about to introduce in talk, the video excerpt shows that she starts performing a pointing gesture with her extended left index shortly before articulating the unit “se”/‘if’ (Figures 1, 2; l. 02). What becomes progressively recognizable as an if-clause (“se guardate voi per terra,”/‘if you look at the ground’; l. 02) is accompanied by the guide’s pointing hand, which follows the area in which the intended object is visible (highlighted in Figure 2). While the guide formulates the area in which the new referent will be located already at the end of the protasis (“per terra”/‘at the ground’; l. 02), the pointing gesture is instrumental for the visitors in identifying the new focus of attention, i.e., vestiges of razed walls, since it traces (Goodwin, 2003) the area in which the object can be found, thereby delimiting a domain of scrutiny (Goodwin, 2003; Stukenbrock, 2020). Note that (some) visitors are orienting their gaze towards the referent9 already before the guide starts articulating the apodosis (Figure 3). The guide then produces the second part of the if/then-construction (“vedete che c’è […]”/‘you see that there is […]’; ll. 03–04), after a micro-pause of about 0.2 s (l. 03), while her hand continues to trace the area of interest.
The analysis shows that the guide displays an embodied reorientation towards a perceptually accessible object already before starting to articulate the if-clause, thereby self-orienting (Stukenbrock, 2020: 5) in preparation of the upcoming reorganization of the collective focus of attention. In this case, the visitors (certainly some of them), orient their attention very early towards the area indicated by the guide, i.e., even before she starts articulating the apodosis. This is certainly facilitated by the fact that the achievement of a joint focus of attention requires only minimal reorientation—which may possibly be achieved just by eye-movements, at least for visitors who are already positioned in such a way to have an easy access to the domain of scrutiny delimited by the guide. The easy perceptional accessibility of those environmental features enables the guide to produce the if/then-construction in a smooth way, without major hitches or interruptions. Also, the solicited action (to “look”) is recognizable very early in the TCU, as the verb form “guardate”/‘you look’ occupies the subsequent position after the conjunction “se”/‘if’ (l. 02). Moreover, the then-clause appears to be perfectly integrated into the syntactic trajectory projected by the if-clause. While in many Germanic languages the level of syntactic integration of the then-clause can be identified on the basis of the position of the finite verb, in Italian, the position of the finite verb in the then-clause is not a useful criterion to measure syntactic integration. Rather, the smooth continuation of the syntactic trajectory, the semantic consonance of verbs in the if-clause (“guardate”/‘you look’; l. 02) and in the then-clause (“vedete”/‘you see’; l. 03), as well as the fact that the same subject occurs in both clauses, convey a sense of syntactic integration and causal relationship.
Excerpt 2 is taken from a guided visit of a manor in Brittany, France. The guide has positioned herself facing the visitors, who are slowly walking towards her while she remains silent. The guide then uses an if-clause to organize the visitors’ visual attention and movement in space (“si vous allez ↑voir dans l’fond”/‘if you go have a look at the back’; l. 01).
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As in the previous case, the protasis is produced in concomitance with a pointing gesture (Figure 4). Notably, in this case the guide uses a gesture that Kendon (2004), (p. 140) described as open hand palm vertical, which Stukenbrock (2015, p. 153) called a ‘visual direction instruction’ (visuelle Richtungsanweisung). This is a different pointing gesture from the one observed in Excerpt 1, which was executed with an extended index and hence oriented toward identifying a referent in the immediate environment. While in both cases the gestures indicate a “path” to follow (McNeill, 2000; Chui, 2009; De Stefani and Deppermann, 2021), in Excerpt 1 the path represented the shape of the object of interest, whereas in Excerpt 2 it is the path that the visitors have to follow to gain visual access to the object of interest. In this case, too, the guide produces the apodosis immediately after the end of the if-clause (“vous allez avoir un ultime témoignage […]”/‘you will have a final testimony […]’; ll. 02–03). However, although the visitors seem to be visually oriented towards the area that the guide has just indicated (Figure 5), at no moment do they start moving towards the area where the ‘final testimony of Madame Astor’s modernism’ (ll. 02–03) will be visible. This is witnessed also by the guide, as shown by her overt solicitation to ‘go have a look’, which she produces subsequently (“j’vous laisse aller voir”/‘I let you go have a look’; l. 04) while executing again an open hand palm vertical-gesture (Figure 6). It is only at this point that the visitors walk further towards the next room of the manor.
This excerpt illustrates a case in which visitors do not hear the protasis or the apodosis as an invitation to take action immediately. Indeed, the guide needs to produce additional language material to successfully reorient their attention (l. 04). Hence, the analysis of this excerpt shows one practical problem of guides, consisting in making sure that the visitors hear an if-clause as conveying an instruction to take action hic et nunc. That the visitors fail to do so in this excerpt may be related to (at least) two aspects. Contrary to what was observed in Excerpt 1, here the reorientation required from the visitors is substantial—they have to walk to the end of the corridor in order to discover the object of interest. Moreover, whereas in Excerpt 1 the guide invited reorientation to a visible and nameable referent that was identifiable in the immediate environment, in Excerpt 2 she does not mention a specific referent, but rather provides a conceptual description of what can be seen (‘Madam Astor’s modernism’; l. 03). There may be, of course, a pedagogical rationale behind this choice: the visitors will be able to discover for themselves what they deem to be a sign of ‘modernism’—and in this case they will indeed successfully do so, as they are going to discover that the manor, dating back to 1860, was equipped with a fully functioning automatic toilet (not transcribed).
Just like in Excerpt 1, the protasis and the apodosis show high syntactic integration. This is evidenced by the fluid articulation of the two clauses, by their semantic relatedness displaying a causal relationship, and by the recurrence of the same subject (“si vous allez ↑voir […] vous allez avoir […]”/‘if you go have a look […] you will have […]’; ll. 01–02).
The excerpts presented up to this point have provided first illustrations of the grammatical and action-related projection potentials of if-clauses in guided tours. These were embedded in embodied conduct (repositioning, gaze orientation, pointing) that the guide accomplished before initiating the if-clause by which she introduced a new object of interest. The guide’s protasis was followed immediately (Excerpt 2) or after a very short pause (Excerpt 1) by the apodosis. At times, however, guides allow more notable pauses to occur after the protasis or visitors may foresee early on the projected content of the apodosis. The reasons for this are laid out in the following sections.
If-Clauses Followed by a Pause
Excerpt 3 is taken from a tour through the same Breton manor as seen in Excerpt 2, with a different guide and other tourists. The group is standing in the kitchen of the manor and the visitors are facing the guide (Figure 7). At the beginning of the excerpt, the guide is articulating the upshot of her previous explanations (“donc”/‘so’; l. 01), observing that the rooms the group is visiting were ‘very cool’ (l. 02). At this point, the guide’s turn reaches a point of grammatical, pragmatic and prosodic completeness.
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At l. 04, the guide extends her talk with a TCU prefaced by “et”/‘and,’ which is followed by an if-clause (“si vous retournez,”/‘if you turn around’). While uttering that component, she lifts both hands and performs a circular gesture, thereby providing an iconic representation of a “turning” movement (Figure 8). She subsequently allows a pause to occur (l. 05), during which she repositions her body, which enables her to adopt a position facing the object that she is going to introduce (Figure 9). It is only when the guide starts articulating the apodosis (“vous allez avoir […]”/‘you’re going to have […]’; l. 06) that the visitors visibly reorient themselves, by turning their heads, and then their bodies, in the direction embodied by the guide (Figure 10).
The excerpt shows the embodied work the guide performs in order to make sure that visitors hear the if-clause she is uttering as a solicitation to turn around. She performs a “turning” gesture (Figure 8) while articulating the protasis (l. 04), repositions herself, and allows a pause to occur at the end of the if-clause (l. 05). This pause is instrumental in conveying the pragmatic import of the protasis, namely that visitors should hear it as prompting them to take some action. It is also conducive to the visitors’ understanding that they should accomplish the projected action hic et nunc. In other words, in allowing a pause to occur, the guide gives the visitors time to apprehend her words as a solicitation to turn around, which they have to comply with without any delay. They indeed do so at l. 06, thereby enabling the guide to talk about the newly introduced referent (“placards bien particuliers,”/‘very particular cupboards’; l. 08), while the visitors are orienting their visual attention to the domain of scrutiny embodied by the guide. The duration of the pause is reflexively tied to the visitors’ embodied conduct. The guide can be seen to carefully monitor the visitors’ reorientation and to articulate the apodosis only once they have visual access to the object she is going to talk about. Moreover, this example shows that in vocal languages and with hearing participants, once the domain of scrutiny has been identified, visitors can withdraw their bodily orientation from the guide without encountering problems of understanding.
All the cases analyzed so far showed a protasis followed by a syntactically integrated apodosis, both clauses being produced by the same speaker, i.e., the guide. A relationship of causality between protasis and apodosis was observable in all the cases (of the kind: if you look at X/turn around (protasis), you’ll see/have (aposodis)). This is compatible with Sweetser’s (1990) notion of content conditional and confirms the idea of grammatical projection, i.e., that speakers articulating a protasis establish a projection that is syntactically fulfilled by the apodosis. With respect to action projection, the analyses have shown how guides ensure that if-clauses are heard as soliciting an embodied-actional response from the visitors, i.e., the reorientation towards a joint focus of attention. The next section discusses a case in which the visitors collectively display their understanding of both the grammatical and actional projection the guide establishes by articulating an if-clause, thereby documenting the participants’ locally and endogenously emerging analysis of grammar as it unfolds.
An Endogenous Analysis of If-Clauses: Co-Constructions
The excerpts discussed so far have shown if/then-constructions entirely produced by the guide. This section presents a case in which the guide articulates the protasis, but the apodosis is uttered collectively by the visitors. It shows the compelling strength of if-clauses in projecting a grammatically fitted continuation. Excerpt 4 is taken once more from a guided tour through the Breton manor, but the composition of the group is again different. The guide is providing explanations about a richly adorned cello that served ‘purely decorative’ (l. 02) purposes, while the visitors are looking in the direction of the cello. It is exposed in a glass display in a corner of the room (Figure 12).
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The visitors have been oriented towards the cello already before the beginning of this excerpt. The object of interest is thus already established and perceptually available. At l. 02 the guide reaches a moment of syntactic, prosodic and pragmatic completion, and the guide’s “voilà”/‘that’s it’ (l. 02) makes a sequential closing expectable (Mondada, 2018b). At lines 04–05, however, the guide articulates an “et”-prefaced if-clause (“et si vous r’gardez un p’tit peu […]”/‘and if you look a bit […]’), thereby soliciting the visitors to orient their gaze towards the ‘left mirror’ (l. 05). Notably, she performs a pointing gesture that starts only after the initiation of the if-clause (l. 04), rather than before, as in the previously discussed Excerpts 1, 2. This difference may not be anecdotal. Indeed, whereas in the previous excerpts the guides were orienting the visitors’ attention to a so-far unmentioned object, in this case the object of interest (the cello) has already been identified and named. Moreover, the visitors are already looking at the cello (Figure 11), and are just solicited to fine-tune their gaze. The reorientation hence requires only a minimal adjustment of the gaze, which they accomplish immediately. Indeed, at l. 07 the visitors chorally10 produce the second part of the if/then-construction (“on voit derrière.”/‘one sees behind (it)’), thereby displaying their understanding of the guide’s grammatical turn-construction under way, and completing it. They modify the grammatical subject from the 2nd person “vous” (l. 04) to the subject pronoun “on”—which is used in French as a 3rd person singular (impersonal) or as a 1st person plural—thereby adjusting the construction to their perspective as a speaking party. At the same time, the visitors exhibit not only that they have already accomplished the gaze reorientation—i.e., that they have heard the if-clause as a solicitation to accomplish a specific action—but also that they have correctly identified the reason why the guide has just solicited an adjustment of their gaze orientation. This is confirmed by the guide’s “voilà”/‘that’s it’ at l. 08.
Günthner (2020, p. 199) has described jointly produced if/then-constructions as collaborative achievements in which second speakers “align with first speaker’s initiated syntactic project,” thereby illustrating the emerging dimension of grammatical turn-formatting, while at the same time demonstrating that participants resort to their own grammatical knowledge when co-constructing turns-at-talk. While the analysis of Excerpt 4 confirms Günthner’s point, the if/then-construction resulting from collaborative talk shows a minor, but significative difference with respect to the if/then-constructions described in Excerpts 1–3. Indeed, the change of the grammatical subject (“vous” in the protasis, “on” in the apodosis)—which is expectable as the apodosis describes an experience that the visitors are making at the time of utterance—is sensitive to the participants’ speakership status, as illustrated already by Jespersen (1924) notion of shifters,11 and testifies to the situated nature of language use. In contrast with the excerpts discussed so far, the following section discusses cases in which the then-clause is not fully integrated from a syntactic point of view.
If-Clauses Followed by Non-Integrated Main Clauses
The if-clauses examined in this study are systematically produced with a continuing intonation. Therefore, they are not stand-alone structures but project more talk, which may be more or less integrated. In German, the level of grammatical integration of then-clauses can be measured on the basis of the position of the finite verb (Günthner 2020, pp. 189–197). A then-clause showing the finite verb in second position (rather than in first position) is generally treated as non-integrated. This is exemplified by Excerpt 5, which has been recorded in the Natural History Museum of Berlin, Germany. The group is standing next to a skeleton of a brachiosaurus—which has a very long neck as a distinctive feature—and the guide is providing explanations. A little boy has just said that he believes that the brachiosaurus was able to lower his neck to ground level (not transcribed), and the guide now aligns with this idea (ll. 01–02).
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At l. 03 the guide tilts his head back and gazes in the direction of the referent he is about to introduce. Clearly, he delineates what Stukenbrock (2020, p. 5) has called a domain of pointing, i.e., he embodies a reorientation that subsequently enables him to perform a pointing gesture directed to the intended object. He reorients his gaze while saying “es ist so,”/‘it’s like this,’ an idiomatic expression comparable to English here’s the thing, which projects more talk to come (see Auer, 2006). What follows is the if-clause “wenn wir uns den hals anschaun,”/‘if we look at the neck’ (l. 04), which the guide produces in concomitance with a pointing gesture towards the referent located above his head (Figure 13). At this point, most of the visitors’ heads display a level orientation, with the exception of one woman who is already looking in the direction indicated by the guide. This changes shortly after, when the guide continues to talk. While he produces the words “da sind so lange,”/‘there are like long’ (l. 05), the visitors collectively orient their gaze towards the area in which the guide is looking (Figure 14). It is only after a short pause (l. 05) that the guide produces the lexical item “stangen”/‘bars,’ with which he identifies the referent to which he is drawing the visitors’ attention.
While from a grammatical perspective the protasis is produced as a canonical if-clause (“wenn wir uns den hals anschaun”/‘if we look at the neck’; l. 04), the format of what can be identified as the apodosis (“da sind so lange, (0.6) stangen dran”/‘there are like long bars attached’; ll. 05–06) has been described as a non-integrated main clause (Günthner, 1999; Günthner, 2020).12 Not only is the then-clause constructed with the finite verb in second position, it is also hosting a different grammatical subject. It starts with the existential construction “da sind”/‘there are’ (l. 05), whereas the protasis mentioned the inclusive subject “wir”/‘we’ (l. 04). Existential constructions—but also deictic/demonstrative constructions as ‘this is,’ etc.—are observable when perceptional accessibility to the focus of joint attention is (about to be) established.
While in German syntactic (non-)integration can be measured on the basis of the position of the finite verb, this is not possible for other languages, such as Italian, where other criteria have to be sought. The following excerpt provides a case in point. Excerpt 6 is taken from a guided tour through Naples, organized for a school class. The group is standing in a large square (Piazza del Plebiscito) as the excerpt starts.13 The guide is facing the Royal Palace, whereas the schoolchildren are mostly oriented towards the guide.
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At ll. 01–04 the guide announces that she ‘wanted’ to provide additional information to the visitors about the ‘castle’ (l. 03). She initiates an if-clause while at the same time performing a “turning” gesture with her right hand (l. 03). However, she abandons the projected turn-construction and accomplishes a self-correction that replaces the lexical unit “castello”/‘castle’ (l. 03) with “palazzo”/‘palace’ (l. 04). She then resumes the abandoned construction and articulates a grammatically complete if-clause (“se vi girate,”/‘if you turn around’; l. 04), while redoing the “turning” gesture. She then allows a 2.5-s pause to occur (l. 05), which gives the visitors the time to comply with the solicitation for action and to turn around so that they can see the ‘palace’ that the guide has just mentioned. Once the collective reorientation has been achieved, the guide continues her talk. She starts her next TCU with “allora.” (l. 06), an item that is used in a variety of ways in present-day Italian. One possible use is linked to if/then-constructions (se/allora in Italian; see Mazzoleni, 2001, pp. 781–784), as it is the item that may initiate the then-component. However, in this case the guide articulates it with a falling intonation, which makes it hearable as a “discourse marker” that is recurrently used in displaying transition to a new activity (see Bosco and Bazzanella, 2005). A further pause occurs, then the guide produces a click and after an inbreath and a further pause (l. 06) she starts producing what will progressively become recognizable as a main clause: “questo quindi abbiamo detto è il palazzo reale.”/‘this so we have said is the royal palace’ (ll. 06–07). While the protasis was articulated with a continuing intonation, which displayed incompleteness and projected more talk to come, what the guide produces as the second component of her construction is recognizable as a grammatically non-integrated continuation. Indeed, the turn-continuation is delayed by grammatically unattached material (“allora”/‘okay’) as well as by pauses and vocalizations (l. 06).
In contrast to Excerpts 1–4, in Excerpts 5–6 the protasis and the apodosis are not describable as forming a content conditional (Sweetser, 1990), which for Excerpt 6 would have implied an understanding of the construction as ‘if you turn around, then this is the Royal Palace.’ In other words, no relationship of causality is overtly established between the protasis and the apodosis. One could argue that ellipsis has occurred (‘if you turn around, then you can see that this is the Royal Palace’), an argument that is frequently put forward in the literature on independent if-clauses (Evans, 2007). However, independently from the cognitive underpinnings of this use, from an interactional perspective it is clear that none of the participants orient toward a putative “absence” of language material at this point (see also Lindström et al., 2019 for a critical assessment of the ellipsis model). While the protasis the guide produces in Excerpt 6 appears to come close to the insubordinated if-requests described by Evans (2007), one fundamental difference with respect to Evans’ examples relates to prosody. Indeed, in Excerpt 6 (as in all the other excerpts discussed in this article) the speakers project—also through prosodic means—that their turn is incomplete, that more talk is expectable. The extent to which subsequent talk is grammatically more or less fitted to the preceding if-clause is a matter of situated adaptation to the interactional contingencies. For instance, apodoses starting with constructions such as ‘there are,’ ‘this is’ may occur when perceptual accessibility to the referent in question is (about to be) established. Also, guides can be seen to actively monitor the visitors’ embodied behavior, and to adapt their turn-in-progress to the embodied responses they witness in the visitors’ conduct. The following excerpt provides an exemplary illustration of this.
Micro-sequential Adjustments
The analyses provided so far have already shown the extent to which the grammatical construction of turns-at-talk is reflexively structured by concomitant embodied behavior. This is visible even more clearly in Excerpt 7, taken from the same tour through Castel dell’Ovo, Naples, seen in Excerpt 1. At the beginning of the excerpt, the guide is engaged in an explanation about the different transformations that the castle underwent throughout the centuries (ll. 01–04), while all the visitors orient their attention towards the guide who is standing next to an opening in the ground (Figure 15).
[image: Excerpt 7]EXCERPT 7 | Na092VG1-2a, 38:03–38:34.
While the guide is still engaged in providing explanations, she repositions her body and moves closer towards an opening in the ground that is enclosed by a guard rail (l. 04). This change of position, which the visitors can witness, foreshadows an activity that departs from the activity of providing explanations, in which the guide was engaged up to this point. Indeed, at l. 05 she starts gazing towards the area surrounded by the guard rail (Figure 16), while at the same time producing an if-clause “infatti .h se voi vi affacciate,” (l. 05), formed with the reflexive verb affacciarsi, for which no English equivalent exists, but which can be glossed as ‘to position oneself in a way to get visual access to something (by facing it).’14 The if-clause, which is articulated with a continuative prosody, is potentially complete at this point. However, the guide extends it with the deictic expressions “qui:”/‘here’ and “al di sotto”/‘below’ (l. 06). These extensions are not just casual phenomena of talk. Rather, by extending the if-clause in this way, the guide orients to the fact that the visitors need some time in order to reposition themselves and gain visual access to the referent to which she wishes to draw their attention. That reorientation is visible, for instance, in the modified posture that the three women on the left of Figures 16, 17 adopt by lowering their torso and orienting their head toward the area the guide indicates. That the guide is monitoring the visitors’ conduct is even more visible in her subsequent talk. Indeed, at l. 07 she produces what can be heard as the beginning of the projected main clause: “troverete,”/‘you will find.’ The verb, which occurs in the future tense, is produced while some visitors are visibly orienting towards the area the guide has indicated (e.g., the three women mentioned earlier), whereas others do not seem to have gained visual access to that area. This is particularly true for a white-haired man (WHI) who starts moving toward the guard rail at this moment, while the guide is visually monitoring him (Figure 17). Clearly, the guide can witness that WHI is not yet seeing the object she is going to talk about and that he is currently repositioning himself. Consequently, she adapts her turn-in-progress: she allows a 2-s pause to occur (l. 07) and then produces a softly spoken “non so se si vede”/‘I don’t know if you (can) see it’ (l. 07). This extension is sensitive to WHI’s embodied conduct. Indeed, as soon as WHI reaches the guard rail (Figure 18), the guide utters a new version of the apodosis, now formatted as “ci sono delle colonne.”/‘there are columns’ (l. 08). Note that she now uses an existential construction (“ci sono”/‘there are’) in the present tense. This way of formatting her turn-in-progress, in particular the transition from future to present tense, shows that she takes into account the current disposition of the visitors’ bodies and gaze when constructing her talk. So, while by substituting “troverete”/‘you will find’ (l. 07) with “ci sono”/‘there are’ (l. 08) the guide shifts from an integrated to a non-integrated format, the latter is sensitive to the visitors’ embodied and responsive conduct that the guide is witnessing, and appears hence to be the more adequate format, for all practical purposes. Once the referent has been introduced by the guide, and seen by the visitors, the guide resumes the previous activity, i.e., she provides explanations. In particular, she explains that the columns are actually the remains of a sumptuous villa that belonged to the Roman politician and commander Lucullus (ll. 11–13).
The analysis of this example has highlighted the reflexive relationship observable between the stepwise unfolding of the participants’ turns-at-talk and their mutually witnessable embodied conduct. The guide adapts her turn-construction to the witnessable and progressively achieved establishment of a joint focus of attention that she has solicited from the visitors. The pauses, expansions and self-repairs (including grammatical choices, e.g., of tense), exhibit micro-sequential adaptations of her talk to the visitors’ embodied conduct. Moreover, they show that observable compliance with the solicitation to reorient oneself is treated as necessary in order to fulfill the grammatical projection established by the protasis.
If-Clauses in Vocal and Signed Languages
The analyses presented in the previous sections have shown that if/then-constructions may be useful in many vocal languages for organizing a joint focus of attention. They may be problematic, however, in vocal languages in which the if-component is not placed in clause-initial position (e.g., Japanese),15 or in languages that do not primarily rely on vocal resources, for instance signed languages. The last excerpt of this article documents, contrastively, a practical problem of an action-soliciting vocal if-clause interpreted into a signed language. It is taken from a guided tour through the city of Ghent, Belgium. The group is composed of people with diverse hearing status, ranging from fully hearing to deaf. A guide provides explanations in Dutch, while an interpreter renders her words in Flemish Sign Language, which is the official signed language of the deaf community in Flanders. At the beginning of Excerpt 8, the guide is explaining how working people used to live in the buildings visible in the street in which the group is currently standing. Since in earlier times people had to pay taxes on the facade of buildings, owners would extend the buildings with annexes set up in a row behind the facade. By doing so, owners were able to expand the buildings without paying more taxes, while at the same creating more space to rent.
[image: Excerpt 8]EXCERPT 8 | GH171VG1-2, 10:55–11:04.
At l. 01, the guide bodily reorients herself—by gazing upwards, and by extending her two open hands in the direction of the area before her (Figure 19). Shortly after, she produces the if-clause “als je nu naar da kijkt”/‘if you now look over there’ (l. 01):
Two visitors can be seen to reorient their gaze in the direction embodied and vocally indicated by the guide as soon as the latter produces the protasis (Figure 19). Clearly, by responding in this way, the visitors in question embody their being visitors who have auditive access to the guide’s words and who treat the protasis as soliciting them to reorient their gaze towards a new focus of attention, in accordance with the previously analyzed cases. Immediately after, the guide articulates the apodosis, in which she names the new object of attention (“dan hebde ier .hh da s:tuk”/‘then you have here this piece’; l. 02). The apodosis is syntactically integrated, with the finite verb “hebde” (a regional form of Dutch heb je, literally ‘have you’) in first position. Up to this point the example hence provides a further illustration of the phenomena discussed in If-Clauses Followed by Integrated Main Clauses.
The interpreter’s rendering of the guide’s words occurs, necessarily, with some delay. It is only at line 03 (while the guide is already producing the apodosis) that the interpreter starts rendering the guide’s protasis. She does so by selecting the same syntactic structure, i.e., by signing “IF” and shortly after “TO-LOOK” (l. 03). Note that the sign for “TO-LOOK” is executed with a deictic component in that the interpreter directs her V-shaped hand (extended index and middle finger) toward the area that needs to be “looked at.” Figure 20 shows that while the interpreter is producing this sign, the visitors visible on the right side of the image are visually oriented to her signing. Shortly after, three of them reorient their gaze towards the area indicated by the interpreter (Figure 21). While this is evidence that if-clauses may also be heard as soliciting reorientation in Flemish Sign Language, it also shows the pitfalls of this practice in a signed language. Indeed, by withdrawing their gaze from the interpreter at this moment, the deaf visitors risk missing her subsequent signing, thereby possibly failing to perceive the reason why they were solicited to reorient their attention, which may lead to difficulties in identifying the object of interest. Since signed languages crucially rely on embodiment and vision, rather than on voice and audition, soliciting recipients to look away from the interpreter and only later explaining what they see is indeed not a successful way of organizing joint attention among users of those languages.
DISCUSSION
The analytical part of this article has brought to the fore the practical utility of if-clauses for tour guides as they carry out their professional tasks. The analysis focused on languages in which such clauses are recognizable from the onset of their production and was limited to if-clauses offered by guides and heard by visitors as solicitations to reorient towards a joint focus of attention. In all the 23 occurrences identified in the data, the if-clause (or protasis) was followed by a second component. Detailed analyses were provided for eight occurrences. The degree of grammatical integration of the second component (or apodosis) varied from fully integrated (Excerpts 1–3, 8) to non-integrated (Excerpts 5–6). Whereas fully integrated apodoses result in if/then-constructions that are compatible with Sweetser’s (1990) description of content conditionals, the same does not hold true for the non-integrated occurrences observed. The progressively unfolding format of the if-clause and the retrospectively observable turn-constructional features of the if/then-pattern have proven to be sensitive to embodied conduct, both of the speaker and the addressees. Guides systematically bodily display reorientation before or while articulating if-clauses, thereby exhibiting that they are in the process of establishing a domain of pointing (Stukenbrock, 2020, p. 5). Such bodily reorientation occurring in concomitance with an if-clause is likely to be perceived, by visitors, as progressively implementing a solicitation to establish a joint focus of attention towards a new object of interest. Typically, pointing gestures with the extended index or open hand(s) (Excerpts 1, 2, 4, 5, 8) and “turning” gestures (Excerpts 3, 6) were observed before or during the articulation of if-clauses. While from a formal point of view these would be categorized as different gesture types (with possibly different functions), the examination of their use in the specific ecology of guided tours shows that guides use them, in association with if-clauses, in similar ways, namely to reorient the visitors’ attention—either by establishing deictic reference to the object of interest (pointing), or by iconically representing the participants’ expected bodily reorientation (“turning” gesture). The conjoint deployment of embodied (reorientation) and vocal (if-clause) resources addresses what Schegloff (2007, p. xiv) called the action formation problem, i.e., the guide’s practical problem of making their action recognizable as a solicitation to establish a joint focus of attention. Clearly, the if-clause format is available to guides as a grammatical resource for soliciting reorientation toward what becomes progressively recognizable as an object of interest. However, soliciting reorientation is an accountable action. This is why, in this setting and in the data examined for this article, action-projecting if-clauses are systematically followed by main clauses, which allow the guide to account for her action. While the protasis allows guides to open up the domain of scrutiny that visitors are expected to orient to, it is in the apodosis that they reveal the specific object that becomes visible to the visitors’ eyes and on which they now provide information. Guided tours are thus a setting in which action-projecting if-clauses systemically establish grammatical projection. Ellipsis of the main clause—the mechanism from which Evans (2007) derives the occurrence of insubordinated if-clauses—is not expectable in this specific setting because guides need to account for the solicited reorientation.
The visitors face the problem of ascribing (Levinson, 2013) an action to the guide’s vocal and embodied conduct. It is through their silent, bodily reorientation and repositioning that they exhibit their understanding of the guide’s action as a solicitation to establish joint attention to a visually accessible object in the environment. Visitors may reorient themselves early, while the protasis is still in progress (Excerpt 1), especially in cases in which their reorientation requires only a minimal adjustment (e.g., of gaze orientation). It is in these contextual environments that co-construction of the if/then-format (Excerpt 4) is more likely, precisely because visitors are in a position to identify early on the intended object of interest and to display that identification by producing the apodosis. Visitors can also be seen to reorient once the protasis is recognizably achieved (Excerpt 5), while guides can allow a pause to occur after the protasis (Excerpts 3, 6) so as to give the visitors the time to reorient themselves before articulating the apodosis, by which they describe and name the intended object of interest. On occasion, however, visitors fail to respond in adequate ways, and guides may choose to articulate a more overt solicitation-format (Excerpt 2). This testifies to the practice as soliciting a reorientation that visitors need to accomplish hic et nunc. However, because an if-clause may not be heard as soliciting immediate action, it is not describable as a straightforward request. Rather, the guide uses it as a subtle resource to possibly mobilize embodied action, as an attempt of “weak manipulation” (Declerck and Reed, 2001, p. 386) of the visitors’ conduct. The visitors’ reorientation is not only sensitive to the recognizability of the protasis as a soliciting action, but also to the sensorial accessibility of the referent. The visitors’ embodied response is attentively monitored by guides while they articulate what eventually materializes as an if/then-construction. Their doing so is further evidence of the embodied-actional projection guides establish by articulating such if-clauses. As guides monitor the visitors’ embodied responses, they can be seen to adjust their unfolding turn, in particular, to the visitors’ possibly commencing and unfolding bodily reorientation (Goodwin, 1979, Goodwin C., 1980). This may lead to pauses, hesitations, incrementation, restarts, and other repair phenomena, thereby revealing the micro-sequential dimension of turn construction (Goodwin M. H., 1980; De Stefani, 2021; Deppermann and Schmidt, 2021), and affecting the syntax of the if/then-construction: what started as a grammatically integrated apodosis, may end up as a non-integrated completion of the if-clause (Excerpt 7). Also, the selection of the subject, verb tense, etc. that guides use for the apodosis is crucially related to the visitors’ embodied conduct: presentative and demonstrative constructions (‘there are,’ ‘this is,’ etc.) tend to be selected when visitors have already gained access to the intended object of interest (Excerpts 5–7). The reflexive constitution of turns-at-talk and embodied action is linguistically visible in how the guide’s if/then-format unfolds moment by moment, in the emergence of a grammatical construction that is continuously adapted to the contingencies at hand, and in the coordinated accomplishment of collective, embodied action.
Clearly, if-clauses are a powerful resource available to guides for organizing a joint focus of attention—in languages in which the protasis is recognizable as such at clause-initial position, such as the ones analyzed in this article. While this also holds true for Flemish Sign Language (Excerpt 8), the practical utility of if/then-constructions in signed languages for creating joint attention in the setting of guided tours is questionable.
CONCLUSION
In the setting examined in this article, if-clauses set off both a vocal-grammatical projection, by foreshadowing a then-clause, and an embodied-actional projection, by soliciting visitors to bodily reorient themselves. If-clauses are then one resource available to guides for solving a recurrent interactional problem, together with specific embodied conduct (repositioning, pointing, gazing). This practice is compatible with Mondada’s (2012) notion of complex multimodal gestalt. While vocal and embodied conduct are concomitant, and while their temporal unfolding is not isochronous, the practical utility of the practice for the guide is to enable them to solicit an embodied action from the visitors hic et nunc. Hence, its recurrence in guided tours has illustrated the “iterability of solutions for coordination problems that previously worked under similar circumstances” (Deppermann and Streeck, 2018, p. 6). Grammar has proven to be a resource, but also a non-linear, micro-sequentially emerging achievement (Goodwin, 1979) that is attuned to embodied conduct and that is embedded in the participants’ organization of their interactional tasks. How guides temporally coordinate if-clauses with their embodied conduct is sensitive to a variety of contextual features (number of participants, distance from the object of interest, visibility of the object, visitors’ responsiveness, language-specific limitations and possibilities, etc.). For this reason, it appears impossible to abstract the empirical evidence in a discarnate model. Indeed, the results presented in this article hold true for the setting of guided tours, but cannot be generalized to other uses of if/then-constructions. Therefore, this study cautions against exclusively format-based approaches to language, which tend to assign specific functions to grammatical resources. It also cautions against purely pragmatic perspectives, which often identify discrete action types (e.g., requests) that are then studied in a variety of settings. If grammar is (also) a resource for organizing action, then its analysis has to take into consideration the ecological habitat in which it materializes. In the setting analyzed here, if-clauses are available to guides as a grammatical resource that enables them, in concomitance with embodied conduct, to solicit an embodied action, not an action accomplished through talk (Enfield and Sidnell, 2017). This observation provided the rationale for the notion of embodied-action projection suggested in this article.
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FOOTNOTES
1Naturally, an if-clause can also follow a main clause (see, e.g., Declerck and Reed, 2001). However, since this study homes in on the projective potential of if-clauses as observed in a specific setting of interaction (guided tours), the construction “main clause + if-clause” is not part of the collection analyzed for this article.
2All examples are taken from Sweetser’s (1990) chapter.
3In these (and other) languages, different resources may be available for expressing the token if (such as German wenn, falls, sofern or Italian se, qualora, nel caso che). The protasis can also be articulated without any if-like token (see Declerck and Reed, 2001 for English and Mazzoleni, 2001, p. 771 for Italian). For the sake of simplicity, this article uses the notion if-clause also for languages other than English.
4Similarly, for English, and based on interactional data, Lerner (1991, p. 444) observed that not all if-clauses, or first components in his terminology, are followed by second components.
5The French data are available through the CLAPI-corpus (http://clapi.icar.crns.fr), whereas the German data are taken from the FOLK-corpus (https://dgd.ids-mannheim.de) (see Acknowledgments). All the other data have been collected by the author of this article.
6Only one excerpt will be discussed for German and for Dutch (with interpretation into Flemish Sign Language) respectively, but the practice is pervasive also in these languages and more occurrences are available.
7In the transcription of signed language, the symbol | was used to indicate the simultaneous occurrence of signing with vocal turns-at-talk. The signed data were transcribed based on their grammatical function and semantic content with the help of Isabelle Heyerick.
8Although the languages studied here provide different resources for addressing a group of persons (2nd person plural in French, 2nd/3rd person plural in Italian and German, 2nd person plural or 1st person singular in Flemish Dutch), and although guides could use inclusive (1st person plural) or impersonal (3rd person singular) forms, the tendency towards using a 2nd person plural form is striking.
9In this contribution, the notions of referent and object are used interchangeably to indicate physical and visually accessible phenomena that become the focus of joint attention. The difference some authors working on joint attention and pointing make between target and referent (e.g., Stukenbrock, 2015: 72–85) is not considered here. Such a distinction is an intersubjective achievement that becomes evident as the interaction unfolds (Goodwin, 2003; Stukenbrock, 2020).
10The description of the apodosis as produced “chorally” indicates that several visitors articulate it conjointly. It does not imply that all the visitors do so.
11A change of the subject from the protasis to the apodosis is also observable in the co-constructed examples discussed by Günthner (2020: 197–201).
12The canonical construction with a fully integrated main clause in the apodosis would be Wenn wir uns den Hals anschauen, (dann) sind da so lange Stangen dran, with the finite verb sind “are” in first position of the then-clause.
13Since not all the children’s parents accepted that their children be video-recorded, the recordings do not show all the visitors involved. A detailed analysis of the visitors’ embodied conduct is hence not possible, and video stills are not provided.
14A typical phrase would be affacciarsi alla finestra, i.e., to stand at the window and look out.
15But see Burdelski’s (2021) analysis of Japanese guided tours, where he documents one case in which a guide invites joint attention with a construction involving the Japanese if-token -tara in the normatively expected clause-final position (p. 10). This is so far the only occurrence of such a use in Burdelski’s data (personal communication).
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This study investigates the use of verbally incomplete utterances in French-language complaints about third parties or situations. In these cases, a speaker initiates a turn with verbal means but stops talking before reaching lexico-syntactic completion. The utterance becomes recognizable as an expression of negative stance or as a precise negative assessment by virtue of the linguistic formatting of the turn-initiation, its position within the larger interactional context, and the speaker’s accompanying bodily-visual displays and vocalizations. Data consist of video-recorded coffee-break conversations among first and second language speakers of French. Using multimodal Conversation Analysis, the analysis documents recurrent linguistic formats of the verbally incomplete utterances and examines the interactional deployment of the utterances in two distinct sequential contexts: (1) in the initiation of complaints, and (2) at the end of complaint tellings or reports. In the first of these, the action of leaving a turn verbally incomplete and expressing stance with bodily-visual means allows the speaker to prepare the grounds for the complaint by foreshadowing the negative valence of the upcoming talk. In the latter case, the verbally incomplete utterance and accompanying vocal and/or embodied conduct are deployed as a summary assessment or upshot of the complaint which shows, rather than merely describes, the complaint-worthiness of the situation. In both cases, the utterances work to enhance the chances for the speaker to obtain affiliative responses from coparticipants. While prior studies on verbally incomplete utterances have suggested that such utterances may be specifically suitable for subtly dealing with delicate actions, in this study the utterances are sometimes produced as part of multimodal ‘extreme-case expressions’ that convey negative stance in a high-grade manner. The findings contribute to a better understanding of interactional uses of verbally incomplete utterances and of the multimodal nature of negative assessments. The study thereby furthers our understanding of how grammar and the body interface as resources for the accomplishment of context-specific actions and the organization of social interaction.
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INTRODUCTION

Assessment activities are highly multimodal in nature (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1987, 1992; Haddington, 2006; Lindström and Mondada, 2009). Speakers recurrently use prosody and bodily-visual conduct (gestures, facial expressions, changes in gaze direction and posture, etc.) to signal incipient assessments, modulate the strength of verbal stance expressions, and display their affective involvement in the activity (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1987, 1992; Ogden, 2006). Few studies have systematically investigated speakers’ use of bodily-visual conduct in assessing and responding to assessments, however (but see Ruusuvuori and Peräkylä, 2009; Kaukomaa et al., 2014; Park and Kline, 2020, and the discussion in Haddington, 2006). The present study contributes to bridging the research gap by examining a particular type of verbal-embodied stance displays in French interactions. In these cases, a speaker initiates a turn with verbal means but stops talking before reaching lexico-syntactic completion. Instead, the speaker offers bodily-visual conduct such as hand gestures or a combination of (non-linguistic) vocal and bodily-visual conduct that fills the slot of a projected assessment term, an entire clause, or signals turn completion (Li, 2016, 2019). The lexico-syntactic string is hearably incomplete on its own and instead made recognizable as part of a negative stance expression or a precise negative assessment with the help of vocal and/or bodily-visual conduct and based on the position of the utterance within the larger interactional context.

Excerpt 1 illustrates the phenomenon. In this excerpt, the university student Cassandra (CAS) complains about her current study situation, which involves having to write four ‘mini-essays.’ In line 2, Cassandra extends her turn (highlighted in gray) with et c’est (‘and it’s’). Instead of bringing the utterance to lexico-syntactic completion, she produces a small, barely audible vocalization (Keevallik and Ogden, 2020) and a depictive hand gesture (Streeck, 2009).
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EXCERPT 1. Mini essays.


Raising her hand toward her temple in a ‘pistol’ gesture (Figure 1), Cassandra figuratively (and non-seriously) expresses how she wants to shoot herself or be shot. The verbally incomplete utterance, completed by a conventional hand gesture, works as a negative assessment that conveys Cassandra’s strong negative stance toward her coursework. The recognizability of the utterance as a complete turn is seen in Xiang’s (XIA) laughing response in line 3 (for a more detailed analysis of this excerpt, see Excerpt 5 in Section “Summary Assessments of Complaint Tellings and Reports” below).

The study draws on the methodological tools of Conversation Analysis (CA) and Interactional Linguistics (IL) to conduct a systematic analysis of French speakers’ use of verbally incomplete negative assessments and stance expressions in a particular interactional activity: complaints about non-present third parties or states of affairs. The expression of negative stance is an integral part of complaints, deployed by complainants (speakers producing a complaint) to construct the ‘complaint-worthiness’ of the complained-about person or situation (Drew, 1998; Drew and Holt, 1988). Research on verbally incomplete utterances indicates that such utterances may be specifically suitable when speakers wish to convey negative stance toward a person or situation without verbally putting it ‘on record’ (Chevalier, 2008, 2009; Chevalier and Clift, 2008; Ford et al., 2012; Li, 2016, 2019; Park and Kline, 2020). In my data, this is not always the case. Instead, the verbally incomplete utterances perform stance expressions of varying degrees of affectivity and expressivity, from subtle ‘hints’ about the speakers’ stance to what I call ‘embodied extreme-case expressions’ of high-grade nature. By offering a systematic analysis of the use of verbally incomplete negative utterances in two different sequential contexts in complaints, the study extends prior research on both verbally incomplete utterances and on complaining in interaction.

The article is organized as follows: Section “Background” reviews existing literature on verbally incomplete utterances, (negative) assessments and stance expressions, and their role in complaint sequences. Section “Materials and Methods” presents the data and method used in the study. The analysis (Section “Analysis”) is divided into two parts. I first outline the formal composition of the verbally incomplete utterances and identify recurrent lexico-syntactic properties of the utterances in my data (Section “Formal Composition of the Multimodal Package”). I then analyze how these utterances are deployed in two specific interactional environments in complaint sequences (Section “Interactional Use in Complaint Sequences”), namely in complaint initiations and at the end of complaint stories or reports. I discuss the implications of the findings for our understanding of how grammar and the body interface as resources for the accomplishment of context-specific actions and the organization of social interaction.



BACKGROUND


Verbally Incomplete Utterances and Bodily-Visual Completions

Human interaction is both intrinsically temporal and highly multimodal (e.g., Goodwin, 1979, 2000, 2007, 2013; Ochs et al., 1996; Mondada, 2014, 2018; Pekarek Doehler et al., 2015; Deppermann and Streeck, 2018; Keevallik, 2018). Because verbal and embodied resources have different temporalities (Deppermann and Streeck, 2018; Mondada, 2018), participants may deploy embodied conduct in socially meaningful ways both simultaneously with verbal resources and independently of these. A growing body of research has begun to document how speakers assemble verbal and embodied conduct into multimodal ‘packages’ for action (Hayashi, 2005; Goodwin, 2007; Iwasaki, 2009; Kärkkäinen and Thompson, 2018; Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh, 2019; Pekarek Doehler, 2019), ‘contextual configurations’ (Goodwin, 2000), ‘laminations’ (Goodwin, 2013), or ‘complex multimodal Gestalts’ (Mondada, 2014). Although these notions imply some variation in meaning, they all involve simultaneously and/or successively organized constellations of multiple semiotic resources that are put to use in locally contingent and socially meaningful ways. In this study, I focus on cases where bodily-visual conduct occupies the final slot of a turn-constructional unit (TCU) (cf. Olsher, 2004; Mori and Hayashi, 2006; Keevallik, 2013, 2014, 2018) and/or marks turn-completion (Li, 2016, 2019) after a verbally incomplete utterance, thereby making up a successively organized multimodal action package.

A verbally incomplete utterance may be described as an utterance that is initiated with verbal means but that is never brought to lexico-syntactic completion. Research on verbally incomplete utterances has shown that these are typically understandable to recipients despite their lexico-syntactic incompleteness, as seen in recipients’ relevant and normally well-timed responses (Hayashi, 2003, 2005; Olsher, 2004; Mori and Hayashi, 2006; Chevalier, 2008, 2009; Chevalier and Clift, 2008; Walker, 2012; Li, 2016, 2019; Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh, 2019). The recognizability of the turn ensues from various interactional clues, such as the design of the utterance-in-progress, its larger sequential context, and bodily-visual conduct offered both during and following the verbal components of the turn. The projection of actions and parts of actions (Auer, 2005, 2009) through various sequential, linguistic, and embodied means thus helps recipients anticipate what is coming next and facilitates mutual understanding and social coordination despite sometimes lexico-syntactically incomplete talk. Research on interactions involving second language (L2) speakers (Olsher, 2004; Mori and Hayashi, 2006; Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh, 2019) show that embodied completions of verbally incomplete utterances can be used effectively to ensure mutual understanding in interactions in which some interactants’ linguistic resources are (assumed to be) limited. Vocalizations and gestures are thus sometimes deployed to complete turns in lieu of verbal resources. Importantly, however, lexico-syntactically incomplete turns, whether completed or not by vocal or embodied means, recurrently occur in interactions between first language (L1) speakers too. My data confirm these observations, showing the use of lexico-syntactically incomplete turns in both L1 and L2 interactions.

Verbally incomplete utterances occur in a range of action contexts. Word-searches is a typical example, where speakers interrupt their ongoing turn as they have difficulties finding a particular word or expression and instead invite coparticipants to complete the search (e.g., Hayashi, 2003). Keevallik (2013, 2014, 2015, 2017) shows the recurrence of embodied TCUs or TCU completions in instructional demonstrations. Several studies also demonstrate the use of incomplete turns in the management of delicate issues and dispreferred actions (Chevalier, 2008, 2009; Chevalier and Clift, 2008; Ford et al., 2012; Li, 2016). Analyzing everyday French conversations, Chevalier (2008, 2009) and Chevalier and Clift (2008) show that speakers by leaving their utterance incomplete may accomplish socially delicate actions, such as informing about last minute changes or making a request, in a subtle way, putting these actions on record without verbalizing them. Li (2016) similarly demonstrates that speakers of Chinese use syntactically incomplete turns to accomplish negative assessments of third parties without uttering negative assessment terms. A recent study by Park and Kline (2020) on verbally incomplete negative assessments confirm these observations, while also documenting a particular recurrent lexico-syntactic format by which speakers accomplish critical assessments: utterances beginning with a neutral or positive clausal TCU followed by the contrastive conjunction but and a verbally incomplete clausal TCU.

Cumulatively, the research on verbally incomplete utterances shows that such utterances figure in different action contexts in both L1 and L2 talk and that they are unproblematic for intersubjectivity, whether completed by bodily-visual conduct or not (the latter confirmed by the telephone data examined by Chevalier, 2008, 2009 and Chevalier and Clift, 2008). In most cases, recipients respond to verbally incomplete turns with relevant next actions, thereby both displaying their understanding of the action performed by the turn and treating it as completed. Some of the abovementioned studies have documented speakers’ use of verbally incomplete utterances when expressing negative stance, and the next section elaborates on this by discussing research on negative assessments and complaining in interaction.



Negative Stance Expressions, Vocalizations, and Complaining in Interaction

In social-interactional research, stance-taking typically refers to the publicly observable act of positioning oneself in a particular way vis-à-vis a stance object (Haddington, 2006). Affective stance-taking, in turn, refers to the public display of emotions (Goodwin et al., 2012). In the CA literature, stance-taking has since long been studied in the context of assessment activities.

Assessments involve speakers “evaluating in some fashion persons and events being described within their talk” (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1987: 6). Assessments can take the form of both activities and distinct actions. They occur with abundance in social interaction and are closely linked with epistemics: when a speaker offers an assessment, s/he “claims knowledge of that which he or she is assessing” (Pomerantz, 1984: 57; see also Heritage and Raymond, 2005). Assessment turns often take recurrent linguistic shapes. For English, Goodwin and Goodwin (1987, 1992) have noted the frequent assessment format [it] + [copula] (+ [adverbial intensifier]) + [assessment term], as in it was (so) good. For French, a corresponding, recurrent format is [ce] + [copula] + [assessment term], as in c’est génial (‘it’s great’), although often with a left- or right-dislocated assessable (Pekarek Doehler et al., 2015). As shown by Goodwin and Goodwin (1987, 1992), speakers tend to produce assessment segments (both the assessment term and any preceding intensifier) with marked prosody and embodied conduct that convey heightened involvement and that, together with the use of recurrent lexico-syntactic assessment formats, help coparticipants anticipate the upcoming assessment already early in the turn. There are few systematic investigations of the role of non-verbal resources in assessment activities, however. Some studies document how participants through gaze, pointing, and manipulation of objects may establish joint participation frameworks around assessments and the assessed objects (Haddington, 2006; Mondada, 2009). Facial expressions displaying stance can serve to stretch the temporal boundaries of assessments of stories and topic, offering different affordances for exchanges of affiliation than verbal resources (Ruusuvuori and Peräkylä, 2009; see also Kaukomaa et al., 2015, on how recipients’ facial expression may transform a speaker’s stance displays). Turn-initial frowns, in particular, have been observed to foreshadow different problems in interaction, including negative assessments (Kaukomaa et al., 2014). Prosody too serves as an important interactional resource in assessment activities, not only for projecting an upcoming assessment segment, but also in upgrading first assessments (Ogden, 2006).

Interactional research on vocalizations, or sound objects, has shown that these are deployed in systematic, socially situated ways to embody affectivity (Couper-Kuhlen, 2009; Reber, 2012) and perform evaluative work. Baldauf-Quilliatre (2016) has found that the frequently occurring vocalization pf in French always expresses affectivity in some way and in some cases also works as a negative assessment. Wiggins (2013) documents the use of vocalizations to embody negative food experiences, showing that disgust markers such as eugh are deployed both as self-standing assessments of the food and in combination with verbal assessment terms. Hoey’s (2014) work on sighing in interaction highlights the dual interactional potential of vocalizations as both markers of stance and as resource for the organization of turns and actions. The author shows that sighs produced before the onset of talk can serve to forecast negative valence and signal incipient dispreferred response, for example in the context of complaints. Sighs following a TCU may work as post-completion stance marker that signals the end of turns, while standalone sighs may serve to register and negatively evaluate a requested task. Finally, Hofstetter (2020) demonstrates the use of non-lexical moans to display negative affect in a playful, non-serious way. Together, these studies show that speakers deploy vocalizations as both full assessments and assessment segments, and sometimes use these for distinct interaction-organizational purposes. Crucial in this context is that the evaluative character of vocalizations only emerges in the local interactional context: it is the position within the sequence and the turn within the particular activity context as well as the prosodic and embodied delivery of the vocalization that make it recognizable as doing an assessment.

The present study is concerned with verbally incomplete utterances produced in the context of complaints about non-present third parties or states of affairs, also called indirect complaints (which can be contrasted with direct complaints that are about the recipient1). Although it is difficult to clearly define complaining (Edwards, 2005), prior research has highlighted the intricacy of this interactional activity and documented common characteristics of complaints. Indirect complaints are typically long sequences of actions in which speakers express strong negative stance about a ‘complainable’ to recruit affiliative or sympathetic responses from coparticipants (Drew and Holt, 1988; Drew, 1998; Traverso, 2009), often through affect-laden stories (Selting, 2012) or reports that exemplify (Günthner, 1995) and underline the severity of the situation, its ‘complaint-worthiness’ (Drew and Holt, 1988; Drew, 1998). At the same time, speakers have been observed to perform careful interactional work to attend to the delicacy of criticizing others, for example by introducing complaints in a stepwise manner that allows them to test the grounds for the complaint before launching the complaint fully (Traverso, 2009; Ruusuvuori et al., 2019). Some of the abovementioned studies on verbally incomplete utterances and vocalizations suggest that such resources may be specifically useful means to convey negative stance without verbalizing negatively valenced assessment terms (Chevalier, 2008, 2009; Chevalier and Clift, 2008; Ford et al., 2012; Wiggins, 2013; Baldauf-Quilliatre, 2016; Li, 2016, 2019; Park and Kline, 2020). The present study in part supports these findings, showing that verbally incomplete utterances may be deployed as resources for moving into complaining in a stepwise manner that delays explicit negative assessments (see also Skogmyr Marian, 2020, 2021). In addition, it identifies another use of multimodally completed assessments, namely as ‘embodied extreme-case expressions’ (cf. Pomerantz, 1986, on ‘extreme-case formulations’) that work as high-grade assessments (Antaki et al., 2000) that underline the severity of the complaint rather than as subtle criticism. As I discuss in Section “Summary and Discussion,” the discrepancy between my findings and prior research on verbally incomplete turns may be due to the participant framework (informal peer interactions) and the type of complaints analyzed in my data (which are often about inanimate matters), showing speakers’ use of multimodal stance expressions in recipient-designed and context-sensitive ways in complaint sequences.

In sum, research on stance-taking generally and assessments specifically has highlighted the multimodal nature of these activities and shown some of the ways in which prosody, gaze, facial expressions, and vocalizations may contribute to action-formation and interaction-organization in such environments. Further systematic analyses on the role of bodily-visual conduct and vocalizations in the context of verbally incomplete utterances used to express negative stance are nevertheless needed and may add some nuance to existing findings about the interactional purposes of such utterances.




MATERIALS AND METHODS

The main corpus used in the study consists of 89 sequences of indirect complaints produced by L2 speakers of French at elementary to advanced proficiency levels (from the corpus Pauscaf-L2, comprising 67 h of data). The collection of complaints was initially established for a longitudinal investigation of L2 complaint practices (Skogmyr Marian, 2020), based on key characteristics of indirect complaints identified in prior research. In brief terms, complaints were defined as interactional activities (rather than distinct actions) involving expressions of affective negative stance about non-present third parties, inanimate objects, or states of affairs that according to the speaker have affected him/her personally in an unfair or unreasonable manner. Many of the complaints concern inanimate objects or situations. Verbally incomplete negative assessments and stance expressions occur in complaints by speakers at all proficiency levels. The purpose here is not to investigate differences in use between speakers at different proficiency levels, but rather to expose recurrent characteristics of speakers’ use of verbally incomplete utterances across the data. As mentioned above, verbally incomplete utterances are recurrent features of both L1 and L2 interactions. To further support this claim, I have included a few examples from a corpus of interactions with L1 speakers of French (the corpus Pauscaf, comprising 10 h of data). Both datasets are based on coffee-break conversations between students taking place in university cafeterias at a university in the French-speaking part of Switzerland. These interactions were audio- and video-recorded (from two camera angles) by the author (Pauscaf-L2) and by collaborators and students at the university (Pauscaf). All participants have given their written consent to participate in the recordings and personal information has been anonymized in the transcripts. Images included in the analysis have also been anonymized based on the participants’ wishes.

The total collection comprises 47 lexico-syntactically incomplete utterances that express negative stance, of which the bulk (42) comes from the L2 corpus. Since no exhaustive analysis of verbally incomplete utterances expressing negative stance has been done in the L1 dataset and this corpus is considerably smaller than the L2 corpus (10 h vs. 67 h of L2 data), no quantitative comparison between the L1 and L2 interactions can be done and the L1 examples merely serve qualitative illustrative purposes. It seems safe to assume, however, that lexico-syntactically incomplete utterances are more common among speakers with limited linguistic resources in the language than among L1 speakers.

Many of the target utterances become recognizable as negative assessments of precise assessables. The broader category of ‘negative stance expression’ refers to examples in which the incomplete turn does not take a canonical assessment format, but in which the stance object is inferable from the interactional context. The data have been transcribed according to Mondada’s (2019) multimodal transcription conventions and analyzed sequentially based on the principles of CA and IL.



ANALYSIS

The first part of the analysis (Section ‘‘Formal Composition of the Multimodal Package’’) presents an overview of the formal composition of the verbally incomplete utterances in the data. This overview exposes recurrent features of negative assessment turns and stance expressions in spoken French that have not been documented in prior research, thereby contributing to the growing empirical evidence about the particularities of French grammar-in-interaction and its interface with multimodal resources. The second part of the analysis (Section ‘‘Interactional Use in Complaint Sequences’’) examines the interactional workings of the utterances in complaint sequences, by showing how speakers deploy verbally incomplete utterances to prepare the grounds for complaints or as summary assessments/upshots of complaint stories or reports2.


Formal Composition of the Multimodal Package

The phenomenon under scrutiny may be described as follows: Through verbal means, the speaker sets up a projection (Auer, 2005, 2009) of a single or compound (Lerner, 1991, 1996) TCU, but stops speaking before reaching verbal completion. The verbal segment is followed by either embodied conduct or a vocalization and accompanying embodiment. Together, the assembly of verbal and non-verbal conduct becomes recognizable as an expression of negative stance, typically as a negative assessment of a specific assessable. Recipients normally show recognition of the action by responding relevantly to the utterance or by offering collaborative completions (Lerner, 1991, 1996). The speaker him/herself may also offer a recompletion of the turn through a verbal gloss, thereby ‘translating’ in verbal terms what was just expressed embodiedly (Keevallik, 2013).

Excerpts (a–h) exemplify the types of lexico-syntactic forms of the utterances found in the data, in their order of frequency from most to least common3.

In (a), the neutral pronoun clitic c’, ‘it’ plus the copula être (‘to be’) in present or past tense is followed by a vocalization and/or embodied conduct. Here the neutral pronoun refers to a previously presented assessable, typically introduced with a left-dislocation or conveyed through a telling, which together with the verb projects an assessment term in the form of an adjective phrase. Quantifying adverbs like the French equivalents of ‘very’ (très) ‘really’ (tellement, vraiment), ‘a bit’ (un peu) recurrently precede the non-verbal conduct; negations ([ne] pas) as well as some particles similarly occur in some cases.

Examples (b–d) show the second most common type of utterance, namely one of the conjunctions et (‘and’), mais (‘but’), or donc (‘so’) – sometimes doubled as in et donc (‘and so,’ ex. d), plus vocal and/or embodied conduct. In these cases, the object to which the embodied stance expressions refer is not offered in the same TCU, but inferable from the larger interactional context. The conjunctions et (‘and’) and donc (‘so’) followed by embodied and/or vocal conduct sometimes occur as the last element of or following a listing, thereby working either to close the listing of negative elements or as a negative summary assessment of these (for an example with donc, see Excerpt 7 below). In contrast to the kind of ‘trail-off’ conjunctions documented by Walker (2012), the utterances here are typically not hearably complete immediately after the conjunction; instead, the multimodal packaging of the turn stretches past the syntactic structure and the simultaneous and successive bodily-visual conduct is recognizably part of the action, similar to the verbally incomplete turns ending with conjunctions documented by Keevallik (2017).

Much rarer types of verbally incomplete utterances include compound TCUs composed of a verbally initiated complex clause. In the cases initiated with a dependent clause (e), the first TCU makes a reference to the assessable and projects an independent clause about this referent to follow. In the examples initiated with an independent clause (f), a referent followed by a relative pronoun similarly presents a referent and projects more about this referent to follow. In both cases, instead of offering the second part of the compound TCU in verbal form, the speaker completes the projection with a vocalization and/or embodied conduct.

Finally, a few utterances that are left incomplete after self-standing prepositional phrases (g) or time adverbials (h) occur in the data, but are also rare. Similar to examples (b–f), the degree of morphosyntactic incompleteness of these turn-initiations is high. I return to the issue of varying morphosyntactic (in)completeness in the discussion (Section “Summary and Discussion”).

[image: image]

Table 1 provides a quantitative overview of the lexico-syntactic formats of the verbally incomplete negative assessments/stance expressions found in the L2 data (corpus Pauscaf-L2).


TABLE 1. Linguistic formatting of verbal initiations of the verbally incomplete assessments/stance expressions observed in the L2 data.

[image: Table 1]
The high recurrence of c’est (‘it is’) plus vocal/embodied conduct concurs with observations in prior research about the frequency of this construction in assessment turns in French (Pekarek Doehler et al., 2015). Critical verbally incomplete assessments initiated with the conjunction but have been identified as a recurrent pattern in English (Park and Kline, 2020), and the frequency of turns left incomplete after mais (together with other conjunctions) in my data thus shows the recurrence of this pattern in French too. Overall, the inventory of lexico-syntactic structures closely resembles the findings by Keevallik (2015), who documents verbally incomplete utterances in dance demonstrations in English, Estonian, and Swedish (see particularly the summary on p. 328).

In terms of the non-verbal component of the utterance, this sometimes constitutes a clear assessment segment that lexically and syntactically completes the projected TCU. In other cases, the embodied conduct does not serve any role in the syntactic structure of the utterance, but rather signals turn completion (see Li, 2016, 2019). Sometimes, we see a combination of the two. Recurrent bodily-visual conduct used to convey negative stance includes eye rolls, lateral headshakes, stretched out tongue, and certain depictive gestures (Streeck, 2009), often deployed in concert with changes in gaze and posture, while pragmatic gestures (Kendon, 2004) may be used to mark turn-completion. Vocalizations expressing negative affective stance such as sighs (Hoey, 2014) and pf-sounds (Baldauf-Quilliatre, 2016) are also frequent. The varying lamination (Goodwin, 2013) of different bodily-visual resources affects the degree of expressivity of the conveyed stance. Concrete examples of the multimodal packaging of the turns are provided in the next section, in which I analyze different interactional uses of verbally incomplete utterances in complaint sequences and demonstrate how they become recognizable as negative assessments and stance expressions in these activities.



Interactional Use in Complaint Sequences

The analysis focuses on the use of verbally incomplete utterances in two different sequential environments in complaints: (1) in the initiation of a complaint, where the utterance foreshadows the upcoming negative talk before any verbal description of the complainable has taken place, and (2) at the end of a complaint report or story, where the utterance is deployed as summary assessment or upshot that retrospectively evaluates the preceding talk. These utterances account for 88% of the L2 cases, of which 36% belong to the first category and 52% to the second (12% of the utterances occur at other sequential places or are unclear cases). The analysis thus extends existing findings about the use of verbally incomplete utterances that express negative stance by considering what they do in two specific interactional contexts. In addition, the analysis documents a continuum of affective stance and engagement expressed through the verbally incomplete utterances and their non-verbal continuation, going from subtle hinting to ‘embodied extreme case expressions,’ something which has not been documented in prior research.


Indexing Stance in Complaint Initiations

When produced at the beginning of a complaint sequence, the verbally incomplete utterance prospectively indexes the valence of the upcoming negative talk. While some of these utterances are part of story-prefaces that prepare the grounds for an incipient negative telling (cf. Sacks, 1974; Jefferson, 1978; Berger, 2017; see Excerpt 3), not all utterances precede stories (see Excerpt 2, 4). Considering the contingent nature of complaints, which require coparticipant collaboration to come about (Traverso, 2009; Ruusuvuori et al., 2019), embodied displays of stance, whether produced as part of a verbal-embodied package or self-standing (for the latter, see Skogmyr Marian, 2020, 2021), seem to be a way for future complainants to ‘test the waters’ of their negatively valenced course of action before launching the complaint fully. If coparticipants respond affiliatively to the first stance display, the speaker can safely proceed with more explicit verbal criticism or other negative statements. This is what we see in Excerpts 2–4.
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EXCERPT 2. Level.
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EXCERPT 3. Speak.
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EXCERPT 4. Writing.


The turns in this sequential position take varied lexico-syntactic formats and involve a continuum of affective loading. Whereas in some cases (Excerpt 2, 3), the non-verbal turn-continuations only hint at the negative valence of the upcoming talk, in other cases (Excerpt 4) they offer a high-grade, affect-laden expression. Common to all excerpts shown here is that the verbally incomplete turn is part of a contrastive formulation: a negatively valenced element that is introduced with the contrastive conjunction mais (‘but’) and stands in contrast with something of positive valence presented just before. Contrastive formulations have been observed as recurrent prefaces to both complaints and other potentially delicate actions (Sacks, 1992; Golato, 2005; Clayman, 2006). The following excerpts show that after a positive assessment or positively valenced observation, the speaker does not need verbalize the contrasting negative element to perform a recognizable negative stance expression (see Park and Kline, 2020, for similar observations on English data).

In Excerpt 2, Aurelia (AUR) will initiate a complaint about her previous French courses and a specific instructor. Before this, she reports on her course experiences; that she has already taken the introductory course and that there are two intermediate courses that she could now take. By assessing the intermediate courses as having a good level (line 3) and asserting that she would like to take those courses (line 4), Aurelia portrays an ideal situation of how she would like things to be. In the brief silence that follows Mia’s (MIA) receipt (lines 5), Aurelia lowers her gaze toward the table (line 6). She then initiates a contrastive formulation, which she does not bring to verbal completion (line 7).

The verbal string mais en fait (‘but in fact,’ line 7) projects a contrast to the ideal situation just described by Aurelia. At the production of fait Aurelia starts shaking her head slightly, her gaze still lowered (Figure 2), thereby producing a conventional embodied negation (Streeck, 2009). Instead of verbally completing the turn, she maintains the shaking during a brief moment of silence. Mia rapidly displays her understanding of Aurelia’s action as presenting a problem with the course by suggesting that Aurelia ‘knows more’ (line 8); that is, that the course is too easy for Aurelia. Instead of addressing this candidate account, Aurelia orients to another problem with the course, namely the teacher (line 10). She asserts that she does not like the instructor of the course (line 10) and she then starts accounting for this by offering negative observations about the course, namely that she does not understand anything (line 15) because the instructor focuses too much on written skills instead of speaking (not shown). Thus, in this excerpt the speaker provides a first, subtle hint at the upcoming complaint by offering an embodiedly completed negative stance expression (line 7). The syntactic format of the turn-initiation and its sequential position after a positively valenced assertion makes it recognizable as presenting a problem (Sacks, 1992; Park and Kline, 2020), and the coparticipant’s understanding of this is visible in her immediate response with a candidate reason for the problem (which however turns out to be wrong). The coparticipant’s turn works as an affiliative go-ahead signal for Aurelia to continue with negative talk (Traverso, 2009), which Aurelia does by expressing explicit criticism of the teacher.

Excerpt 3 includes a verbally incomplete compound TCU (Lerner, 1991, 1996). Here Malia (MAL) will initiate a complaint about her difficulties with speaking French (her L2) to her professor. She opens the sequence by situating her upcoming talk in time (lines 2–3) and her coparticipants confirm their listenership (lines 4–5). Malia then reports on her efforts studying French every day (lines 7–8). Doing so, she portrays herself in positive light before introducing a contrast with a prosodically emphasized mai:s (‘but,’ line 9). The contrastive formulation is composed of a bi-clausal turn initiated with quand je veux parler espécialement avec mon prof (‘when I want to speak especially with my professor,’ line 12). By gazing alternatively at her coparticipants during this part of the turn (lines 11–12), Malia works to further secure their attention to her talk.

The dependent clause initiated with quand (‘when’) strongly projects the delivery of an independent clause. Instead of offering the clause verbally, Malia drops her hands on the table, rolls her eyes (Figure 3) and breathes in, after which she utters a loud sigh (HHHhuhhh) and makes large headshakes, expressing her negative stance (Goodwin and Alim, 2010; Hoey, 2014) and a sense of exhaustion (line 13). The vocal and embodied conduct thus occupies the slot of the second part of the compound TCU. The coparticipants’ interpretation of Malia’s conduct as the expression of a difficulty is visible in their syntactically fitted collaborative completions (lines 14–15; see Lerner, 1991, 1996), which Malia accepts by initiating a telling about her difficulties (line 17 and onward). Like in the preceding excerpt, the coparticipants’ responses to the verbally incomplete utterance, here done through affiliative collaborative completions, ratify the speakers’ course of action and facilitate the development of the sequence into a complaint.

Excerpt 4 provides a final example of incomplete turns in complaint initiations. Before the excerpt, Aurelia (AUR) and Adriana (ADR) have exchanged compliments about each other’s spoken French, leading Aurelia to ask Adriana if she spoke French before coming to Switzerland. After confirming this, Adriana expands with a more extended answer, invoking the fact that she does not have any problem with speaking (line 1) or with oral comprehension (line 3). She then contrasts this with what she does have problems with, namely reading (line 4, Figure 4). After Aurelia’s agreeing response (line 6), Adriana expands with a verbally incomplete stance expression pertaining to her ability to write (line 7).

Adriana produces the prepositional phrase et pour eh écrire (‘and for writing,’ line 7) followed by two voiced in-breaths as she puts her hands to the sides of her face and shakes her head in a dramatic fashion (Figure 5). The lexico-syntactic formatting of the turn-initiation ties this segment back to Adriana’s prior turn (pour lir:e, ‘for reading’) and makes it recognizable as another problem area (for format-tying, see Goodwin and Goodwin, 1987). The prosodic realization, with strong prosodic stress on écrire, and the direct launch of the vocalizations make the non-lexical elements hearable as a continuation of the turn, part of the same prosodic unit as the verbal segment. Together, the verbal and non-verbal components of the turn construct a negative assessment of Adriana’s writing skills. In overlap with the vocalizations, Aurelia looks up at Adriana and offers c’est impossible c’est impossible (‘it’s impossible it’s impossible,’ line 8) in fast pace while still shaking her head (Figure 5). This negative assessment works as a collaborative completion (Lerner, 1991, 1996) by which Aurelia shows her alignment and affiliation with Adriana. Adriana then verbally glosses (Keevallik, 2013) her negative stance expressions through the high-grade negative assessment c’est terrible (‘it’s terrible,’ line 9), thereby upgrading the affective loading of the talk further. She subsequently develops the complaint by describing and illustrating how her writing resembles the writing of a small baby (line 10 and onward). In this case, the escalation of stance displays through the multimodally completed utterance and the verbal gloss is thus closely coordinated with the coparticipant’s expressions of negative stance, following Aurelia’s agreement token and small headshakes in line 6 and the affiliative negative assessment in line 8 (see Goodwin and Goodwin, 1987, 1992; Goodwin et al., 2012, on the coordination of stance and affect). Considering the topic of the interaction (the difficulty of learning French, an issue commonly discussed in the particular L2 setting) and the coparticipant’s supportive moves, the speaker can hence safely produce an ‘embodied extreme case expression’ of negative stance and ‘translate’ this in verbal terms before justifying it with an account.

Excerpts 2–4 have illustrated verbally incomplete utterances that become recognizable as negative stance expressions that foreshadow the valence and nature of the upcoming talk and thereby prepare the grounds for the impending complaint. The negative valence of the turn is recognizable based on turn-design and its multimodal delivery: In all excerpts analyzed here, the verbally incomplete utterance was part of a contrastive formulation initiated with a positive observation or praise and the contrastive conjunction mais (‘but’), similar to what has been observed by Park and Kline (2020) for English (see also Sacks, 1992; Golato, 2005; Clayman, 2006, for positive prefaces to negative statements more generally, and Keevallik, 2017, for embodied demonstrations initiated with contrastive conjunctions in English, Estonian, Finnish, and Swedish). All utterances were accompanied by multimodal displays of negative stance or affect. Recipients showed their understanding of the turns by responding relevantly to them. Doing so, they supported the negative talk and contributed to the development of the sequence, allowing the speaker to expand with more explicit negative criticism (Excerpt 2, 4) or initiate a complaint telling (Excerpt 3). In this sequential environment, verbally incomplete negative stance expressions thus provide a resource for speakers to show negative stance embodiedly/vocally and recruit coparticipants’ displays of alignment and affiliation with the speakers’ course of action before verbalizing criticism, thereby facilitating a move into complaining in a recognizable, stepwise manner (Traverso, 2009; Ruusuvuori et al., 2019; Skogmyr Marian, 2020, 2021).

The stance expressions vary between subtle embodied conduct (Excerpt 2), conventional vocalizations for the expression of negative stance such as sighs (Excerpt 3), and dramatic combinations of vocal and embodied conduct (Excerpt 4). While subtle stance expressions may be useful resources in specifically delicate situations (such as in complaints about specific individuals, cf. Excerpt 2), expressions with stronger affective loading are used when affiliative responses can safely be expected (as in Excerpt 4). To some extent, the observations thus support earlier claims about incomplete utterances deployed to avoid putting negative terms ‘on record’ (Chevalier, 2008, 2009; Chevalier and Clift, 2008; Ford et al., 2012; Li, 2016, 2019; Park and Kline, 2020), but this is hardly the case in the context of more high-grade multimodal displays of stance.

The lexico-syntactic formats of the turn-initiations also vary, but a common characteristic of the examples shown here is a high degree of lexico-syntactic incompleteness, whereby entire clauses or the copula are missing from the syntactic structure. As shown in the next section, this contrasts with the frequent occurrence of canonical assessment formats in summary assessments/upshots, where merely a projected adjective phrase is missing.



Summary Assessments of Complaint Tellings and Reports

Most verbally incomplete utterances in the data are done as summary assessments of the complaint (so far), produced after a verbal description of the complainable situation. Summary assessments, whereby speakers shift from description of events to assessment of these, are a common way for speakers to enter into the closing of stories and longer sequential units (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1987; Drew and Holt, 1988; Schegloff, 2007). Research on complaining has shown that complainants often deploy idiomatic expressions to express the gist of the complaint after a descriptive telling in pursuit of affiliative responses (Drew and Holt, 1988; Ruusuvuori et al., 2019). In my data, idiomatic expressions in complaint sequences are rare, and only used by the most proficient speakers. This is likely due to the documented difficulty involved in the learning of idiomatic expressions in an L2 (e.g., Forsberg, 2008; Erman et al., 2016), but perhaps also to the fact that idiomatic expressions seem to be less common closing devices in French than in for example English (Pekarek Doehler et al., 2011). The verbally incomplete summary assessments completed by vocal and/or embodied conduct seem to work in a similar way as idiomatic expressions, however, in that they convey the egregious nature of the just reported situation in a way that depicts rather than factually describes it. Almost all of these turns are left verbally incomplete after the SUBJ + COPULA structure c’est/c’était (‘it is/it was’; see Excerpt 5, 6) or the conjunctions mais (‘but’), et (‘and’) or donc (‘so,’ see Excerpt 7).
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EXCERPT 5. Mini essays.
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EXCERPT 6. Sixty.
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EXCERPT 7. Change.


Excerpt 5, which presents a longer version of Excerpt 1 above, shows how participants may use verbally incomplete negative assessments to expressively mark the complaint story climax and invite coparticipants’ displays of affiliation. Before the start of the excerpt, Xiang (XIA) asked Cassandra (CAS) whether she is going away for the holidays, which Cassandra confirmed that she is not. To account for this, Cassandra started reporting how she during the first years of her bachelor program managed to avoid doing any writing assignments, which she was very happy about (line 1). She then contrasts this with her current situation (line 4), when she must take the remaining courses that all include written final assignments (lines 7–9), resulting in her now having four essays to write (lines 11–12).

Through extreme-case formulations (tous les cours, ‘all the courses,’ ils ont tous ‘they all have,’ lines 7–8; see Pomerantz, 1986) and a first high-grade negative assessment of the situation as horrible (‘horrible,’ line 10), Cassandra portrays her current situation as a strongly problematic one. To account for the horrible situation, she specifies that she now has four ‘mini-essays’ to write (lines 10–12). At the end of her account, she initiates what becomes recognizable as a summary assessment of the situation composed of et c’est (‘and it’s,’ line 12) followed by the depictive gesture of putting her right hand shaped as a pistol toward her temple (Figure 6) while gazing down. Doing so, she (jokingly) portrays the situation as something for which it is worth being shot (see Li, 2019, for the use of depictive hand gestures to complete assessments). Before producing the embodied assessment segment, at the mentioning of the key terms of the assessable (the essays that she needs to write), she taps her right hand on the table (line 11) and then lifts and lowers it toward Xiang while gazing at her (line 12) to ensure her attention to the upcoming talk. Xiang, who has been gazing at Cassandra since line 9, jerks back in her seat and bursts out in a laugh (line 13), thereby first responding to the humorous layer of Cassandra’s assessment. Cassandra, at the same time, lowers her hand and utters a voiceless sigh (line 14), pursuing the expression of negative affective stance (Hoey, 2014). Xiang then responds more seriously to Cassandra’s expressed troubles by trying to cheer her up through compliments on her study efforts (lines 15–16), while Cassandra insists on her difficult situation (not shown).

In this case, Cassandra’s verbally incomplete turn is recognizable as a negatively valenced summary assessment based on the sequential position of the turn, its lexico-syntactic format, and the use of a depictive gesture: Following several negative statements and the high-grade negative assessment c’est horrible (‘it’s horrible’) and an account, Cassandra’s second c’est projects another evaluative turn with similar valence. The use of a depictive gesture with clearly negative connotations also makes the assessment conventionally recognizable as a negative one. Similar to some of the verbally incomplete turns shown in Section “Indexing Stance in Complaint Initiations,” Cassandra’s utterance here can hardly be seen as a way to avoid putting negative terms ‘on record’. Instead, the expressive nature of the embodied conduct and the subsequent sigh make the turn recognizable as an animated story climax, which effectively recruits the coparticipants’ expressions of their appreciation of the story (signaled through laughter) and sympathy with the speaker (conveyed through positive assessments of Cassandra’s hard work). Through such multimodal climax, Cassandra laminates a humoristic layer onto the complaint story in a way that shows her troubles resistance (Jefferson, 1984; Edwards, 2005). The embodiedly completed summary assessment hence marks the ending of a complaint story in a depictive way that effectively recruits coparticipants’ displays of affiliation.

Excerpt 6 provides another illustration. In this case, the affect-laden work-up of the complaint makes a verbally incomplete turn recognizable as a negative summary assessment despite an only subtly expressed embodied turn completion. The complaint is a second complaint story (Selting, 2012) produced by Catarina (CAT) in response to a first complaint by Malia (MAL) about an expensive student trip. Catarina’s complaint is about the high costs associated with her own study program’s trip. In lines 1, 4, 6, she accuses the university staff of not having said anything about these costs and specifies that they had to pay two hundred francs each (approx. 200 USD) for the plane trip. Through extreme-case formulations, repetitions, and marked prosody, she expresses her strong negative affective stance toward the situation. In line 8, she expands the sequence by contrasting their situation to that of Malia’s, namely that in their case, the plane trip was more expensive than ground transportation (which was the other way around in Malia’s case). Catarina asserts that some girls had found bus tickets for merely sixty francs (lines 10, 12–13), that is, much cheaper than what they paid for the plane tickets. By means of prosodic emphasis and small downward hand gestures marking the stressed syllables, Catarina upgrades the strength and affective loading of her assertions (Selting, 2012), which work as the climax of the telling so far. As Malia merely nods in response (line 14), Catarina launches a summary assessment of the complaint, but she leaves her turn verbally incomplete (line 15).

Catarina initiates the summary assessment with c’était (‘it was,’ line 15) and simultaneously offers embodied conduct expressing negative stance. Having gazed at Malia before (lines 12–14), Catarina starts rolling her eyes and blinking rapidly while opening her right hand with her palm up (Figures 7–9), displaying her disapproval (Goodwin and Alim, 2010) and a sense of obviousness (Kendon, 2004). After 0.8 s of silence, she returns her gaze to Malia while flipping the hand onto the table, palm down (Figure 9), thereby embodiedly marking turn-completion and inviting Malia to respond (Stivers and Rossano, 2010). Malia, who has gazed at Catarina since line 3 and is leaning forward over the table closer to her (see Figure 9), immediately responds with oui (‘yes,’ line 16), claiming understanding of Catarina’s assessment. Catarina thereafter accuses ‘them’ of not understanding certain students’ financial problems (lines 17–18), thereby formulating in words the gist of her complaint. After a brief silence, in which Catarina continues to display her frustration with small headshakes and Malia nods in sympathy (line 19), Malia verbally expresses her affiliation (line 20 and onward).

In this excerpt, the verbally incomplete utterance is accompanied and followed by less prominent non-verbal conduct than in Excerpt 5 (no vocalization, no depictive gestures). However, the turn is still treated by the recipient as a complete assessment that is sufficient for reaching intersubjectivity. Catarina’s animated report and affect displays leading up to the turn, the status of the telling as a second complaint story (Selting, 2012), and the lexico-syntactic format (c’était, ‘it was,’ line 15) make the turn sufficiently recognizable as a display of negative stance. The low volume of the turn-beginning strongly contrasts with the preceding, prosodically upgraded TCU (line 13), and signals a move toward closing (Schegloff, 2007). The placement of the turn, following a silence in which the coparticipant merely nods (line 15), indicates that it is used as means to recruit more overt displays of affiliation (cf. Drew and Holt, 1988). The example resembles the type of incomplete turns observed by Li (2019) in which the non-verbal conduct following the incomplete verbal components (here the hand flip onto the table and gaze on recipient) does not substitute a specific lexical item, but instead signals the end of the turn. The eyeroll at the beginning of the turn, on the other hand, contributes to the multimodal packaging of the utterance as a negative assessment.

The final excerpt (Excerpt 7) exemplifies the use of a verbally incomplete negative utterance following a listing. This turn does not take a canonical assessment format but is left incomplete following the conjunction donc (‘so’). Here Malia is complaining about the long commute between her home and her workplace, and she lists the many train changes she needs to do on the way home (lines 1–4). With the help of large hand gestures to her sides, Malia animates the listing and underlines the extensive scope of her commute. After the third part of the list of locations (line 4), she initiates a summary statement (line 5), which she leaves verbally incomplete.

Malia completes the verbal initiation et donc (‘and so, line 5) with a sigh (pHHuhh) and large hand gestures high in front of her as she gazes up and around in different directions (Figure 10). The multimodal utterance embodiedly displays the overwhelming and burdensome nature of Malia’s long commute (conveyed through the gestures and wavering gaze) and the way it makes her very tired (expressed through the sigh). During a brief silence, Malia then lowers both her gaze and her hands, letting her hands fall on the table (line 5), marking the end of the TCU (Li, 2016, 2019). With her hands still on the table (Figure 11), she starts a new unit that works as a gloss (Keevallik, 2013) that elaborates the fatigue expressed through the vocally and embodiedly completed summary assessment (lines 6–7). Malia will then further expand her complaint in pursuit of more expressive recipient responses than what Mariana (MAR) has offered by raising her eyebrows in a display of astonishment (lines 2–6) and through small nods (line 7). She does so by exemplifying things she has to do when coming home (cooking: line 8), and Zarah and Mariana offer affiliative collaborative completions (Lerner, 1991, 1996) that contribute to the continued listing of chores (lines 10–12). In this excerpt, the verbally incomplete TCU thus marks the end of the listing activity, while also affectively expressing the consequence of the listed elements: The long commute with the many train changes is very tiresome for Malia. The sequential position of the turn following the listing, the conjunction donc (‘so’) which signals the formulation of a consequence, and the use of an affect-laden sigh (Hoey, 2014) all serve as resources for making the turn recognizable as a negatively valenced summary assessment or upshot of the complaint-so-far.

To sum up, in this section I have demonstrated how participants deploy verbally incomplete utterances as negative summary assessments that mark the end of complaint tellings or reports and that invite recipient displays of affiliation. In the first and the last case (Excerpt 5, 7), the assessments worked as highly expressive means to negatively summarize the situation described so far. The vocal-embodied turn-completions allowed the complainants not only to describe their stance to their coparticipants, but also to embodiedly show it. These uses are thus similar to Drew and Holt (1988; see also Ruusuvuori et al., 2019) observations about the recurrent use of idiomatic expressions to express the gist of a complaint, which offer evidence of the complaint-worthiness of the situation in a less refutable way than factual descriptions. The combination of embodied and vocal conduct results in a high-grade expression of affective stance, which works as an embodied extreme-case expression that helps construct the legitimacy of the complaint (cf. Pomerantz, 1986), underlining that it is worth complaining about. Excerpt 6 involved less expressive non-verbal conduct, which nevertheless displayed negative stance and marked turn-completion. In all cases, the sequential position of the utterances, following an often animated, affect-laden negative telling, was crucial for making these recognizable as summary assessments expressing negative stance. The use of routinized lexico-syntactic formats for the initiation of assessments (c’est, c’était) and conclusive statements (donc) similarly increased the projectability of the actions as offering summary assessments.





SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In this study, I set out to analyze the multimodal form and interactional use of utterances that are left verbally incomplete in French-language indirect complaints. I now summarize the findings, discuss their implications, and point out areas that deserve scientific attention in the future.

In terms of linguistic form, the lexico-syntactic formats of the incomplete turns to a high extent mirror the findings by Keevallik (2015) for English, Estonian, and Swedish, evidencing the projective force of these structures (SUBJ + COPULA clauses, contrastive conjunctions, first clause of complex sentences, etc.) across different languages. Most prominently, utterances left incomplete after c’est/c’était (‘it is’/‘it was’) and the conjunctions et (‘and’), mais (‘but’), and donc (‘so’) constitute the bulk of the occurrences (78% of all cases). The distribution of lexico-syntactic formats is not exactly equal across the sequential positions, however. In fact, as illustrated in the analysis and shown in Table 2, utterances occurring in complaint initiations vary proportionally more in their linguistic formatting than those used as summary assessments/upshots, which predominantly adopt the canonical assessment format c’est/c’était (‘it is’/‘it was’) (cf. Pekarek Doehler et al., 2015) or are left incomplete after conjunctions (together, these two patterns account for 91% of the cases in summary assessments/upshots, compared to 60% of the cases in complaint initiations).


TABLE 2. Linguistic formatting of verbal initiations of the verbally incomplete assessments/stance expressions observed in complaint initiations and as summary assessments/upshots (Pauscaf-L2; 5 occurrences of utterances used in other sequential environments have been excluded).
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A slight difference in the degree of morphosyntactic completeness can also be seen between the two sequential environments, whereby turns in complaint initiations more often than turns used as summary assessments/upshots leave whole clauses or the copula of a projected clause unspoken. The difference in linguistic formatting of the turns and thereby the degree of morphosyntactic completeness seems to correlate with the kind of interactional job the turns accomplish in their respective sequential positions: In the initiation of complaints, the speaker only hints at a negative situation that has not yet been detailed. Such hinting can be done in many different ways, and it may be that a principle of ‘less (talk) is more’ applies in these cases, leading the speaker to stop speaking early in the turn to leave the talk underspecified until coparticipants have given their go-ahead signals for more explicit negative talk. At the end of a complaint, the speaker’s affective stance has already been verbalized through various means and the summary statement is instead supposed to capture the gist of the reported situation. No ‘less is more’ principle is hence in place, and the use of a generic statement such as c’était (‘it was’) makes the turn-initiation highly recognizable as a summary statement referring back to the whole complaint. More research is needed to confirm these observations.

As for vocal and embodied conduct produced during and after the turn initiations, the analysis showed cases with embodied completions made up by the following features:


–depictive gestures (Streeck, 2009) that express precise semantic content (such as the ‘pistol gesture’ in Excerpt 1, 5);

–embodied conduct conventionally expressing negation or negative stance including lateral headshakes (Excerpt 2, 3, 4; see Streeck, 2009) and eye rolls (Excerpt 3, 6; see Goodwin and Alim, 2010);

–pragmatic gestures (Kendon, 2004) supporting interaction-organization such as the posing of hands on the table to mark turn-completion (Excerpt 6, 7);

–change in gaze and posture used both for action-formation and interaction-organization (e.g., gaze lowered vs. directed to coparticipant to embody exasperation or to invite recipient response);

–sighs (Excerpt 3, 7), guttural sounds on the in-breath (Excerpt 4), and other vocalizations (Excerpt 1, 5) that express negative affective stance (see Hoey, 2014, on sighing).



Although not exemplified in the analysis, the dataset includes turn-completions in the form of stretched pf-sounds, which are also associated with negative affective stance in French (Baldauf-Quilliatre, 2016), as well as guttural out-breath sounds (embodying vomiting) produced with a stretched-out tongue.

The strength and degree of affectivity of speakers’ stance expressions vary on a continuum from subtle hints to high-grade expressions of negative stance. Subtle hints may be accomplished through small headshakes (Excerpt 2) or eyerolls (Excerpt 6), hence conventional bodily-visual conduct for expressing negative stance used alone, without accompanying vocalization or other bodily-visual conduct. More high-grade expressions involve the lamination (Goodwin, 2013) of several semiotic resources such as sighing, gestures, eyerolls, headshakes, and facial expressions (Excerpt 4, 5, 7). Through such assemblies of bodily-visual and vocal conduct, speakers show a higher degree of affective involvement (Selting, 2012). The recognizability of the utterances as expressions of negative stance did not, however, seem to rely so much on the degree of expressivity of the embodied or vocal conduct or on their level of conventionality, since aspects of the turn’s placement in the sequence, its lexico-syntactic formatting, and the prosodic realization contributed to the recognizability of the actions. Instead, high-grade expressions of negative affective stance seemed to be used by speakers to underline the severity of the reported situation to solicit coparticipant engagement and displays of affiliation (similarly to what has been observed for extreme-case formulations, see Pomerantz, 1986). It may also be that bodily-visual and vocal completions allow speakers to express negative affective stance in a ‘richer’ way than through verbal assessment terms; a way that ‘shows’ rather than ‘tells’ (like Drew, 1998, and Drew and Holt, 1988, have argued is true for idiomatic expressions in English).

Besides conveying negative stance, the verbally incomplete turns served interaction-organizational purposes in the complaint sequences. At the beginning of a new sequence, they allowed the speaker to initially check the willingness of the coparticipants to support negatively valenced talk, thereby preparing the grounds for the subsequent development of the sequence into a complaint. At the end of a complaint or following a complaint story, the utterances marked the transition from the speaker’s longer turn to an exchange of affiliation with active participation from the coparticipants. While the same actions can surely be accomplished through verbally complete turns (cf. Drew and Holt, 1988; Drew, 1998; Traverso, 2009; Ruusuvuori et al., 2019), verbally incomplete utterances may be particularly apt for such interactional jobs as they can open up what Iwasaki (2009) calls ‘interactive turn spaces’ that invite co-participation before the turn has come to lexico-syntactic completion. Especially when coupled with response-mobilizing gaze (Stivers and Rossano, 2010; see particularly Excerpt 3, 6), the utterances hence provide structural affordances for affiliative responses (e.g., through collaborative completions) that contribute to the advancement of the sequence.

The findings about speakers’ use of what I call ‘embodied extreme-case expressions’ go against prior observations about the use of verbally incomplete utterances to manage delicate issues and dispreferred actions (Chevalier, 2008, 2009; Chevalier and Clift, 2008; Ford et al., 2012; Li, 2016, 2019; Park and Kline, 2020). Some verbally incomplete utterances with subtle stance expressions did occur in my data, and these might be specifically suited for introducing complaints in a careful way (e.g., Excerpt 2). But when speakers offer highly expressive multimodal turn-completions, they can hardly be seen as orientating to delicacy. The occurrence of embodied extreme-case expressions in my data seems to relate to several factors: (1) the placement of the utterance in the sequence, (2) the type of complaint, and (3) the participation framework. When a verbally incomplete assessment occurs at the end of a complaint, the complainant has already clearly conveyed negative stance and is no longer showing any orientation to delicacy (if such orientation was present at the beginning of the sequence). As seen in Section “Indexing Stance in Complaint Initiations,” high-grade stance expressions occur in sequence initiations too, however (e.g., Excerpt 4). This can likely be explained by the nature of the complainables and by the participant framework. Many complaints are about inanimate objects or situations, such as arduous course work or the difficulty of learning French, and the participants are university students chatting over a cup of coffee. Compared to complaints about specific third parties and complaints done in more formal environments (such as complaints about co-workers in workplace settings, see Ruusuvuori et al., 2019), most complaints investigated in this study are not oriented to with as much delicacy or dispreference. Complainants in my data can thus more safely express high-grade stance and expect affiliative responses, especially at the end of complaint sequences or when the coparticipants already early in the sequence reciprocates the speaker’s affective stance (as in Excerpt 4; see also Goodwin and Goodwin, 1987, 1992; Goodwin et al., 2012 on the collaborative coordination of stances). Future studies on other settings and participant frameworks would shed more light on the continuum of affective loading of embodiedly completed negative assessments.

A final note about the participants’ status as first or second language speakers. As convincingly shown in previous literature (Hayashi, 2003, 2005; Chevalier, 2008, 2009; Chevalier and Clift, 2008; Li, 2016, 2019) and demonstrated in some of the examples here (see Section “Formal Composition of the Multimodal Package”), verbally incomplete utterances are a regular feature of L1 interactions. It is likely that the relative distribution of verbally incomplete utterances differs between L1 and L2 speakers, however, and that non-verbal completions are particularly useful resources for speakers relying on a more limited repertoire of for example assessment adjectives and idiomatic expressions conveying negative stance (see Skogmyr Marian, 2020, on the development of negative assessment terms in the same L2 French dataset). As mentioned above, more research on L1 French is thus needed. In any case, the praxeological potential of the kind of multimodal packages investigated here stays the same, even if the frequency of use (and possibly the linguistic formats of turn-initiations) might differ between different populations.

In all, this study contributes to the growing interest within CA and IL to investigate the grammar-body interface in human interaction (see the contributions to this issue). More specifically, it contributes to the research on multimodality in turn-construction (e.g., Keevallik, 2013, 2014, 2018; Li, 2016, 2019; Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh, 2019) and in assessments (Haddington, 2006; Ruusuvuori and Peräkylä, 2009; Kaukomaa et al., 2014; Park and Kline, 2020) by providing a systematic analysis of verbally incomplete utterances in French-language complaining in interaction. Documenting both the multimodal form of the utterances and their interactional use, the study has shown that verbally incomplete negative assessments constitute a flexible interactional resource in complaint sequences. Followed by vocal and embodied conduct, the verbally incomplete utterances make out successively organized multimodal packages of action that speakers use to index different degrees of negative affective stance and accomplish context-sensitive social actions.
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FOOTNOTES

1Research on complaining has characterized direct and indirect complaints as quite distinct activities with considerable differences in their interactional management (see detailed discussion in Skogmyr Marian, 2020). To enhance comparability across cases, I have limited my focus to indirect complaints (for studies on direct complaints, see e.g., Dersley and Wootton, 2000; Monzoni, 2009; Kevoe-Feldman, 2018).

2Not all complaints include prototypical storytellings with defined beginning and ends as outlined by Jefferson (1978) and Sacks (1974, 1992), among others. I use the term ‘report’ to refer more generally to participants’ detailing of a situation, which can be, but is not necessarily, part of a storytelling.

3Examples (a), (c), and (e) show formats that occur in both the L1 and L2 data; these particular examples come from L1 speakers (corpus Pauscaf) whereas the remaining examples are from L2 speakers (Pauscaf-L2).
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In this paper we examine how participants’ multimodal conduct maps onto one of the basic organizational principles of social interaction: preference organization – and how it does so in a similar manner across five different languages (Czech, French, Hebrew, Mandarin, and Romanian). Based on interactional data from these languages, we identify a recurrent multimodal practice that respondents deploy in turn-initial position in dispreferred responses to various first actions, such as information requests, assessments, proposals, and informing. The practice involves the verbal delivery of a turn-initial expression corresponding to English ‘I don’t know’ and its variants (‘dunno’) coupled with gaze aversion from the prior speaker. We show that through this ‘multimodal assembly’ respondents preface a dispreferred response within various sequence types, and we demonstrate the cross-linguistic robustness of this practice: Through the focal multimodal assembly, respondents retrospectively mark the prior action as problematic and prospectively alert co-participants to incipient resistance to the constraints set out or to the stance conveyed by that action. By evidencing how grammar and body interface in related ways across a diverse set of languages, the findings open a window onto cross-linguistic, cross-modal, and cross-cultural consistencies in human interactional conduct.

Keywords: preference organization, gaze, epistemic markers, conversation analysis, turn-prefacing, multimodality


INTRODUCTION

Participants in face-to-face social interaction deploy multiple resources for building actions in mutually accountable ways. A pioneer in the field, Charles Goodwin (e.g., Goodwin, 1981, 2017), has demonstrated that human social interaction is a complex ecology of vocal and bodily visual resources that people draw on to build joint actions. While some multimodal resources are used in concert in ad hoc manners to accomplish local interactional tasks, there are also more or less routinized configurations of language and the body (“multimodal packages,” Hayashi, 2005; Kärkkäinen and Thompson, 2018, or “gestalts,” Mondada, 2014) – that is, recurrent constellations of vocal and bodily conduct that are routinely deployed to accomplish particular interactional tasks. In line with Goodwin’s (2013, p. 12) observations of how participants to social interaction dynamically “assemble” such multiple resources to create actions, we refer to such configurations as “multimodal assemblies.” We are interested in exploring the methodic character of such assemblies, i.e., recurrent body-language constellations that ‘go together’ and are put to use in systematic ways as part of interactants’ accountable practices for conducting social interaction (see also Keevallik, 2013; Li, 2014; Pekarek Doehler, 2019; Skogmyr Marian, 2021, forthc), and we seek to uncover how these compare cross-linguistically. It is our belief that a better documentation of the commonalities of multimodal behavior of humans around the globe may bring us closer to understanding the possibly shared organizational principles of social interaction in particular, and of human social conduct in general.

In order to develop such an understanding, research has started to explore the ways speakers shape their conversational actions cross-linguistically and cross-culturally (cf. Stivers et al., 2009; Dingemanse and Floyd, 2014; Floyd et al., 2020; see below). In this paper, we focus on speakers of five geographically and culturally distinct languages, from five different language (sub)families: Czech (Slavic branch of the Indo-European language family), French and Romanian (Romance branch of the Indo-European language family), Hebrew (Semitic branch of the Afro-Asiatic language family), Mandarin (Sino-Tibetan language family).1 We analyze how speakers of these languages employ equivalents of the construction ‘I don’t know’ in combination with precise bodily conduct, namely gaze averted from the recipient, in a precise sequential environment, namely turn-initial position in responsive actions. We document that this multimodal assembly serves as a preface to dispreferred responses, such as refusing a proposal or not answering an information request. And we shed light on the sequential location of respondents’ averting their gaze – relative to the prior speaker’s turn and to the response itself – and then possibly returning it to the prior speaker in the course of the response (which we refer to as ‘gaze trajectory’).

The Estonian audio Excerpt (1) provides an initial sense of the linguistic phenomenon at hand, i.e., how ‘I don’t know’ type of expressions can work to launch a dispreferred response. In this excerpt, Ene responds to Anni’s question-word question as to the whereabouts of a crib.

[image: image]

The response comes in late – a typical trait of dispreference (cf. Pomerantz, 1984; Sacks, 1987) – and is prefaced by a morphophonologically reduced mai tea ‘I dunno’ (the full form would be ma ei tea), which is furthermore prosodically latched to the following phrase; it hence stands as a preface to what follows rather than a turn-constructional unit (TCU) in itself. In what follows, Ene offers a strongly non-committal response of the type that Stivers (2010) has treated as a non-answer response, and hence a dispreferred response.2 While the mai tea may here also work as a pre-positioned hedge, downgrading the speaker’s commitment to her response (see Weatherall, 2011, on English), in this sequential environment it prominently projects that the incipient response departs from the relevancies issued by the sequence-initiating question: It alerts the recipient to the upcoming of a dispreferred next action.

A related working is shown in the French Excerpt (2), where ch’pas ‘dunno’ projects a dispreferred response (note that here it cannot be heard as an epistemic hedge), conjointly with the preceding be:n ‘well.’ In this excerpt, Marie asks Julie why she would rather choose to learn languages by means of immersion than standard instruction (l.01):

[image: image]

Julie’s response (l.03) bears typical traits of a dispreferred response (Sacks, 1987), i.e., one that does not align with the terms of the sequence-initial action: It starts with a delay, and is be:n ‘well’-prefaced (cf. Davidson, 1984; for French ‘ben’ see Bruxelles and Traverso, 2001; Persson, 2020). This is followed by a morphophonologically reduced and prosodically backgrounded (speedup of tempo) variant of je sais pas ‘I don’t know,’ namely ch’pas ‘dunno,’ which is prosodically packaged together with what follows into a single prosodic unit, rather than standing as an independent unit. These features concur to display the ch’pas as a preface to the subsequent response je trouve c’est mieux ‘I think it’s better’ (the turn-final he is a non-lexical vocalization, produced through strong exhalation). Importantly, this response does not conform to the terms of the question, as Julie simply re-affirms that she prefers immersion (l.03): She offers a non-answer response, and hence a dispreferred response (Clayman, 2002; Stivers and Robinson, 2006). In this sequential environment, the > ch’pas <, here conjointly with the be:n ‘well,’ alerts the recipient to the dispreferred nature of the upcoming next action.

While the above excerpts illustrate the verbal side of the interactional practice that we investigate in this contribution, we show in the remainder of this paper that speakers deploy such verbal conduct recurrently as part of a multimodal assembly. The assembly comprises a morphosyntactic construction corresponding to English ‘I don’t know’ and its variants (henceforth: IDK) that is prosodically produced as part of the emerging TCU and is coupled with the speaker’s gaze averted from recipient. The respondent’s gaze itself follows an on-line trajectory, comprising aversion most often either within the transition space between turns or coinciding with response onset (and the production of IDK), and then return to the prior speaker in the course of the response. Sequentially, the grammar-body-assembly is recurrently found in turn-initial position in dispreferred responsive actions. Based on multimodal conversation analysis, we provide cross-linguistic evidence showing that [IDK + gaze aversion] serves as a routinized multimodal resource for prefacing a dispreferred response: It indexes incipient resistance to the constraints set out or to the stance conveyed by the coparticipant’s prior action. While our findings converge with earlier studies that documented an association of gaze aversion with dispreference in the specific context of responses to polar questions in English (Kendrick and Holler, 2017; Robinson, 2020; see section “Background” below), they also amplify these by showing that the focal practice (a) pertains to a wide range of sequence types, i.e., is not limited to responses to polar questions, and (b) holds across a diverse set of languages.

In what follows, we first present the background (see section “Background”) and the data used for this study (see section “Data and methods”), and then turn to multimodal analysis of selected data excerpts (see section “Analysis”) documenting the occurrence of the focal multimodal assembly as a preface to dispreferred responses to questions (see section “Prefacing dispreferred responses to questions”) and to a range of other types of sequence-initial actions (see section “Prefacing dispreferred responses to proposals, assessments, and informings”). We end with discussing our findings and drawing conclusions regarding the interactional logic of the practice as well as how grammar and body interface across languages (see section “Discussion and conclusion”).



BACKGROUND

Preference organization is a basic organizational feature of social interaction – a “formal apparatus” (Sacks, 1987) pertaining to the sequential concatenation of actions. Basically, there are sequence initial actions that call for responses of two opposed types among which one tends to be favored over the other. So-called ‘dispreferred’ next actions are those that are “uncooperative, disaffiliative or otherwise discordant” (Clayman, 2002, p. 230), such as refusing an offer or not answering a question. So-called ‘preferred’ next actions are those that are most cooperative, allow the interaction to move forward and align with the action which they respond to Sidnell (2011, p. 81), such as granting a request or answering a question.3 The preference status of actions is reflected in their design, most centrally in their timing and more generally in what Sacks (1987) referred to as their ‘contiguity’: Preferred next actions tend to be delivered right away, while dispreferred actions tend to be delayed and pushed further back in the turn by means of pre-beginnings (such as uhm or inbreaths), hedging, and turn-prefaces (Sacks, 1987), including turn-initial particles such as well in English (Davidson, 1984; Heritage, 2015), ben in French (Bruxelles and Traverso, 2001; Persson, 2020) or nu/nå across a range of European languages (Auer and Maschler, 2016). That is, participants deploy a set of conventionalized practices through which they accomplish alternative types of responsive actions. Turn-initial position is particularly relevant to the preference status of responsive actions, as it is in this position that the dispreferred nature of these may be projected (e.g., Davidson, 1984; Pomerantz, 1984; Deppermann, 2013; Heritage, 2015; Heritage and Sorjonen, 2018).

In addition to turn-initial elements, the timing between the end of an initiating action and the beginning of its responsive action has been documented to project the preference status of responsive actions. Measuring the silence between the initiating and the responsive turns at talk in invitation, offer, request, suggestion, and proposal sequences in a corpus of English telephone conversations, Kendrick and Torreira (2015) show that dispreferred responses are delayed significantly longer than preferred responses (median = 561 ms vs. 269 ms; Kendrick and Holler’s, 2017 findings suggest that these times are shorter for responses to polar interrogatives). Bögels et al. (2015, using experimental methods) and Bögels et al. (2020, studying telephone conversations) further demonstrate that recipients change their expectations regarding the valence of a response based on the duration of silence between initiating actions and responsive actions: Recipients expect preferred responses after a short gap and dispreferred responses after a longer gap (roughly after 300 ms). Furthermore, there is initial evidence for cross-linguistic convergences in this patterning of preferred and dispreferred response-timing and the related expectations. Roberts et al. (2011) used experimental methods to show that in American English (see also Roberts et al., 2006), Italian, and Japanese, listeners perceive a response that comes in late as an indicator of a disagreement with an assessment or of an unwillingness to comply with a request.

In a nutshell, then, as Pomerantz and Heritage (2013, p. 228) put it: “The turn shapes through which initiating and responding actions are enacted represent interpretive resources” that index the preference status of an action. However, how multimodal conduct is relevant to preference organization has remained largely unexplored.

There is some evidence that disaligning or disaffiliative4 responsive actions in general are associated with respondent’s gaze aversion. Kidwell (2006) reports that recipient’s gaze-withdrawal after a directive may be seen as an act of resistance, and Haddington (2006) finds evidence that respondent’s gaze withdrawal from a prior speaker is associated with divergent stance. This is in line with Kendon’s (1967, p. 48) earlier observation that mutual gaze between speaker and recipient appears to decrease in non-affiliative and non-cooperative interactions. There are, to our knowledge, only two investigations directly addressing gaze in dispreferred responsive actions, both focusing on responses to polar questions in English. Based on quantitative and qualitative analysis of conversations recorded in a soundproof room, and using eye-tracking methodology, Kendrick and Holler (2017) found that preferred responses (defined as those responses that conform to the preference set up by the grammatical format of the yes-no question), tend to be produced with gaze toward the recipient (61%), while dispreferred responses are most frequently produced with gaze averted from the recipient (82%); in the latter case recipients’ gaze aversion tends to start after the first possible completion point of the question. Robinson (2020) presents a quantitative and a qualitative study of responses to information-seeking polar questions that confirms the association of gaze aversion with dispreference: Respondents producing dispreferred responses shift gaze away from questioners in 73% of the cases at some point between the beginning of the question and the beginning of the response (while they do so only in 21% of the preferred responses).

In light of the above findings on gaze, three issues deserve to be explored in more detail. One key open question is (i) whether the documented association of gaze aversion and dispreference can be found with dispreferred responses in contexts other than polar questions. Also (ii) the on-line trajectory of gaze conduct in dispreferred responses deserves attention, namely in terms of the sequential start of aversion (during the sequence-initial turn, in the transition space between turns, or coinciding with the response onset) and of possible return of gaze to recipient. And (iii) it remains to be investigated how far findings based on (American) English data may be valid for other languages and cultures.

While existing work has evidenced that gaze plays a crucial role in organizing and regulating interaction (Goodwin, 1981), for instance in regard to turn-taking (Kendon, 1967) or sequence organization (Rossano, 2012), cross-cultural consistency or variation in gaze conduct has so far gained only limited attention in research on social interaction. And this is so despite important intensification of comparative conversation analytic research across situations (e.g., Heritage and Clayman, 2010), cultures (Sidnell, 2009; Floyd et al., 2020), and time (Pekarek Doehler and Deppermann, 2021). The existing cross-linguistic/cultural studies of gaze in interaction have mainly focused on question-answer adjacency pairs. In their comparative analysis of question-answer sequences in conversational data from 10 languages, Stivers et al. (2009) found that questioner’s gaze affects the timing of responses: Responses were delivered earlier if the questioner was looking at the recipient while the question was asked. Rossano et al. (2009) investigated gaze in question-answer sequences in conversational data in Italian (from northern Italy), Yélî Dyne (Papua New Guinea), and Tenejapan Tzeltal (Mexico). They found that questioners look at recipients more often than vice-versa, but that recipients’ gaze conduct is less consistent cross-culturally. One of their results directly relates to our focal issue, namely that « lack of […] recipient gaze [on questioner] is a good predictor of lack of response after questions » (p. 220). This again begs the question as to whether recipient’s gaze averted from prior speaker is a more general feature of dispreference, i.e., if it can be found across a variety of sequence types.

As to the linguistic construction investigated in this paper, IDK has been shown to be associated with disaffiliative or dispreferred actions in two ways. For one thing, in its literal uses as a claim of no knowledge, IDK has been considered as a non-answer response, i.e., a dispreferred response in itself, that offers an account for not providing an answer (Stivers and Robinson, 2006). As such, it can be a means for indicating a problem with the question (Keevallik, 2011), resisting a line of questioning (Hutchby, 2002; Keevallik, 2011), resisting offers, proposals and invitations (Keevallik, 2011), avoiding an overt disagreement (Tsui, 1991, pp. 612–617), or deferring a dispreferred response (Helmer et al., 2016). For another thing, and different from the fully epistemic uses, there are also particle- (or: marker-)like uses of IDK that have been suggested to be associated with dispreference. These typically (see ex. 1 and 2 above) show formal reduction (e.g., English dunno) as well as semantic bleaching (concretely: loss of epistemicity) as typical features of routinization (for English: Bybee and Scheibmann, 1999; Scheibman, 2000). Schegloff (1988, p. 445; see also Schegloff, 1996) observed that I dunno can be one of a range of delay components in a dispreferred response. In a similar vein, Keevallik (2003, 2011) observed that Estonian mai tea ‘I don’t know’ (and its variant ei tea) may be used in disaligning actions giving dispreferred answers in an indirect manner, as well as signaling the speaker’s uncertainty toward the produced content. Maschler (2012, 2017) found that Hebrew (‘ani) lo yode‘a/yoda‘at ‘(I) don’t know.M/F’ (mainly its reduced form loyde‘a/loydat) may function as discourse markers changing the course of talk. Lindström and Karlsson (2016) point out that Swedish jag vet inte ‘I don’t know’ in doctor-patient interactions is a pragmatic marker that frames responsive turns as resisting the interlocutor’s question. Pekarek Doehler (2016) found that in French turn-initial chais pas ‘dunno’ projects a dispreferred response, whereas in mid-turn position it tends to function as an epistemic hedge and in turn-final position it serves as a turn- or sequence-closing device.

The above work provides evidence for turn-initial uses of IDK in responsive turns in Estonian, Hebrew, Swedish and French, for projecting a disaligning or dispreferred response. A systematic analysis of the uses of IDK in other languages, however, is still lacking. Also, we know little about the bodily visual behaviors possibly concurrent with IDK. Pekarek Doehler (2019) documents how participants’ embodied conduct, and specifically gaze, systematically differs between two distinct particle-like uses of French chais pas ‘dunno’ in turn-final position in sequence-initial actions: IDK plus gaze aversion serve as a practice to withdraw one’s own prior action, while IDK plus gaze on recipient, in the very same sequential position, is a practice to invite recipient’s response. To our knowledge this is the only existing study scrutinizing how IDK interfaces with bodily conduct in social interaction. In addition to the three issues raised under (i) through (iii) above, the question remains as to (iv) how the linguistic construction IDK combines with gaze as part of a practice for prefacing dispreferred responses. The present study documents the recurrence and robustness of this practice, and shows that it is generalizable across a variety of sequential contexts and languages.



DATA AND METHODS

The data for this study consist of video-recorded interactions between two to five participants. Most stem from conversations between friends/colleagues and family. The Czech data comes from TV talk shows but converges with the data in the other languages in that it consists of unscripted interactions that unfold spontaneously. As the latter data comes from the public domain, it neither needs anonymization nor consent for publication.5 Names in all other data have been anonymized, and informed consent has been obtained from all participants for use and publication of the materials, including the video frames. Cross-linguistic comparability across the datasets is based on our focus on a precise sequential environment: IDKs in turn-initial position in responsive actions.

We do not have space here for a structural description of the languages studied (but see Dryer and Haspelmath, 2013), and therefore limit ourselves to a succinct presentation of the IDK construction in these languages. Table 1 shows the conventional full and the reduced forms of IDKs across the languages (in alphabetic order)6.


TABLE 1. Forms of IDKs in the data in five languages.

[image: Table 1]
Table 2 sums up the extent of the data (hours of recording per language) and the IDK tokens found therein. For Romanian, due to unavailability of existing data transcribed according to CA standards, we have so far only a small corpus that has been specifically recorded and transcribed for the purpose of this study; the results for this language hence call for further confirmation based on a larger dataset.


TABLE 2. Overview of IDK tokens (without complement) occurring in the data from the five languages.

[image: Table 2]
We established an initial inventory, for each language, of all instances of IDK occurring without a complement (column I, Table 2). We then identified amongst these all instances containing a turn-initial particle- (marker-)like use of IDK in responsive actions, independently of a precise sequence type. That is, we discarded all IDKs that were full epistemic disclaimers (e.g., IDKs accomplishing a non-answer response through a claim of no-knowledge), and this was motivated by the fact that full epistemic disclaims can accomplish dispreferred actions in themselves and are hence functionally different from the particle-like uses analyzed here, which preface such actions but do not accomplish them (see section “Background” above). We included as ‘turn-initial’ tokens those occurrences that were either not preceded by any vocal tract sound or were preceded by pre-starts (e.g., inbreaths, clicks, euh: or hum and the like) or particles (e.g., ben ‘well’). We then conducted multimodal sequential analysis of the collection for each language and discarded all instances that were either not or not clearly categorizable as dispreferred responses (see Robinson, 2020 for continua of preference) or in which the respondent’s gaze conduct was not identifiable from the video captures. This left us with the tokens indicated in column IIIa, Table 2. Among these, we identified those instances that were coupled with respondent’s gaze averted from the prior speaker (column IIIb), which amounted to roughly 90% of the cases for each language (except: 100% of the two tokens for Romanian). The association of particle-like IDK plus gaze aversion occurring in turn-initial position in dispreferred responses was hence found to be a strong tendency across the languages, with only a few exceptions for each of these (4 for Czech, 2 for French, 2 for Hebrew, 3 for Mandarin, 0 for Romanian). The quantitative results regarding the recurrence of respondent’s gaze aversion in dispreferred responses converge with the tendencies observed by Kendrick and Holler (2017) and Robinson (2020) for the specific case of responses to polar questions in English (see above). We then organized, for each language, the collection in terms of sequence types; the association of gaze-aversion with dispreference was found across a range of sequence types that we discuss below (excerpt for Romanian for which we have only 2 target occurrences due to a limited dataset; see above).

In section “Analysis,” we present selective excerpts from our data to illustrate the convergent ways in which IDK and gaze tend to be coupled in projecting a dispreferred response. Data excerpts in Czech, French, and Romanian use CA conventions for transcription of verbal conduct (Jefferson, 1984); excerpts in Mandarin are transcribed using the GAT-2 transcription system (Selting et al., 2011); excerpts in Hebrew are transcribed according to the Santa Barbara transcription method (Du Bois, 2012). The multimodal transcription conventions follow Mondada (2018).



ANALYSIS

In this section we document speakers’ use of IDK in conjunction with gaze averted from the recipient in prefacing a dispreferred response. The following sequential pattern is observed, in which gaze aversion may coincide with the IDK or precede it:

A: sequence-initiating action

(gap)

B: IDK and gaze aversion + other turn elements that form a responsive action

The findings across the languages studied show that IDK in this use is semantically bleached (it does not work as a claim of no knowledge and is not treated as such) and tends to be morpho-phonologically reduced or otherwise prosodically downgraded (e.g., by speed-up of tempo or lower volume). These features suggest grammaticalization into a particle-like element (Bybee and Scheibmann, 1999 for English; Maschler, 2012, 2017 for Hebrew; Keevallik, 2003 for Estonian, Pekarek Doehler, 2016 for French). The IDK-prefaced turn is often delayed and/or sometimes prefaced by particles such as no/ben ‘well,’ sound objects such as pff or clicks as further typical traits of dispreferred responses. This provides cross-linguistic evidence for [IDK + gaze aversion] working as a composite multimodal resource prefacing a dispreferred response. We first discuss question-answer sequences (see section “Prefacing dispreferred responses to questions”) as a case of canonical adjacency pair, and then extend the analysis to other action sequences, namely those including proposals, assessments and informing (see section “Prefacing dispreferred responses to proposals, assessments, and informings”).


Prefacing Dispreferred Responses to Questions

Question–answer sequences have attracted much attention in research. Questions can implement a range of actions (request for information or confirmation, repair, etc.; e.g., Stivers, 2010). Answers are preferred over non-answers (Clayman, 2002; Stivers and Robinson, 2006); with polar questions, confirming answers are preferred over disconfirming answers (Sacks, 1992), and type-conforming answers (i.e., structurally ‘fitted’ answers: yes/no) are preferred over non-conforming ones (Raymond, 2003). Overall, preferred responses are delivered faster than dispreferred responses (e.g., Raymond, 2003; Stivers et al., 2009; Stivers, 2010; Heritage, 2012). In the data, IDK-prefaced dispreferred responses are found in responses to both question-word and polar questions that work as requests for information.


Responses to Question-Word Questions Seeking Information

The Romanian Excerpt (3) provides a first illustration. Greta and Ana are sharing a break at the end of their working day. Reporting on an event that happened during the day, Ana mentions the fact that an employee was on vacation (l.03–04), upon which Greta asks ‘where’ (l.05). Up to line 6, participants maintain mutual gaze.
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At line 06, Ana’s responsive turn starts with an initial hesitation marker and a subsequent nu ştiu ‘don’t know,’ both concurring to delay the response proper. This is followed by the type of strongly non-committal response discussed above that stands as a dispreferred response (cf. Stivers, 2010, p. 2778): ‘somewhere where the water was warm.’ While the IDK possibly also functions here as a pre-positioned hedge (Keevallik, 2011; Weatherall, 2011), downgrading the speaker’s commitment to her incipient response, it is centrally implicated in the sequential concatenation of turns and actions: it projects that the incipient response departs from the relevancies established by the sequence-initiating question. Noteworthy is the fact that the respondent shifts her gaze away from the co-participants, up into the air; the onset of the gaze shift coincides with the nu ştiu ‘don’t know,’ and gaze is maintained averted throughout the responsive action, turning back at Greta only at its very end (l.06). Interestingly, in the course of the response, the semiotic quality of the gaze appears to change: The gaze, coupled with Ana’s hands spread out raising up (Figure 2) and then down (l.06), heightens the non-committal nature of her response as it is combined with a shrug (see also her raised eyebrows, cf. Streeck, 2009, p. 189) – a pragmatic gesture (Kendon, 2004) conferring disengagement (Streeck, 2009, p. 189): It is as if Ana was enacting ‘don’t ask me’.7 The search ends on Ana laughing (l.06), which is met by Greta’s laughter (l.07).

A similar IDK-gaze pattern can be observed in the Hebrew data shown in Excerpt (4). Alex and Dotan, two friends at the beginning of their master’s degree in biology, are talking about Alex’s new position as a practice lecturer. Bracha, a friend of Dotan, sits behind the camera. After Dotan had inquired about how Alex’s office hour with the students went, Alex responds ‘it’s not such fun’ (l.01) upon which Dotan inquires ‘why’ (l.03):
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Just like in the preceding excerpt, Dotan’s ‘why’ (l.03) is a question-word question that accomplishes a request for information. Alex responds with a reduced (see Table 1 above) anloyde‘a ‘I dunno’-prefaced response. Even though the ‘anloyde‘a token occurs in a separate intonation unit (and is marked as such according to the Santa Barbara transcription conventions, Du Bois, 2012), there is no pause following it and it is produced with a continuing intonation contour signaling that there is more to come, thus the two intonation units ‘…I dunno, it’s no fun.’ (l.04–05) are delivered as a single TCU. Alex’s response clearly does not conform to the terms of the question: Instead of providing an account for why it’s not fun, Alex just repeats that it is no fun (l.05), which is an upgraded version of his prior negative assessment ‘it’s not such fun’ (l.01). He then elaborates in a non-serious way on the conditions under which it would have been ‘a bit more fun,’ namely if he had known what he was talking about (l.07). So, again we have a dispreferred response that is prefaced by a morphophonologically reduced IDK, which is part of the same TCU as the subsequent response. This is coupled with the respondent averting his gaze from the prior speaker, right in the transition space after the ‘why’ question (l.03–04), and maintaining it through the ‘anloyde‘a and the rest of the turn, only at the end of which he re-directs his gaze to the co-participant (l.07).

Similar features are observable in Excerpt (5), in French. Marie just mentioned that the condition for her to move abroad for a job would be that her boyfriend comes along. Pat then delivers a question-word interrogative, asking what if her boyfriend (il ‘he’) did not come along (l.01). After Marie starts a delayed and bon ‘well’-prefaced response (l.03–04), Pat adds that the job in question would represent Marie’s chance of a lifetime (l.05), thereby re-launching his inquiry in more dramatic terms: His c’est la chance de ta vie ‘it’s the chance of your life’ works to renew the relevance of his initial question, thereby increasing the pressure on the recipient to provide an answer.8 While Marie’s and Pat’s gazes meet during this re-launch (l.05, Figure 1), Marie averts her gaze already during the ensuing gap, slightly rising it to gaze over Pat’s right shoulder, then keeps it averted while delivering her IDK-prefaced response (l.07, Figure 2), and returns it to Pat only in the further course of her response (l.08):
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Marie’s response (l.07–08) comes in late and is ben ‘well’-prefaced (cf. Davidson, 1984; Heritage, 2015), both of which concur to indicating an upcoming dispreferred response. The IDK (here: chais p→as) itself shows strong morphophonological reduction (see Table 1 above), and slight rise of pitch projecting continuation. These features concur to displaying it as a preface to some incipient action, rather than as accomplishing an action in itself, and specifically as a preface to a dispreferred next action: Marie provides a non-answer response that resists the terms of the question by claiming inability to answer (l.07; note that in this context French répondre corresponds to English ‘answer’); thereby she explicitly claims her response to be a response, and treats the immediately preceding action, preferred in a declarative format (l.05), as pursuing an answer on her part to Pat’s prior question. This is followed by an account for her inability to offer an answer (l.08), which is ultimately accepted by Pat (l.09).

The way the turn is designed is quite conclusive. The turn-initial ben: ‘well’ and the subsequent chais p→as operate a division of labor. French ‘ben’ is a multifunctional particle, which, in turn initial position in second pair parts, has been found to accomplish such various things as introducing dispreferred responses, indexing contestation of the relevancy of a prior question, prefacing an incipient topical shift or opening a conclusive remark (Bruxelles and Traverso, 2001; Persson, 2020). It is hence an “elusive” (Heritage, 2015) particle similarly to English ‘well’ that, in responses to questions, can signal various types of departures, ranging from dispreference or non-straightforwardness, through resistance regarding the relevance of a question, to steering away from what precedes. In the present case, we have a response that clearly does not conform to the terms of the question. In this context, the IDK more specifically than the ben: alerts the recipient to the dispreferred nature of the upcoming response and not only to its non-straightforwardness or to some other moving away from the expected next. The delayed turn-start, the ben:, the chais p?as prefacing, and the speaker’s gaze aversion hence work in concert to project the incipient response as departing from the agenda set up by the preceding request for information.

Excerpts 3 through 5 illustrate a recurrent [IDK + gaze aversion] pattern projecting a dispreferred response in a precise sequential location and action context, namely in responses to seeking information: 3 and 4 in response to a question-word question, in 5 in response to a declarative format that re-does a prior question-word interrogative. The assembly of IDK plus gaze conduct shows a distinct on-line trajectory: gaze aversion either occurs prior to the delivery of IDK (in the transition space) or coincides with its start, but not later than IDK; the respondent’s gaze is then maintained averted from the prior speaker during IDK and into the responsive turn, and typically returns to the prior speaker toward the end of the response. As illustrated in the next sub-section, this temporal assembly of multiple resources and its interactional working is also found in responses to polar questions seeking information (and in other action environments, see section “Prefacing dispreferred responses to proposals, assessments, and informings”).



Responses to Polar Questions Seeking Information

Excerpt (6), from a Czech TV talk-show, illustrates the case of a dispreferred response to an information-seeking polar question, formatted as a declarative ending in a tag (l.01). Marek Eben interviews the Czech writer Ivan Klíma, who, when he was a child, had been imprisoned in a concentration camp for 4 years, together with his siblings and parents. When Klíma asks Eben whether he had also experienced torment in his life (l.01), Eben responds that his suffering was in no way comparable to Klíma’s (l.02).
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Through its declarative format, the turn-initial já myslim ‘I believe’ and the final tag ne ‘no,’ Klíma’s question (l.01) projects a confirming response as a preferred next (see Sacks, 1992; Heritage, 2010)9. Furthermore, the lexical element trápení ‘torment’ confers a sense of strong misery that the speaker suggests the recipient has suffered. Yet, the respondent’s response is neither type-conforming, nor does it do confirmation. Rather, the respondent downplays the importance of the misery he himself experienced, thereby discarding the presupposition encoded in the question, while, at the same time conferring sympathy with the profound torment Klíma must have gone through.

Just like in the excerpts cited above, the response bears typical traits of a dispreferred action: While it comes in without a gap, the generic turn-initial no: ‘well’ prefacing10 is here lengthened through sound-stretch, and is followed by the particle tak, both contributing to the delay of the actual response. This is enhanced by the subsequent já nevím ‘I dunno,’ which is reduced in form, as Eben pronounces it as [nε[image: image]m] instead of [nεvi[image: image]m]. The nevím is here preceded by the first person pronoun já ‘I’ – albeit Czech is a pro-drop language –, which works as a further delay component, in addition to the preceding no tak ‘well so,’ all of which concur with the formally reduced [nε[image: image]m] to project the incipient response as dispreferred. Just as in the preceding excerpts, the IDK is uttered with the respondent’s gaze averted from the questioner: During Klíma’s question, participants had established mutual gaze (l.01; Figures 1, 2).11 However, exactly at the onset of his reply, Eben stops looking at Klíma, squints his eyes (Figure 3), raises his head slightly and looks away – first up (Figure 4), then down (Figure 5). At the same time, he performs a pragmatic gesture by raising his left hand while further turning his gaze up (Figure 4) and, when doing so, proclaims no tak já nevím ‘well so I dunno.’ (The camera shifts from Eben to Klíma after pøijde in line 03, so that Eben’s further gaze conduct remains undocumented).

The Hebrew Excerpt (7) shows Eden and Lital, two friends, sitting together at a café, drinking cold coffee. Suddenly Eden suggests that they will have something to eat (l.01):
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Eden’s initial question may be seen as a suggestion to order food, yet Lital responds straightforwardly declaring that she is not hungry (l.02), thereby conveying that she is not interested in ordering food. She then immediately adds a polar question asking Eden ‘are you hungry’ (l.0.3). Eden’s response to this question comes in with a strong delay during which she lowers her gaze, averting it from Lital, and subsequently produces the morphophonologically reduced token of loydat ‘dunno’(l.04) further delaying her response (cf. Schegloff, 1988, p. 445), while keeping her gaze averted and returning it to the questioner only way into her turn (l.07). Note that even though loydat is in a separate intonation unit (Du Bois, 2012 transcript), it is still delivered as a single TCU with the subsequent intonation unit. Here again the IDK plus gaze aversion occur as a preface to a dispreferred response. For one thing, Eden’s response is not type-conforming with regard to the yes-no question (Raymond, 2003). Furthermore, some kind of opposite stance between the participants is also in play, as Eden’s admitting that she has not eaten anything (l.05) and suggesting that they could order ‘just a little little bit’ contrast with Lital’s prior affirmation that she herself is not hungry, and by implication, does not ‘want to eat’ (l.01), i.e., order food. This is further foregrounded by the fact that Eden repeats her (implicit) suggestion from line 01, this time using first person plural denoting both her interlocutor and herself (l.06): ‘maybe we’ll eat something?’.



Intermediate Summary

The excerpts discussed in this section showed a recurrent verbal-embodied practice for projecting dispreferred responses to information- and confirmation-seeking questions: speakers use IDK in turn-initial position, typically in a morphophonologically reduced form, combined with gaze aversion, thereby foreshadowing the non-conformity of the upcoming response to the sequence-initiating question. In the data, these responsive turns show consistently dispreferred action-turn-shapes: delayed turn-starts, particles such as ben, no ‘well,’ lengthening, hesitation markers such as u:h and/or vocalizations such as phhh or clicks preceding the IDK; all these elements push the actual response further back into the turn. The precise sequential location of IDK in turn-beginnings as “sequence-structurally important places in conversation” (Schegloff, 1987, p. 71) is decisive for its working as a preface through which respondents alert co-participants to the dispreferred nature of their incipient responsive action. The morphophonologic reduction and semantic bleaching of IDK indicate that it is being used as a routinized (or: grammaticized, cf. Hopper and Traugott, 2003) particle-like element rather than a subject-verb-negation combination. We will return to this in the discussion (see section “Discussion and conclusion”).

Respondents’ verbal and gaze conduct are assembled in time in a way that gaze aversion either starts in the transition space, i.e., prior to the delivery of IDK, or simultaneously with the onset of IDK, but not later than that. More precisely: When there is no gap between the sequence initiating action and the response, gaze aversion coincides with the IDK preface of the response (ex. 3), i.e., with the verbal start of the responsive turn; by contrast, when gaps or other elements such as ‘well’-prefacing further delay the production of IDK and the response, then gaze aversion tends to start prior to IDK (ex. 4, 5, 6, 7), that is: It tends to start shortly after the end of the question turn (for an exception see ex. 10 below). This observation, though in need of fine-grained analysis based on a larger amount of cases, is roughly in line with Kendrick and Holler’s (2017) finding that gaze aversion begins most frequently 100 ms after the first possible completion point of the question (even in the case where questioning turns reach multiple possible completion points). In all of the examined cases, gaze then remains averted during IDK and into the responsive turn, and typically returns to the prior speaker toward the end of the response. As we will see in what follows, the observed gaze trajectory and its temporal relation to verbal conduct is recurrent across the languages and action contexts studied. Though there are exceptions to this, it is a strong tendency observed in the data.



Prefacing Dispreferred Responses to Proposals, Assessments, and Informings

While we have so far focused on the question-answer adjacency pair, particle-like uses of IDK combined with gaze aversion are also found in other contexts of incipient dispreferred actions. In this section, we show that the practice of prefacing a dispreferred response with [IDK + gaze aversion] is generalizable across a range of sequence-types, being recurrently found in our data in responses to proposals, assessments, and informing. For reasons of space, we here limit ourselves to illustrating each of these action sequences by one or two examples taken from the languages studied.


Proposals

Let us start with two illustrations of IDK in responses to proposals. Couper-Kuhlen (2014) suggests that proposals can be distinguished from similar types of actions (such as suggestions, requests, and offers) in that they are used when the activity is framed as benefiting both speaker and hearer. Excerpt (8) shows an example from French. Daniela and Penny are talking about a joint assignment they have to do for one of their university professors. Daniela proposes that they should go and make an appointment with the professor to discuss some details of the assignment (l.01–02). Daniela gazes at Penny throughout the excerpt.
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In the face of Penny’s lack of response to her proposal (l.03), Daniela increments it (l.04–06) in pursuit of a response, providing further details about when, in the course of their work-process, they should go to see the professor. It is only here that Penny reacts, yet she does so with a disaligning action: instead of responding to the proposal, she asks if the professor has reception hours (l.07), which ensues in a complex side-sequence (l.07 and following) extending beyond the cited excerpt. Her chais pas here introduces an action that is structurally disaligned with the preceding proposal; therefore it can be seen as signaling a sequential disjuncture. Note that Penny’s response is not preceded by any hesitation markers or silence or turn-initial particle other than the IDK, but still comes in a much delayed way in regard to the recognition point of the Penny’s sequence initiating action, the first formulation of which was offered in lines 01–02 and then re-cast in line 04. While Penny had turned her gaze on Daniela in the course of the latter’s proposal (Figure 1) and had maintained it on her throughout part of the re-launch (Figure 2), she then first turns her gaze up over Daniela’s right shoulder right before Daniela’s turn extension reaches a transition relevance place (l.05), and subsequently turns it down toward her right simultaneously with her production of chais pas (Figure 4, l.07). Her gaze aversion starts here quite in advance of her response (l.05), and the relatively late delivery of that response in relation of this gaze conduct may be due to Penny’s momentary inability to respond verbally, as she is licking off her coffee spoon (see Figure 2) and takes it out of her mouth only immediately before the delivery of chais pas (Figure 3). In other words, gaze aversion is here deployed in a much premonitory manner to the later verbal projection of a dispreferred response through IDK.

So far, we have discussed excerpts in which the recipient actively averts her gaze away from the prior speaker before or concurrently with the IDK token. There are also instances in our data where the respondent’s gaze is already averted from the prior speaker during the speaker’s sequence-initial action, especially when participants are engaged in other activities; in these cases, the respondent’s gaze simply remains averted with the delivery of IDK. Excerpt (9) shows such a case from the Mandarin data where Qun and Str are playing a puzzle (see Figure 1) and are making plans about how to go to a recording appointment together afterward (lines 01–08). The sequence starts with Qun checking whether she understood their plan correctly, namely that they are ‘going there together’ (l.01).
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After Qun requests confirmation of her understanding that they are going to the recording studio together (l.01), Str first offers such confirmation (l.02) but then proposes an alternative arrangement which is that they could go separately and directly meet there (l.03). Overlapping with Str’s turn extension (l.04), Qun produces wo bu zhidao ‘I don’t know’ (l.05) prefacing an account of her rejection to Str’s proposal (line 06; the ‘wo’ [uo] is here reduced from a diphthong to a schwa). Here, the account in itself does the rejection: When mentioning that her place (the neighborhood named Shangdi, l.06) is far away from the recording studio, Qun implies that going there separately would incur more transportation costs than sharing a taxi. It is noteworthy that, when Qun seeks Str’s confirmation and when Str makes the alternative proposal, Qun looks down at the puzzle (l.01–04). She keeps her gaze down away from Str when she produces wo bu zhidao ‘I don’t know’ in line 5 (Figure 1) but then briefly looks at Str toward the end of her account (Figure 2). Here, then, the respondent’s gaze is not actively averted, but merely remains averted from the recipient, throughout most of the dispreferred response, yet just as in the prior excerpts returns to the recipient toward the end of that response. So, again, the excerpt shows the same response-initial configuration involving IDK plus gaze averted from recipient as a preface to a dispreferred response. Here, it prefaces the rejection of a proposal.



Assessments

Turning now to disagreeing responses with assessments, consider Excerpt (10) from the Czech data. This is taken from a TV talk show in which the host (E. Kočičková, in the middle of Figure 1) leads a talk on homosexuality. The excerpt comes from the beginning of the show, after the host had mentioned that she would have liked to have both genders represented among her guests, but that her ‘female adventures’ did not have the courage to show up (l.01–03). This is produced as an informing containing a negative assessment, to which the male guest Špaček reacts (l.05–06) with a já nevím prefaced response.
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FIGURE 1. Spacial arrangement of participants in the TV show.
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Clearly, the host’s display of disappointment (l.01–02) about not having found a female to sit in the show projects recipients’ affiliation (a shared stance) as a relevant next. Furthermore, it contains a negative assessment. Her žádná z my:ch bývalý:ch avantýr ženských nebyla té odvahy.h aby… (l.01–02) – literally ‘none of my former female adventures was of the courage to…’ – involves both an informing and an assessment: While she informs about her former adventures not having come to the show, she also qualifies their not coming as a lack of courage: The assessing element in her turn can be heard as synonymous with the canonical assessment ‘they were too coward to…’. This is what Špaček orients to in his response, in line 05. Rather than responding to the informing, for instance by means of a display of change of knowledge (Heritage, 1984) or by ‘acknowledging’ the informing (Thompson et al., 2015), Špaček displays strong disaffiliation with the host’s stance as well as disalignment with her negative assessment: He counters that assessment by displaying understanding of the women that purportedly refused to participate in the show: Had he been in the same situation as these women, i.e., having had a liaison with the host, he would not have participated either. He thereby disqualifies the idea that these women lacked courage, i.e., were cowards. The já nevím ‘I don’t know’ hence occurs as a preface to both a disaffiliating (in terms of stance) and a disaligning (in terms of the structural organization of actions) response, of which the dispreferred nature is further highlighted by the turn-initial no, roughly corresponding to English ‘well’ (Müllerová, 1996; see footnote 11 above; Auer and Maschler, 2016), itself preceded by a lengthy and heavy inbreath on the part of the recipient. Just like in Excerpt (6) above, the speaker’s use of the first person pronoun já ‘I’ – usually dropped in spoken Czech – works here as a further delay component to the dispreferred response. Furthermore, the whole stretch no já nevím is produced with notable speed-up of tempo, being prosodically downgraded, which further adds to its being heard as a preface12. The response is then treated as disaligning, and even disaffiliative by the host (l.08), who overtly reproaches to Špaček to have offended her.

The já nevím is part of a particularly prominent verbal-bodily assembly here, involving not only the respondent’s gaze but also his hands. During her informing, the host’s gaze wanders between her two guests and at the table in front of her, but toward the end of her turn, she turns her gaze to Špaček, apparently recruiting him as the next speaker (cf. Lerner, 2003; see already Kendon, 1967), which ensues in the establishment of mutual gaze (Figure 2, l.10). In an anticipatory manner, Špaček starts turning his gaze away before the end of Kočičková’s turn (Figures 3, 4, l.03/4), but after the gist of her turn (the negative assessment) has become recognizable (see Broth and Keevallik, 2014; Pekarek Doehler, 2021b, forthc, for how the recognition point of a turn/action in progress may affect the timing of responsive actions, both verbal and embodied). Toward the end of the host’s turn, he shortly closes his eyes (Figure 3, l.03), pulls his hands toward his face, opens his palms and starts gazing at them (Figures 4, 5, l.04/5). His gaze aversion hence precedes the delivery of the já nevím, is maintained during that delivery and further into the turn and returns to Kočičková only in the further course of that turn (Figure 6, l.05). This gaze trajectory converges with the evidence provided in the prior excerpts (see in particular section “Intermediate Summary”). In ways similar to what we have observed in dispreferred responses to questions (see section “Prefacing Dispreferred Responses to Questions” above), distinctly strong inbreath, gaze aversion, gesture, no ‘well’ and já nevím ‘I don’t know’ work in a minutely, step by step assembled way, to incrementally build up the incipient dispreferred response.



Informings

Further contexts where we find the focal multimodal assembly is in responses to informing, especially those that confer the speaker’s stance toward the reported state of affairs. Following Thompson et al. (2015, p. 51), we “use the term ‘informing’ to designate the action done when a speaker’s turn is constructed to provide information to a non-knowing recipient such that they become (more) knowing.” ‘Informing’ is hence a cover-term that may include actions such as announcements or news deliveries. As the authors show, respondents generally react to informing by indexing a shift in their epistemic stance, from not or less knowing to more knowing, for instance by means of the delivery of a newsmark (Heritage, 1984, pp. 339–349).

The Romanian Excerpt (11) provides a first illustration. Ana, who is world amateur champion of paragliding and skydiving, just informed Greta that a skydiving contest would take place in August in the city of Dara, where both are working. Ana’s informing then continues with her naming the competitions that she would take part in later, in September (l.01 ff.):
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From line 01 to 07, Ana informs Greta about two competitions that she is planning to do in September. Most of the informing is produced in a rather non-committal way, Ana gazing either down (Figure 1) or at her left-hand fingers, while enumerating the respective contests. Her informing though becomes livelier when she announces that the skydiving national championship should take place also in Dara (l.07), just as the other contest planned for August. Here, Ana switches her gaze to Greta, smiling at her, displaying satisfaction with the latter piece of news (Figure 2). Vocally, also, the delivery of this piece has been made in a dramatic fashion, as Ana changes her voice quality and produces the relative pronoun care ‘which’ (l.05) with a prosodic emphasis, marked high rise in pitch and sound stretches, projecting thereby a noteworthy information to come up next. In short, Ana displays a clearly positive, if not enthusiastic stance with regard to the news she is delivering (on news delivery sequences, see Maynard, 1997).

Greta, however, does not affiliate with Ana’s stance, and the pause at line 08 projects a potential dispreferred reaction on her part (note the contrast to her response in line 06). Through her phrasal repeat of tot la Dara ‘also in Dara’ (l.09) with rising intonation, she first initiates repair on Ana’s turn by asking for a confirmation of the place where the championship should be held, and, after receiving such confirmation (l.10), keeps silent again (l.11), displaying no verbal, prosodic or embodied affiliation with her interlocutor’s stance.

Greta’s dispreferred reaction becomes clear after this short side sequence as she takes up the floor again and produces an extended turn [l.13–18 – an unrelated clausal response (see Thompson et al., 2015, p. 61)], asking Ana if there are not any other places in the country, apart from Dara, where this championship could be held. Her response is dispreferred not in the sense that it does not treat the information provided as news, but in that it denies the positive valence of the news presented. The dispreferred nature of her turn is foreshadowed by the particle da’ ‘but,’ morphophonologically reduced (from dar to da’), itself preceded by a marked in-breath (l.13). Together with IDK (nu ?tiu), which is delivered with speed-up tempo and prosodically latched to what follows, these push the response proper further back into the turn. Also, Greta averts her gaze from Ana exactly with the strong inbreath and keeps it averted until line 14, while she was before constantly looking at Ana (l.01–12). Thompson et al. (2015, p. 14) note: “There exists […] a strong norm for at least acknowledging, or ‘receipting,’ an informing; in this sense, a ‘dispreferred’ response to an informing would be to not acknowledge the information as an informing at all.” This is exactly what Greta does: Rather than acknowledging the informing, Greta goes on questioning the relevance of holding the championship at Dara. Finally, note that Greta herself orients to the dispreferred nature of her own turn as she provides two parenthetical comments on the fact that she appreciates nevertheless that the championship is organized in Dara (l.15–16), thereby somewhat mitigating her rather strong disaffiliative reaction to her coparticipant’s stance.

Excerpt (12) illustrates a disagreement with what can be qualified as an informing that is strongly asserted, i.e., offered as a claim about a state of affairs; as such, it resembles what Vatanen et al. (2020, p. 6) qualify as an ‘assertion’. It occurs in a context of prolonged disagreement between the coparticipants, where it conveys the speaker’s stance toward the talked-about issue. Luo and Yan are commenting on the performance of a well-known Chinese actress Zhang Yizi (referred to as ‘she’ in line 01) in a movie they have recently watched together.
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In lines 01–06, Luo and Yan affiliate with each other in producing positive assessments of the boldness and versatility of the actress Zhang Ziyi. But in lines 07–12, Luo pivots his evaluative stance. He produces a qualified assessment that the actress plays particular types of characters with large internal conflicts well (l.07–08), thereby somehow disaligning with Yan’s prior assertion that ‘(she) can do any type of acting’ (l.03). In line 9, Luo makes a syntactically incomplete ‘off-record’ critical assessment of the performance of Zhang Ziyi in the specific movie that Luo and Yan recently watched. Syntactically incomplete assessments in Mandarin conversation have been documented to perform ‘off-record’ negative assessments (Li, 2016; see also Park and Kline, 2020 for a similar use in English), which can here possibly also be observed from Luo’s gaze aversion from Yan. Then, in lines 10–11, Yan asserts that the actress plays an ‘entirely’ minor role in the movie, possibly in an attempt to discard the idea that one could solidly judge the actress’ talents based on that one movie. The extreme-case formulation zhengge ‘entirely’ (Pomerantz, 1986; Whitehead, 2015) expresses Yan’s “unstated disagreement” with Luo (Pomerantz, 1984, p. 76). Immediately after Yan’s turn, Luo produces bu zhidao ‘(I) don’t know’ (l.12) followed by another negative assessment of the actress (ll. 12, 14, and 16). It is interesting that Luo averts her gaze from Yan already from line 03 on, possibly in a premonitory way to her subsequent verbally expressed disagreeing stance, which she builds up incrementally: During Yan’s turn in line 03, Luo shifts his gaze from Yan down at the mug on the table and keeps his gaze down during almost the entire sequence (Figure 1), lowering it further immediately after bu zhidao ‘(I) don’t know’ (Figure 2, l.12). So, here, Luo also seems to deploy bu zhidao ‘(I) don’t know’ (l.12) and a lack of mutual visual engagement with Yan (Figure 4) to project his disagreement with Yan’s immediately preceding assertion and the evaluative stance expressed therein (ll. 10–11).

In this section, we expanded our prior observations documenting that the focal assembly of gaze aversion plus IDK in turn-initial position represents a practice that can be found not only with the prototypical adjacency pair of the type question-answer, but also in a range of other action contexts, such as responses to proposals, assessments and informing – specifically informing that convey the speaker’s stance. The practice is hence deployed in locally functional ways across a range of sequence types. The excerpts cited have also shed further light on the trajectories of recipients’ gaze respective to the prior speaker and their own verbal conduct. They confirmed the consistent (re)turning of recipients gaze to the prior speaker toward the end of the responsive turn – even when participants are involved in multiactivity, such as playing a puzzle (ex. 10). The excerpts also showed that recipients’ gaze aversion from prior speakers typically occurs in the transition space or simultaneously with the response onset; only rarely does it occur during the preceding speaker’s turn, but in any case after the recognition point of the prior action, and hence of the conditionally relevant next action. The onset of such gaze conduct has practical interactional import: For instance, when it precedes the end of the sequence initial turn (ex. 10), it may be a way for respondents to project a dispreferred response in a premonitory way while circumventing overlap; when it occurs in the transition space while the recipient is unable to speak (e.g., while eating, ex. 8), it may be a way to warrant early projection of aspects of the incipient responsive action. In this sense, respondents can be seen to minutely assemble, on-line, their gaze conduct and their vocal conduct in locally functional ways for all practical purposes.



DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this paper we examined how an assembly of verbal and embodied conduct is related to one of the basic organizational principles of social interaction: preference organization. We documented a recurrent bimodal practice in which speakers deploy IDK in combination with gaze aversion in turn-initial position to project an incipient dispreferred response: Through this practice, speakers retroactively display resistance to the constraints set by and/or disagreement with the stance conveyed by the immediately preceding action, and prospectively project a dispreferred response. We showed that this practice occurs across a diverse set of languages and a variety of sequence types. The findings call for further detailing based on a more extensive collections for some of the languages (namely: Romanian), and comparison across a larger set of languages, and specifically of culturally more diverse participant groups: Despite the diverse language (sub-)families represented in this study, all of our data stem from post-industrial societies. With these limitations in mind, we spell out, in the following paragraphs, some implications of our findings.

We started out by choosing to work on a specific negative epistemic expression involving 1st person and the negated verb of knowing. It turned out that in the focal sequential position – turn-initial position in responses to various initiating actions –, the structure could be variably prefaced with additional materials, such as clicks, hesitation tokens, and particles such as ben in French or no in Czech. Importantly, it was often morphophonologically reduced and sometimes prosodically downgraded (by lower volume or speed up of tempo) in all of our languages. These features suggest a particle-like working of the IDK construction, which appears to have routinized in all of the studied languages into an interaction-organizational device.

This finding adds to existing research on IDK, evidencing how prefacing uses, far from being limited to functioning as epistemic hedges (e.g., Weatherall, 2011), are implicated in the management of the multimodal infrastructure of social interaction, and specifically in the prefacing of dispreferred responses. Heritage and Sorjonen (2018) show that turn-initial objects in first position manage the connection of the current turn to its immediately preceding one, and those in responsive position may be used for resisting the constraints set by the first turn on the second position speaker. This study develops this line of research in two ways. First, we showed that in addition to particles such as well, ben, nu/no documented in previous research, phrases such as ‘I don’t know’, concurrent with gaze aversion, are a common occupant in turn-initial position across five distinct languages. This adds to our knowledge of the type of turn-initial objects, and particularly suggests that these may include not only linguistic but also bodily visual aspects as part of methodic turn-construction practices. Second, by showing that and how the multimodal practice consisting of IDK and gaze aversion is deployed to preface an incipient dispreferred response in a range of sequence types, this study demonstrates that a practice like this can be applicable across a variety of responsive actions, possibly irrespective of any precise type of the initiating action.

The findings further add to existing knowledge on gaze in interaction, expanding specifically on the results offered by Kendrick and Holler (2017), and more recently Robinson (2020), who demonstrate that dispreferred answers to polar questions tend to correlate with respondent’s gaze averted from the questioner. Clearly, gaze aversion also in animals is related to submission and avoiding confrontation, so this gaze aversion in dispreferred sequences is valid across species and has its natural origin in non-confrontational behavior in general (see Kendrick and Holler, 2017). The findings presented here amplify prior observations that gaze-aversion is found with dispreferred responses by showing that this association is valid across a range of sequence and action types, extending to responses beyond those provided to polar questions, and that this is the case across genetically and typologically different languages. Based on these findings, we suggest that by paying close analytic attention to the multimodal make-up of turn formats we might arrive at a more fine-grained understanding of the methodic multimodal practices involved in turn construction and action formation, such as the temporal unfolding of gaze behavior in relation to verbal and vocal conduct, and the uttering of specific turn-initial verbal phrases in concert with precise embodied conduct.

Finally, the type of multimodal sequential analysis we conducted here allowed us to evidence gaze trajectories associated to dispreference. The data show that gaze aversion most typically starts after the end of the sequence initial action – a result that converges with Holler and Kendrick’s (2017) earlier finding for responses to polar questions. Additionally, the present study evidences that such aversion starts either in the transition space if there is a gap between turns, or else concurrent with response onset; it also shows that respondents’ gaze tends to revert to the prior speaker toward the end of the responsive turn, and that these gaze trajectories hold across different sequence types and languages. The fact that gaze aversion is rarely found to overlap with the end of the sequence initial turn is intriguing in light of prior research showing that response planning begins as early as possible, and sometimes even during the turn-in-progress (e.g., Levinson and Torreira, 2015) – which might ensue in the production of responsive turns in overlap with sequence initiating turns (Pekarek Doehler, 2021b, forthc) or responsive embodied action (such as affirmative nods, De Stefani, 2021) before the end of initiating turns and actions. Ultimately, by evidencing how grammar and body interface in related ways across languages, the findings open a window onto cross-linguistic, cross-modal, and cross-cultural regularities in human interactional conduct.



TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS FOR EMBODIED CONDUCT

**/±± Symbols such as these indicate start and end of embodied conduct

*—–> l.12 Continuation of the described embodied conduct until line 12 of transcript.

——>* End of the described embodied conduct

*——> > Continuation of the described embodied conduct until end of excerpt

# Indicates the location of a figure in the verbal transcript
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FOOTNOTES

1Some of the studied languages have so far remained largely unexplored in an interactional linguistics approach (Romanina; Czech; but see Oloff and Havlík, 2018).

2Stivers (2010, p. 2778) writes: “non-answer responses included not only ‘I don’t know’ and ‘I can’t remember,’ but also less committal ‘Maybe’ or ‘Probably’ responses and less direct answers”.

3Other factors may play into preference organization (Pomerantz and Heritage, 2013), such as the sub-type of sequence-initial action (e.g., for certain offers, accepting might be a dispreferred action; Schegloff, 2007, p. 60) or the speaker’s entitlement to perform that action (Curl and Drew, 2008).

4Following Stivers et al. (2011) we use alignment to refer to the “structural level of cooperation” (2011, p. 20) and see aligning responses as ones that “cooperate by facilitating the proposed activity or sequence; accepting the presuppositions and terms of the proposed action or activity; and matching the formal design preference of the turn” (2011, p. 21). Affiliation in turn relates to the “the affective level of cooperation,” in that “affiliative responses are maximally pro-social when they match the prior speaker’s evaluative stance, display empathy and/or cooperate with the preference of the prior action.” (Stivers et al., 2011, p. 21).

5The Czech data come from Korpus DIALOG 2.0 (2020). Online: <http://ujc.dialogy.cz>. The corpus, consisting of 200 recordings (and related transcriptions), contains a total of 1,188,513 words. There is a total of 856 speakers, 305 of which uttered more than 1000 words.

6Czech, Mandarin, and Romanian are pro-drop languages with possible null subjects (e.g., Huang, 1989, for Mandarin). That is, the subject pronoun ‘I’ may be dropped, creating reduced form such as bu zhidao ‘don’t know.’ The French je ne sais pas has a discontinuous NEG morpheme (ne…pas). In spontaneous spoken language use, the ne is commonly dropped, and the expression can further be reduce based on amalgamation of je and sais. In Hebrew the present tense does not mark person, but only gender and number.

7Note, that contrary to the typical shrug described by Streeck (2009, p. 189sq), Ana here deploys what Kendon (2004, p. 251) refers to as ‘vertical palm’ « used in contexts where the speaker indicates an intention to halt the current line of action ». This gesture may here be seen as conferring Ana’s disengagement from the ongoing line of action and topic, and not only from her response.

8On multiple questions see Clayman and Heritage, 2002; Linell et al., 2003; Pekarek Doehler, 2021a, forthc.

9Furthermore, it formally displays a preference for a type-conforming response, i.e., a response of the yes-no type. Yet, given its situational context, the question works as an invitation to elaborate rather than ask for a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer.

10According to Müllerová, 1996, p. 226: “In response to a question or to a preceding turn in general the speaker signals [i.e., projects] by the word no (…) his or her doubt, reservation, resignation; negative statement, rejection.” (our translation).

11Figures 1 and 2, in the transcript, show shows each participant in a different camera capture but from the preceding and subsequent interaction it becomes clear that these captures present the participants’ gazing at each other.

12It is important to note that the subsequent if-clause, in line 5, cannot grammatically stand as the complement clause to IDK: in Czech, jestli (if or whether) is a typical conjunction for complement clause following (já) nevím; the conditional conjunction kdyby used here, by contrast, does not work to introduce a complement clause after (já) nevím; here, it marks the start of a stretch of talk that is syntactically independent of the preceding já nevím.
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Using conversation analysis and usage-based linguistics, I focus on a beginning L2 user in an ESL classroom and trace his use of a “family of expressions” which, from the perspective of linguistic theory, are instantiations of either the ditransitive dative construction (e.g., “he told me the story”) or a prepositional dative construction (e.g., “he told the story to me”). The semantics of both constructions denotes transfer of an object, physically or metaphorically, from one agent to another. Therefore, I investigate them as one type of object-transfer construction. The instances of the construction are found predominantly in instruction sequences, and I show how the L2 user co-employs talk and recycled embodied work that elaborates the deictic references of the talk and the relation of agent-object-recipient roles among them. Through my analyses, I will showcase the embodied nature of linguistic categorization (Langacker, 1987) but take the argument further and suggest that the semiotic resource known as “language” is a residual of embodied social sense-making practices (aus der Wieschen and Eskildsen, 2019). The study draws on the MAELC database at Portland State University, a longitudinal audio-visual corpus of American English L2 classroom interaction.
Keywords: gesture, second language learning, conversation analysis, usage-based linguistics, interactional competence
INTRODUCTION
This article reports on the dynamics of embodied second language (L2) interaction over time. Using conversation analysis (CA) and usage-based models of language (UBL), I focus on a beginning L2 user in an English as a second language (ESL) classroom and trace his use of a “family of expressions” which, from the perspective of linguistic theory, are instantiations of either the ditransitive dative construction (e.g., “he told me a story”) or a prepositional dative (e.g., “he told the story to me”).
Drawing on a range of previous studies in which we have traced, in the same focal learner as in this article, developmental changes in his deployments of gesture-talk assemblies, encountered and reused multiple times across several years (Eskildsen and Wagner, 2013, 2015, 2018), this article zooms in on how bodily actions serve to highlight aspects of semantics and contribute to action formation (Levinson 2013; Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh, 2019). Through this empirical evidence I home in on what is constitutive of embodied L2 interactional competence. Moreover, I attempt to throw light on linguistic categorization through participants’ visible embodied work. The article thus merges three strands of research: longitudinal conversation analytic L2 research focusing on interactional competence; research on embodied L2 interaction; and usage-based L2 research. In the following, I will outline previous research before moving on to a description of the present study. Then follows the empirical analyses before I end with a Discussion and Conclusion section.
Longitudinal Conversation Analysis-Based and Usage-Based Studies in L2 Research
Grounded in the concept of interactional competence (Kramsch, 1986; Garfinkel, 1967), longitudinal conversation analytic second language acquisition research (CA-SLA) has prolifically traced change across time in people’s methods for accomplishing social action (e.g., Hall et al., 2011; Pekarek Doehler and Pochon-Berger, 2015; Pekarek Doehler and Berger, 2018; König, 2020). Relatedly, a more linguistically-semiotically oriented research branch has traced changes in the interactional use of particular linguistic items over time (Ishida, 2009; Kim, 2009; Eskildsen, 2011; Masuda, 2011; Hauser, 2013; Pekarek Doehler and Balaman, 2021). Neighbouring this CA-based L2 research, L2 research drawing on usage-based models of language has investigated L2 constructional development as an exemplar-based and usage-driven process in both qualitative case studies and quantitative corpus-based studies (Eskildsen and Cadierno, 2007; Ellis and Ferreira-Junior, 2009; Eskildsen inter alia 2009, 2012, 2015, 2020a, b; Roehr-Brackin, 2014; Tode and Sakai, 2016; Römer and Berger, 2019; Horbowicz and Nordanger, 2022). Common to the linguistically-semiotically interested CA-based research and the usage-based research is the finding that linguistic patterns grow out of recurring exemplars in experience as resources-for-social-action (Pekarek Doehler, 2018; Eskildsen, 2018; Eskildsen and Kasper, 2019).
Usage-based SLA has documented the bottom-up, exemplar-based nature of learning in the form of e.g., verb-argument constructions (Ellis and Ferreira-Junior, 2009; Römer and Berger, 2019), object transfer constructions (Year and Gordon, 2009), can-constructions (Eskildsen, 2009), auxiliary do-constructions (Eskildsen, 2011); negation constructions (Eskildsen and Cadierno, 2007; Eskildsen 2012), motion constructions (Li et al., 2014; Eskildsen et al., 2015), relative clauses (Mellow, 2006), question formation (Eskildsen, 2015), French c’est and Swedish det är constructions (Bartning and Hammarberg, 2007), German gehen and fahren (Roehr-Brackin, 2014), L2 Finnish evaluative constructions (Lesonen et al., 2020a), and epistemic verb constructions in L2 Norwegian (Horbowicz and Nordanger, 2022). In the longitudinal work, the research focuses on the extent to which L2 construction learning is exemplar-based, i.e., moving along a trajectory from specific instances to increased productivity and schematicity within single constructions. However, research is also appearing that tackles the larger issue of how entire linguistic inventories are built out of recurring usage-patterns (Eskildsen 2014, Eskildsen 2017, Eskildsen, 2020a, Eskildsen, 2020b; Tode and Sakai, 2016). One finding that is consistently emerging from the growing body of usage-based research is that the exemplar-based trajectory is not necessarily a path from “one to many” but can also be from “a few to more” in a process where constructions that are partially specific and partially schematic (for example, “Are you + ADJECTIVE?” in L2 English question formation) play an essential role across phases in development (Eskildsen, 2015, Eskildsen 2017, Eskildsen 2020a; Lesonen et al., 2018, Lesonen et al., 2020a, Lesonen et al., 2020b; Horbowicz and Nordanger, 2022). However, recent research is showing that a usage-based trajectory may also be a matter of routinisation (Eskildsen, 2020a; Pekarek Doehler and Balaman, 2021).
Typical of usage-based case-studies, I take as my starting point for the empirical exploration a specific linguistic phenomenon. As pointed out in the Introduction, I refer to the phenomenon as a “family of expressions” whose common denominator, semantically, is that all instantiations denote transfer of an object, physically or metaphorically, from an agent to a recipient. In terms of linguistic theory, the instantiations are either ditransitive datives or prepositional datives (see e.g., Campbell & Tomasello, 2001). Ditransitivity concerns the presence in the syntactic structure of both a direct and an indirect object (e.g., “he told me a story”), whereas the prepositional dative is constructed by the use of a preposition (e.g., “the told the story to me”). There is quite some debate, going back at least to Halliday (1970), over the extent to which the two syntagmatic options are semantically and pragmatically equivalent (e.g., Thompson, 1988; Goldberg, 2003; Bresnan et al., 2007). This debate is of a larger scope than the present case-study in that it also involves other construction types (e.g., with the preposition “for”, as in “she bought a book for him”) and sometimes brings in invented examples and introspective methods. My study cannot definitively settle this argument because it is based on a limited number of examples, but my data do indicate that there at least can be object transfer involved in both ditransitive and prepositional datives. Therefore, I investigate the “family of expressions” as instantiations of what I will refer to as the object-transfer construction. As I will show, the core semantic property of object transfer is reflected in speakers’ embodied conduct, irrespective of syntactic type. Before coming to that, however, a note on gesture and L2 learning is in order.
Gesture and L2 Learning
SLA’s historical heritage as a cognitive or psychological field (e.g., Doughty and Long, 2003) has also been visible in the research on embodied actions which in SLA have primarily been understood as hand gestures that reflect underlying thought processes and are co-employed alongside speech, cf. the work of McNeill (1985, 1992) and Kendon (1986, 2004). The narrow focus on manual gestures has allowed for precise operationalizations of aspects of the gesturing and the formulation of specific research questions. Accordingly, studies of gestures in L2 interaction have primarily been experimental and have attempted to identify gestural features that indicate psycholinguistic processes, i.e. gestures are treated as visible renditions of thought processes (Gullberg, 2010). A specific interest in this research is the use of gestures in resolving communicative problems as L2 speakers have been found to gesture more than L1 speakers, especially in moments of production trouble (Graziano and Gullberg, 2019). Gullberg (2011) discusses how different types of gestures work to solve different kinds of problems; iconic gestures are typically invoked to solve lexical trouble, whereas trouble related to, for example, deixis and co-referencing–trouble that may accrue over several turns at talk–is typically solved by means of gestures that point out or embody the pointed-to or talked-about objects and places in physical space. Both kinds of repair work are co-constructed and dependent on repetitions of both speech and gestures. Gullberg further distinguishes interactional gestures that are typically deployed to indicate that the speaker is “doing thinking” (Houtkoop-Stenstra, 1994; quoted in Brouwer, 2003, p. 538) while keeping the floor.
While refraining from asserting a priori categorizations, microanalytic research–with which this paper finds kinship–has investigated gesture and other embodied behavior, for example, gaze and the handling of objects, as resources upon which participants draw in L2 interactions to perform a variety of actions, such as completing turns-at-talk (Olsher, 2004; Mori and Hayashi 2006), establishing recipiency (Mortensen, 2009), opening and closing sequences, displaying ongoing understanding (Eskildsen and Wagner, 2013, Eskildsen and Wagner, 2015), displaying willingness to participate (Evnitskaya and Berger, 2017); doing repair (Seo and Koshik, 2010; Lilja, 2014), instructing (Eskildsen and Wagner, 2018), explaining (Jakonen and Morton, 2015; Kääntä et al., 2018), and ascribing action (Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh, 2019).
THE PRESENT STUDY
This article builds on previous work (Eskildsen and Wagner 2013, Eskildsen and Wagner, 2015, Eskildsen and Wagner, 2018; aus der Wieschen and Eskildsen, 2019), in which we have traced the interplay between certain linguistic-semiotic resources and embodied action over time. We demonstrated that specific gestures are coupled with specific linguistic items in situations where new vocabulary items are used for the first time. Our findings suggest that linguistic constructions are deeply embodied, and changes in the use of specific kinds of gesture-word configurations over time are related to both interactional specifics in-situ and the more general learning process.
Combining usage-based and conversation analytic SLA, this article focuses on three aspects that have transpired as central to understanding L2 learning but which have not been investigated together before: 1) the coupling of specific linguistic material with specific embodied work in L2 interaction; 2) the exemplar-based nature of L2 construction use; 3) the actions accomplished through the use of a specific construction (here, the object-transfer construction). In addition, I will use my data as the empirical backdrop for a discussion of the embodied nature of linguistic categorization (Langacker, 1987). As such, the article sheds new light on the intricate relationship between embodied conduct and L2 interactional competence in situ and over time.
My phenomenon–the object-transfer construction and the embodied conduct with which it is coupled–is found through observation and discovery rather than being hypothesis-driven. It is a primarily interactional phenomenon, i.e., used and learned as part of collaborative sense-making practices. The common denominator among the instances is the collage that consists of embodied parts and spoken parts, but the embodied parts and the spoken parts themselves cannot be foreseen, they can only be discovered, “only actually found out, and just in any actual case” (Garfinkel, 2002: 98). This implies that the instances of the object-transfer gesture must each be described as if they were novel–but it is in the similarities that emerge from each example that the phenomenon is established as one: an embodied object-transfer construction.
DATA
The data source for the present study is the Multimedia Adult English Learner Corpus (Reder, 2005), which consists of audio-visual recordings of classroom interaction in a United States English as a second language (ESL) context. The classrooms in which the recordings were made were equipped with video cameras and students were given wireless microphones on a rotational basis; the teacher also wore a microphone. The data for the present research come from Carlos (pseudonym), an adult Mexican Spanish-speaking learner of English. Carlos had been in the United States for 21 months prior to joining this ESL program, and he progressed successfully through the four levels (A-D), from beginner (SPL 0–2) to high intermediate (SPL 4–6; Reder, 2005), assigned to the classes by Portland Community College (PCC), over the course of 4 years. Table 1 displays Carlos’ time in class schematically. The gaps between periods indicate that he did not attend classes in those periods (due to work etc.).
TABLE 1 | Overview of Carlos’ time in class.
[image: Table 1]Establishing the Phenomenon
Although the focus here is on Carlos, I will start this section by showing an example of what I will refer to as the embodied object-transfer construction produced by another speaker, namely the teacher. Prior to the example, the teacher has instructed the students to ask each other questions and answer them using the short formats yes I am/no I’m not and yes I do/no I don’t. In addition, she also instructed them to correct each other if they use the wrong answer format (e.g. answering with a form of the copula (be) to a question format using do, as in “Do you like … ?/yes I am”). As the last part of her instructions, she now intends to illustrate with a student, Kamil, how it is done, so she needs Kamil to ask her a question. Her instruction to Kamil, exemplifying the phenomenon in this paper, is transcribed in Extract 11. The teacher instructs Kamil, saying “ask me a question Kamil”, followed by a meta-comment directed at the entire class, indicating that this is the last time she will exemplify the exercise (line 1).
Following a self-repair (the broken-off “I” and the “okay”), she repeats the instruction, this time saying, “ask me the question” (line 2). The linguistic format is the imperative version of the object-transfer construction and, as will be shown, the teacher’s embodied work is similar to that which Carlos draws on in his productions of the same and related constructions. I am not inferring that Carlos, although he is a ratifed co-participant here, picks it up from the teacher on this occasion; rather, the teacher’s embodied work here will serve as descriptive backdrop against which I will investigate Carlos’ uses. Moreover, the example in Extract 1 also serves to illustrate that Carlos’ embodied practices are not idiosyncratic; other people, here exemplified by the teacher, do similar things as well.
The teacher’s gesturing is a deictic-dynamic ensemble consisting of several key components: pointing to referents (corresponding to participants in the interaction and in the linguistic construction) and conveying the transfer of some object, tangible or abstract, between the participants. The first pointing gesture begins before the onset of the verbal instruction, suggesting that it functions as an embodied summons of the recipient, Kamil. While pointing towards Kamil, the teacher begins the verbal instruction, ask. She then flips the wrist toward herself while producing the next part of the verbal instruction, me a question. Towards the end of her first instruction, she makes a meta-comment and extends her index finger and points up in the air. This gesture seems to be working as an attention-getting device to all the students. After a self-repair during which she flips her wrist and flexes her index finger toward herself, she produces her second instruction in a way that is similar to the first: she points to the instructee (Kamil) and flips the wrist toward herself before retracting her arm to her torso. In both instruction instances, I argue, the teacher’s flips of the wrist indicate movement that is reflective of the object transfer–the asking of the question “from Kamil to herself”. The flips are performed in a timely fashion so as to cooccur with the verbal material signifying object transfer (“ask”), and the deictic gestures cooccur with the syntactic placement of the pointed-out participants: before the construction (because the doer is not verbalized in the imperative but here gestured into being instead) and around the production of “me” (Figures 1,2).
[image: Figure 1]FIGURE 1 | Extract 1, line 1.
[image: Figure 2]FIGURE 2 | Extract 1. line 2. Teacher only.
[image: FX 1]
The crucial point is that the embodied work referred to here as “the object-transfer gesture” consists of pointing gestures and a gesture indicating movement. While it is thus the gestural ensemble that makes up the phenomenon, the embodied work can be teased apart into components. First, pointing gestures have several recognizable forms and have been investigated extensively (see e.g., Cochet and Vauclair, 2014; Mondada, 2014) and it is beyond the scope of this article to convey this research exhaustively. Two findings, however, are interesting for the present purposes: index-finger pointing has been found, among other things, to function as imperative (Cochet and Vauclair, 2014), and thumb-pointing is often found when precision in the pointing is not required (Wilkins, 2003). The part of the object-transfer gesture that indicates movement is arguably more elusive in terms of form but in both the teacher’s action (Extract 1) and in the examples we will see from Carlos’ data, the movement is indicated by a range of hand movements, e.g., wrist-flipping, that are contingent upon the participants’ locations and positions in the specific situations. In previous research, a related phenomenon has been investigated. This research has established the ubiquitous nature of the palm-up open hand (PUOH) gesture (e.g., Müller, 2004; Streeck, 2009; Cooperrider et al., 2018), a central use of which is found in contexts where (talk about) giving and receiving objects is relevant. It is argued in this research that this use is made possible because the palm works as a surface upon which an object to be given or received can be placed, metaphorically speaking (cf. McNeill, 1985). The actual process of giving or receiving is implied rather than conveyed in the gesture and can be part of a range of actions, for example, a presentation or inspection of an object or a request for an object.
In the present study, I do not focus on a specific type of hand gesture but rather trace an interplay of specific linguistic and bodily resources that have been found empirically to cooccur, in situ and over time. The linguistic and bodily resources combine into an embodied object-transfer construction. In Eskildsen and Wagner (2018) we traced Carlos’ development of embodied assemblies involving the verbs ask, say, and tell over a period of two-and-a-half years. We documented how these embodied assemblies were put to use predominantly in instruction environments and indexed targets and accomplished reference in the environment and indicated transfer of something going from A to B, typically as a flip or bend of the wrist–akin to what the teacher was shown to do in Extract 1. In our data (Eskildsen and Wagner, 2018), the participants were thus found to make sense of the relation between the targets indexed by the embodied work as an “A to B″ relation, not an “A + B″ relation. In all our instances, and in congruence with the linguistic format, the first appointed target was the “actor” and the second one “the receiver”, again similar to what the teacher was found to do in Extract 1. The embodied ensemble, in other words, “is a flexibly employed embodied construction that is fitted to local configurations and understood in situ as doing referencing to two co-participants and indicating an actional relation between them.” (Eskildsen and Wagner, 2018: 158).
By “flexibly employed” we also indicated that the coupling between the linguistic construction and the embodied conduct is not a permanently fixed gestalt; in fact, we showed that early in development, Carlos was more reliant on embodied conduct than in later instances, implying that the linguistic and the bodily parts need not be co-produced. We also found a tendency for Carlos to use the object-transfer gesture in instruction sequences. In this paper, I shift the primary analytic focus from the role of the embodied conduct in the achievement of the instruction to its role in forming the backbone of the object-transfer construction. I will show three examples that illustrate how Carlos employed the embodied object-transfer construction in instruction sequences, using the verbs “tell”, “ask”, and “say”. I then move one to analyze examples with “give”, the prototypical object-transfer verb, before showing a possibly deviant case with “show”.2 The analytic interest throughout is on the relationship between the verbal production and the specifics of the embodied conduct, and the primary aim is to get closer to an understanding of the relationship between embodiment and the semantics of the object-transfer construction, while a secondary aim is to understand the relationship between the semantics and the actions that Carlos accomplishes when using the embodied object-transfer construction.
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The Embodied Object-Transfer Construction in Carlos’ Data3
Tell, say, ask
The first example of the construction in Carlos’ data (Extract 2) comes from his first day in class. Prior to the extract, the students have been instructed to introduce themselves to the person sitting next to them, using the format hi my name is _____ and nice to meet you. Carlos and his partner, Gabriel, have just done the exercise, initiated by Carlos, and after a lengthy pause during which the two students are looking around the classroom, Carlos self-selects to initiate the next activity (Extract 2, line 1).
His turn (line 1), now you to me (simplified) is a complex embodied ensemble in which deictic and dynamic gestures are coordinated with the talk. First is a deictic gesture, Carlos pointing at Gabriel, coinciding with the production of you. Then, following a micropause during which he abandons the deictic gesture, he makes a transition into the next bodily action at the onset of to, namely the flipping of his wrist as he makes a deictic-dynamic gesture toward himself that he finishes just before touching his own torso which coincides with the production of me.
Carlos’ turn is coordinated tightly with hand gestures. Now you:, with the lengthened vowel projecting more to come, is concurrent with a pointing gesture. Following a micro-pause, to me is produced alongside a movement in Carlos’ pointing from Gabriel to himself. The semantics of the construction–the object-transfer meaning component–is visible in the gesture because it is not a two-part deictic gesture in which Carlos first points at Gabriel and then at himself, but a smooth motioning from Gabriel to Carlos indicating transportation of something (Figure 3).
[image: Figure 3]FIGURE 3 | Extract 2. line 1.
Next (lines 2–3), following a lengthy pause, Gabriel does an embodied open repair initiation (Seo and Koshik, 2010; Mortensen, 2016). Carlos’ next action (line 4) is a repair, a slightly modified version of his previous turn. What was audibly recognizable as the preposition to in line 1, in the repaired version in line four sounds like an attempt at the verb tell, as captured in the phonetic approximation tull. Throughout his turn, Carlos performs a set of embodied actions that are similar but not identical to what he did in line 1. This time, he restarts the pointing at the uttering of tull before doing the motioning from Gabriel to himself (Figure 4). Gabriel does not immediately respond to this turn either and Carlos continues in line 6 with what resembles an increment (Schegloff, 1996) to his previous turn, assuming that Carlos was in fact attempting “tell” (i.e., “tell me the hi, how are you (maybe)”). It transpires from Gabriel’s response (line 7) and the ensuing interaction (left out here in the interest of space) that he understands this as an invitation to do the introduction sequence one more time.
[image: Figure 4]FIGURE 4 | Extract 2. line 4.
A closer look at the deictic-dynamic gestures employed by Carlos reveals the similarities between Carlos’ actions–the pointing gestures and the motioning toward himself are almost identical. In the repaired version, however, Carlos restarts his pointing at Gabriel at the onset of “tull”. This makes the object-transfer meaning component more salient because it highlights the sender of the transfer (Gabriel), but it also enhances the function of his action as he is instructing Gabriel to do the next action. Importantly, Carlos is not just repeating something, verbally and gesturally, he is repairing his turn linguistically and bodily. He is, in other words, re-designing his entire embodied action. The embodied components of Carlos’ action described here constitute the object-transfer gesture and the entire utterance You tull me the hi how are you (simplified) is, in grammatical terms, a double-object construction. Together, they combine into an embodied object-transfer construction. Note also that Carlos is pointing with his index finger which may further underline the instructional nature of his action as this is a form of pointing that has been shown to be used in imperative environments (Cochet and Vauclair, 2014).
The next extract (3) is an example with the verb “say”. The students have been putting together a story based on small illustrated paper clippings in a task that they began during the prior session. The paper clippings–the white dots in the pictures–are now placed on a desk so as to display the storyline. Just before the extract, the teacher has instructed Li to ask Mariela to tell her (Li) the story because she (Li) was not present when they began the task. Mariela does not comply with the teacher’s instruction, and in line 1, Carlos explains to Mariela what she must do. Note that Mariela stands behind Gabriel.
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Carlos’ turn, you say the story (.) a:: Li, is temporally aligned with his embodied actions: he makes two distinct gestures, one deictic-dynamic gesture going from Mariela to Li (aligned with you say the story), and one pointing gesture toward Li (aligned with a Li) (Figure 5). Mariela makes an open-class repair initiation (line 2) and Carlos does a repair of his utterance (line 4). His repaired version is delivered fluently (i.e., there is no micropause or vowel lengthening as in line 1) and he seems to also revise his gesture: going from Mariela via the story as represented by the paper clippings to Li, the gesture is now one fluent movement that more clearly marks out the positions in space of Mariela, the story, and Li (see also Figure 6), thus enhancing the semantics of the transfer of the story from Mariela to Li. The teacher confirms Carlos’ instruction (line 6) and points out the story and the instructed teller and recipient in space.
[image: Figure 5]FIGURE 5 | Extract 3. line 1. (Arrows marking the trajectory of carlos’ hand movement).
[image: Figure 6]FIGURE 6 | Extract 3. line 4. (Arrows marking the trajectory of carlos’ hand movement).
In both cases, Carlos’ embodied work points out actor, recipient, and trajectory of the action as well as the object to be transported, as represented by the paper clippings on the desk. But in the redesign of the action, the object-transfer trajectory is enhanced, and the gesture is done as one movement. The three arrows in Figure 6 represent the trajectory of Carlos’ gesturing: from Mariela downward and toward the story as represented by the paper clippings and from the story upward and toward Li. Figure 7 captures the entire movement in one frame grab.4
[image: Figure 7]FIGURE 7 | You say the story a Li.
In the next example, recorded 3½ months later, the students are doing group work. The task is about miming and guessing actions; one person mimes an action and the two other people must guess. They have been instructed to use the question format “are you X-ing?” when trying to guess what the mimer is doing. Carlos is working with Martina and Chloe. Carlos and Martina share a desk, while Chloe is sitting at another desk to Carlos’ right and does not say anything in the extract (4) (Transcription on next page). In line 1, Martina mimes combing her hair while at the same time using the question format that the students were instructed to use prior to the task.
Carlos then begins expressing disagreement with how Martina is carrying out the task, claiming that she is not supposed to ask questions (simplified, no, you no ask nothing; lines 2–4). Throughout the turn in line 4 he is pointing at Martina, the deixis elaborating not only the person talked to and talked about, but also that person’s accountability of the previous action. Carlos’ instruction is in overlap with Martina’s continued work to do the task (line 3), but once out of the overlap Carlos elaborates on the instruction: only he and Chloe are supposed to ask Martina questions (line 5). The students then agree that Martina’s miming was “combing” before finally negotiating who does the miming and who does the guessing (not shown).
[image: FX 4]
The point of interest is line five in which Carlos is using the object-transfer construction. Linguistically it is different from the previous instances in that the object to be transferred–here the question–is not verbalized; Carlos only says “we ask you” which is a syntactically, semantically, and pragmatically complete construction. Carlos’ bodily actions resemble those of previous cases: he points from the sender (“we”) to the recipient (“you”) of the object to be transferred (“the question”). The pointing toward himself is done with the left index finger but because of the camera angle, it is difficult to ascertain whether he is only pointing at his own torso or is including Chloe in the deictic field of gesture.5 The dynamic of the gesture is visible in the flipping of the wrist towards Martina coinciding with the progression of the talk (“we ask”): Carlos does not stop pointing at himself to restart a new deictic gesture toward Martina; rather, he is motioning from himself toward Martina with the flip of the wrist, while still pointing with the index finger. Between the two occurrences of “ask” in Carlos’ talk, he abandons the motioning from himself to Martina and relaxes his index finger. At the onset of the second “ask”, he then produces another flip of the wrist, this time with his thumb in a pointing position toward Martina (Figure 8). That his motioning gestures toward Martina coincide with “we ask” and “ask”, respectively, rather than “you” suggests that they do not primarily elaborate an entity in space. Instead, they seem to elaborate the trajectorial nature of the object-transfer construction. The embodied work elaborates the relevant points in space in concert with the trajectory of the object being transported, but precision in the actual pointing is not highlighted.
[image: Figure 8]FIGURE 8 | Extract 4. line 5.
SUMMARY: TELL, SAY, ASK
We have seen three uses of the embodied, object-transfer construction that conveys the meaning of something being translocated to somebody by somebody. The words and the gesture work to index, in a locally adapted fashion, the what, wheres, and whos of the situated construction. The deictically fashioned gestures index the actor and the recipient of the action, and the dynamically fashioned gesture indexes the trajectory of the action from actor to recipient. The semantics of the construction and hence its “grammar” is therefore very concretely embodied, i.e., visible in the bodily conduct. Moreover, in the beginning, Carlos is using the object-transfer construction without the standard linguistic items to do so (i.e., “you to/tull me” and “say the story a Li” are both non-standard) and the gesturing seems to play a vital role, communicatively, in these early examples (see also Eskildsen and Wagner, 2018). Therefore, Carlos’ bodily actions are not only a matter of showing semantics; they are also instances of accountable behavior in terms of action formation and action ascription (Lilja and Piirainen-Marsh, 2019). That is, it is through the entire embodied construction that Carlos performs a social action that is recognized and understood by the co-participants, and it is this recognition and understanding that occasions the next relevant action.
Table 2 shows all examples from Carlos’ first term in class and the examples analyzed in extracts 4 and 7, which come from his second term in class. The ones marked in grey (see Eskildsen and Wagner, 2018) were produced as locally crafted embodied ensembles in a manner that resembles the examples analyzed here. As the table shows, Carlos predominantly used the construction with the verbs “ask” or “say” or with non-standard items in such constructions, i.e., the “to/tull/tell”-approximation and copula “is”. There is, then, a limited array of verbs available to Carlos for producing these constructions, which suggests that Carlos is drawing on an exemplar-based set of expressions. Another point is that the constructions are non-standard and/or incomplete, syntactically. For example, people usually do not “say” stories, they “tell” them, and they typically do not ask questions “a” someone, but “to” someone (or they “ask them questions”). The verbs “show” and, perhaps, especially “give”, on the other hand, are used in a manner that corresponds to standard syntactic patterns (“can you show me”, “I give you the picture”, “give it to me”). Going beyond the data presented here, it seems that the standard use of “to” in the instantiations with “give” spills over to uses of other verbs over time (e.g., Carlos has a later use of “say”, “I say to him yes … ”, that corresponds to standard syntax) (cf. Eskildsen and Wagner, 2018, p. 148).
TABLE 2 | Overview of examples from Carlos’ first term in class + two examples from his second term.
[image: Table 2]The data also indicate that the object-transfer construction itself carries meaning (Taylor, 1998). In Carlos’ case, this is perhaps so because it also exists as a semantic unit in Spanish. Something extralinguistic, perhaps conceptual, allows him, in combination with a complex of bodily work, to accomplish actions that are not straightforwardly or standardly accomplished by way of the linguistic structures alone. From the perspective of cognitive linguistics, it is a conceptual category, or schema, that Carlos draws on to produce the object-transfer construction. The co-participants, however, do not have access to Carlos’ conceptual categories so he needs to make them publicly available through embodied actions. This shows, in a very concrete and salient way, the fundamentally embodied nature of human linguistic categorization pointed out from a theoretical perspective by Langacker (1987): we understand the categories of language, through which we perceive and conceptualize the world, with our bodies. It is important, in this respect, to recall the first extract: the teacher’s embodied actions indicate that the bodily performance of the object-transfer is not Carlos’ prerogative but may be a more fundamentally human feat.
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Interestingly, the uses shown here (and many of the ones analyzed in Eskildsen and Wagner, 2018) are found in instruction sequences; that is, especially early in development, Carlos is predominantly using the embodied object-transfer construction to accomplish instructions. Similarly, the teacher used the object-transfer construction to instruct Kamil in Extract 1. This indicates that there may be a relationship between the semantics of object-transfer and the pragmatics of giving instructions. If that is the case, the question is whether the act of instructing gives rise to the semantics of object-transfer or vice-versa or whether the relationship is somehow bidirectional. For now, this remains a point of speculation, but if people learn to use language a set of resources to accomplish social action, then there is merit to the idea that actions, such as instruction-giving, spawn semantics, such as the object-transfer construction.6
Give
Prototypically associated with the object-transfer construction, “give” has been found to be important in the learning of the double-object construction in L2 English (Ellis and Ferreira-Junior, 2009). In Carlos’ case, “give” seems to play a role in the emergence of the standard ditransitive dative construction. As can be seen in Table 2, the instantiation “I give you that picture” is the second such construction to occur, preceded only by “can you show me the other paper”. Other previous uses of the object-transfer construction are non-standard. Moreover, the emergence of the proposition “to” in the prepositional dative (instead of the probably Spanish-induced “a”) also seems to be related to “give” as seen in the instantiation “give it to me” which is the first of its kind in Carlos’ data. For these reasons, this section traces Carlos’ uses of “give”.
Extract 5 shows Carlos’ first encounter with “give” in the data. Prior to the extract, Rosa was at the whiteboard doing her part of a daily routine of writing the dates of “today, yesterday, and tomorrow” (Eskildsen, 2021). When Rosa was done, the teacher–using both verbal and embodied resources–instructed her to give the pen to another student. Rosa did not comply with the instruction and started go back to her desk when the teacher told her to stay at the whiteboard. Then comes line 1 in the extract, where the teacher repeats her instruction but this time specifying Kamil as the receiver of the pen. Her embodied actions signal both giver and receiver to elaborate what she is saying. The teacher’s gesture coinciding with the first “give” is done with a version of the PUOH gesture, but it seems as if she is doing the gesturing from the perspective of a recipient (the slight retraction of the arm). The focal conduct here, however, is the teacher’s gesture that outlines the trajectory from giver to recipient (Figure 9). It is fitted to the local circumstances of the talk in that the trajectory corresponds to the physical relation between Rosa and Kamil at the time of speaking.
[image: Figure 9]FIGURE 9 | Extract 5. line 1.
In line 2, Carlos then contributes with a translation of the entire construction into Spanish7 that is accompanied by a slight flip of the wrist which may be indicative of the object-transfer aspect of the meaning of “give” (Figure 10). His turn is aimed at Rosa–neither the teacher nor Kamil speak Spanish–and, overlapping Carlos, Rosa begins giving the pen to Kamil, and utters gi:ve during the action (line 3). Rosa’s action is thus brought about by the teacher’s instruction, Kamil’s extended hand, and Carlos’ translation of “give the pen to” into Spanish (dale el pensil a). The teacher positively acknowledges Rosa’s actions (thank you, line 4)8 and repeats give, seemingly orienting to it as a teachable item as emphasized by her gesture which brings out yet again the meaning of give, as she extends her forearm in a “giving” gesture (Figure 11).
[image: Figure 10]FIGURE 10 | Extract 5. line 2.
[image: Figure 11]FIGURE 11 | Extract 5. line 4.
While walking away from the whiteboard, Rosa repeats give with try-marked intonation (line 5) in overlap with which the teacher confirms (uhuh, line 6) and does a post-trouble repeat of the troublesome instruction. This may be intended as a further attempt at teaching the “give"-construction, seeing as she does a revised version of the gesture that accompanied her first repetition of give (Figure 12). However, because of the configuration of the space, Kamil stands between Rosa and the teacher, and Rosa cannot see the teacher as she walks away from the whiteboard. The teacher may be realizing this around the uttering of pen which is overly aspirated, and it may be the reason why the rest of her turn is both a bit rushed and softer than the rest of her speech. Rosa does not establish eye contact with the teacher; instead she looks at Carlos who is standing by his desk in the middle of the room. Carlos’ turn in line 7, dale, accompanied by a movement of the hand that signals object transfer (Figure 13), sits sequentially so as to be a response to Rosa’s try-marked give in line 5. Rosa’s turn in line 8, however, is partially unintelligible due to the overlap with the teacher, so we cannot know for certain how she responds to Carlos, if at all. Rosa sits down again, as does Carlos who also repeats give pen in a soft voice (line 9), and the sequence is closed down by an expression of surprise from the teacher (line 10).
[image: Figure 12]FIGURE 12 | Extract 5. line 6.
[image: Figure 13]FIGURE 13 | Extract 5. line 7.
For the present purposes we note that this is the first time in class (as captured on video) Carlos uses give and he does it in the service of helping another Spanish speaking student understand the teacher’s instruction. In line 2, Carlos is offering a multimodal translation of the teacher’s instruction into Spanish and, in line 7, he produces a gesture that indicates object-transfer alongside the single-word translation of “give” into Spanish. Both actions show his own understanding of the instruction given by the teacher and the semantics of give, and they help Rosa overcome a comprehension problem. Finally, I note that the teacher uses bodily resources to highlight the object-transfer meaning of give, which underlines the robustness of the symbolic nature of the entire embodied construction. Adding to the robustness of the finding, the teacher’s embodied work, especially in line 1, is in alignment with previous research showing a locally crafted version of the PUOH gesture used to denote giving and/or receiving (e.g., Müller, 2004; Streeck, 2009; Cooperrider et al., 2018).
[image: FX 6]
Five weeks later (Extract 6), Carlos, Li and Abelardo just finished their groupwork. Prior to the extract, Li has asked Carlos about a picture. His response is an account for not yet bringing the picture to class and following that account he reassures her that he will give her the picture. This is the turn of interest here. It does not receive a response from Li, so there is no line by line transcription of this example. A screenshot of the situation and the graphic rendition of the talk (Figure 14) suffice. At the time of uttering the promise to give her the picture, Carlos’ hands are in rest position holding a cue card (from the group work). Just before saying “I”, he retracts his hand toward himself. This movement stops at the onset of “give” at which point he moves his hand forward toward Li with a slight flip of the wrist. Finishing his turn, he puts his hands back in rest position. The gesture he makes here has some of the same trademarks that we have seen in the other examples: he points toward himself as the “actor” and then makes a movement toward the “recipient”, coinciding with the relevant linguistic material (“I”, “give”, and “you”). The forward motion of the hand, it seems, is not a smooth movement that is designed to only put the hand back in rest position but is rather a brief flip of the wrist indicating transfer.
[image: Figure 14]FIGURE 14 | Extract 6: i give you the picture.
Four and a half months later the following interaction (Extract 7) takes place (Transcription on next page). Carlos, Bella, and Aisha are doing group work. Prior to the extract, a student passes by and hands Bella a booklet. While Aisha continues to work on the assigned task on her own, Bella and Carlos begin talking about the booklet, and Carlos, who already has a similar booklet, begins an explanation that falters, and after some shared laughter he restarts his explanation (line 1). This then runs from line 1 to 3. His point is that it is a booklet for written assignments that the students hand in to be checked by the teacher. In his explanation, “she” refers to the teacher. Bella claims understanding which closes the sequence (line 4).
For the present purposes the interest lies in the embodied actions surrounding the word “give” in line 2. In doing the reported speech (she say give it to me I’m gonna check how you write), Carlos takes the perspective of the teacher. He does so both verbally and gesturally, pushing the booklet slightly away during the production of “say” and pulling it toward himself at the onset of “give” (Figure 15).
[image: Figure 15]FIGURE 15 | Extract 7. line 2: she say give it to me.
This handling of the booklet corresponds with the meaning of “give” and the perspective Carlos is taking as the teacher who is asking to get the booklet from the student. Although the details of the embodied work are different from the previous examples, the handling of the object represents the semantics of the object-transfer construction; from the giver (indexed by the pushing) over the object (physically handled) to the recipient (indexed by the pulling).
Summary: Give
The first example of “give” showed the teacher doing an embodied enactment of the act of giving while instructing a student to give a pen to another student. Carlos participated in the instruction sequence by translating the object-transfer construction into Spanish and performing the “giving” bodily by flipping his wrist, thereby helping a fellow student understand the meaning of “give”.9 The two other examples showed, respectively, a prototypical use of give, “I give you the picture”, accompanied by embodied work indicating transfer from the giver to the recipient, and an enactment of the teacher instructing a student to hand over her homework. The giving and receiving in the latter example were done very concretely by Carlos taking the perspective of teacher and physically handling the book representing the homework. All the examples of “give”, while different from the previous examples, showcase the embodied nature of the object-transfer construction, albeit in locally crafted ways. The embodied work highlighting the object-transfer is dependent on the local ecology of the interaction (the positions of the speakers, the social actions carried out, the nature of the object being transferred etc.), so it is no surprise that the actual transferring of an object is not enacted in identical ways across examples. The point is that the object-transfer, in these cases, is done bodily as well as it is spoken verbally–but the doing of the semantics is occasioned by the interactional environment. The last example (“give it to me”) is a clear case of this.
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A Deviant Case?
The last extract (8) shows that the verbal object-transfer construction and the deictic-dynamic gesturing described in this paper do not combine into a monolithic package. The talk-gesture pairing is permeable and flexible, allowing Carlos to recalibrate his semiotic resources when required by the interactional circumstances. The entire interaction is graphically represented in Figure 16, but the central action of interest is Carlos’ turn in line 3, which is a request for the teacher to show him a piece of paper on which she has written the word “stapler”, a lexical item that they practiced earlier. The piece of paper is on the teacher’s desk and the teacher is walking away from her desk when Carlos summons her (line 1). When answering the summons (line 2) she continues walking in the same direction.
[image: Figure 16]FIGURE 16 | Extract 8.
Orienting to Carlos’ multimodal request, the teacher turns and begins walking back toward her desk during his turn. When he is verbalizing the requested object, “the other paper”, she begins reaching for the piece of paper on her desk with the word “stapler” written on it. She picks it up while saying the word stapler in rising intonation which calls for Carlos’ confirmation (lines 5–6). At the same time, Carlos begins retracting his hand while also slightly changing the nature of the pointing. Finally, the teacher holds up the piece of paper in front of him so that he can see the word, which accomplishes the compliance with the request. When she does that, Carlos abandons the deictic gesture and gets ready to write in his notebook (which is what happens next).
In sum, Carlos’ embodied work here is different from the previous examples. It primarily enhances the deictic part of the construction, i.e., that which he wants the teacher to show him. Interestingly, this is also the part that Carlos has trouble producing verbally. The deixis of the gesturing is designedly imprecise, it seems; Carlos is sitting at a distance from the thing pointed to, but he is not using his index finger to increase precision. He is pointing with his entire hand, palm down and a pen in his hand. The linguistic format, “the other paper”, works as a local specification. Arguably, it is a conspiracy of this linguistic format, the prior classroom work, Carlos’ projected action (a request) and his embodied work (the pointing) that enables the teacher to understand what he is after (see Figure 16). Finally, and speculatively, when Carlos begins retracting his hand, he also makes a rotation of the wrist so that his palm is vertical rather than horizontal. So, when he retracts his hand, the gesturing resembles a motion of pulling toward himself, as if bringing the requested item into his possession. This would, of course, fit in very nicely with the semantics of the construction, but whether or not the embodied work is actually designed to reflect that here is an open question.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The data have showcased how an embodied object-transfer construction is used to convey the meaning of something being translocated to somebody by somebody. The words and the gesture work to index, in a locally adapted fashion, the what, wheres, and whos of the situated construction. The deictically fashioned gestures index the actor and the recipient of the action, and the dynamically fashioned gesture indexes the trajectory of the action from actor to recipient. In some cases (extracts 3 and 7), a deictic gesture also marks out the object being transported.
As we showed previously (Eskildsen and Wagner, 2018), Carlos couples the object-transfer gesture and the verbal object-transfer construction quite tightly to begin with. These situations then leave experiential traces that allow Carlos to draw on the gesture as resource in future similar situations. In other words, the gesture is situated and interactionally contingent but flexibly re-usable in more or less the same format over time, with space configurations and physical circumstances determining the specifics of gestural work. Carlos may also employ instantiations of the object-transfer construction without noticeable bodily work (Eskildsen and Wagner, 2018) or with different bodily work (Extract 7). As such, he is constantly calibrating his embodied interactional competence in response to changing environments.
The bodily actions found alongside the use of the object-transfer constructions seem to be of a primordial kind; they are employed before prima facie recognizable talk conveying transfer of something (“Now you to me”) and are therefore not to be thought of as a bi-product of spoken language. The data show that the object-transfer construction itself, as used by Carlos from an early stage, carries meaning (Taylor, 1998), perhaps because it exists as a semantic unit in Spanish. This constitutes very concrete and salient empirical evidence for the fundamentally and inherently embodied nature of language, grammar, and linguistic categorization. We understand and produce the categories of language, through which we perceive and conceptualize the world, with our bodies. The human capacity for stringing words together for communicative purposes is fundamentally rooted in recurring bodily actions in the world (Streeck, 2021). It is important, in this respect, to recall the extracts that focused, entirely or partially, on the teacher’s embodied actions. These examples indicate that the bodily performance of the object-transfer construction transcends individual speakers, suggesting that the empirical phenomenon is a fundamental aspect of the human condition. The findings here mirror the point brought forth by Keevalik (2018) and Streeck (2018) that both action formation and grammar are inherently multimodal. While this study has the limitations of a case-study, the fact that the investigated phenomenon can also be found in another participant (the teacher) implies that it is a worthwhile pursuit to investigate for other speakers, including L2 learners, as well.
[image: FX 8]
Adding to the complexity of the phenomenon, the embodied work is not only a bodily enactment of the semantics of a construction, nor is it just a crutch in times of linguistic trouble, it also serves fundamental interactional purposes in the pursuit of intersubjectivity. There is evidence for this in the observation that Carlos predominantly uses the object-transfer gesture in situations where he gives instructions or explanations. There are quite a few instances in Carlos’ data where the object-transfer gesture is not deployed alongside the verbal use of the construction, cf. Eskildsen and Wagner (2018). Similarly, Extract 8 here (“can you show me the other paper”) showed Carlos drawing on other bodily resources to accomplish other actions (a request) through the use of the object-transfer construction. In other words, Carlos predominantly but not exclusively uses the embodied object-transfer construction as a method of instructing and/or enhancing and clarifying aspects of the ongoing talk, especially in the face of waning intersubjectivity. This can be seen in the absence of the object-transfer gesture in the deviant case and in extracts 2–7 where the embodied object-transfer construction as ensemble was used for those precise purposes: instructing, clarifying, explaining.
Over time (not shown here in the interest of space), Carlos further diversifies his interactional uses of the object-transfer construction, but there is a link between the social actions that Carlos accomplishes and his use of the embodied object-transfer construction (see Eskildsen and Wagner, 2018, for further discussion). This is at the core of his embodied interactional competence. He is not just using the object-transfer construction to talk about some scene in which somebody causes somebody else to receive something (the semantic meaning of the construction); instead he is using it for specific purposes in social situations that call on responses from co-participants. Carlos’ uses of the object-transfer construction is not only embodied; it is found in specific interactional environments and materializes out of social experience. Its use and understanding seem to be epiphenomenal to engaging in social sense-making practices. If this is a fundamental truth about human language, then it is the very accomplishment of social action that brings about linguistic form-meaning pairings. Ultimately, then, language is not only embodied; it is a residual of social sense-making practices, constantly brought to life by people in and through social interaction.
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FOOTNOTES
1Transcription conventions are in the appendix at the end of article.
2‘teach’ and ‘lend’ are the only other verbs (seven different verbs in total) used by Carlos in this construction.
3Analyses of Extracts 2 and 3 have been adopted and adapted from Eskildsen and Wagner (2018).
4Unfortunately, the video resolution is not high enough to reveal the format of Carlos’ deictic gestures (e.g., whether he points with his index finger or thumb), but the focus here is on the semantics of the transfer indicated by the entire bodily action, as he moves his hand from the instructed teller of the story via the story to the recipient.
5In the subsequent negotiation of who is supposed to mime and guess, respectively, Carlos does refer to Chloe and himself both verbally (using ‘we’) and gesturing clearly toward both of them.
6The relatively high number of instances found in instruction-sequences might be epiphenomenal to the classroom setting where instructing is a very frequent action. Teachers engage in many instructions and students may also instruct each other as they negotiate how a given and/or current task is to be carried out.
7The word ‘pensil’ is a transcription approximation. I have consulted an L1 Spanish speaking colleague and she agreed with the transcription but could not explain the use of this word here. It is not standard Peninsular Spanish.
8It could also be directed at Carlos, but the teacher is visibly oriented to Rosa and Kamil at this point, so this is unlikely.
9Carlos performs a similar gesture in a display of understanding that also works as a request for confirmation of “give” in another situation approximately 3 months later. This is left out in the interest of space.
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APPENDIX A: TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS
CAR:, TEA: Participants
Wei[rd w]ord Beginning and end of overlapping talk
[yeah]
#/¤/%/& Marks beginning of embodied action in transcribed talk (in one case, “-------” marks a gesture that is held for a while before the onset of talk)
#/¤/%/& Description of embodied conduct (in italics) on line below transcribed talk (in some cases, embodied conduct that is not central to the investigated phenomenon is described without marked alignment with the talk)
(1.0) Pause/gap in seconds and tenth of seconds
(.) Micro pause (< 0.2 seconds)
word=
=word Multi-line turn
word Prosodic emphasis
wo:rd Prolongation of preceding sound
word? Rising intonation
word. Falling intonation
↑word Shift to high pitch
WORD Louder than surrounding talk
°word° Softer than surrounding talk
->word<- Faster than surrounding talk
wo- Cut-off
*word* Croaky voice
(word) Uncertain transcription
.hh / hh Hearable in-breath // out-breath
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One of the most frequent verbal expressions that people use when interacting with each other in French is tu vois ‘you see’ (Cappeau, 2004). Drawing on interactional linguistics and multimodal analysis, we examine the interactional functioning of this verbal expression when occurring in turn-final position. Previous studies on tu vois ‘you see’ in this position document only its use for marking the end of an utterance or for turn-yielding. The following aspects have thus far remained unexplored: The interactional environment in which the construction occurs, how it is connected to the speaker’s embodied conduct, the way in which it contributes to mobilizing a response from the recipient, as well as the nature of this response. Our paper addresses these issues and shows that turn-final tu vois ‘you see’ is systematically produced with a final rising intonation and coupled with the speaker’s gaze directed to the recipient. This multimodal practice is recurrently deployed in turns conveying the speaker’s emotional stance, in turns performing a dispreferred action, like disagreeing, and in turns claiming insufficient knowledge. The response that is invited using this multimodal practice is distinctly tailored to each of these actions: an affiliative response, an aligning response, and a response addressing the prior speaker’s claim of insufficient knowledge from the recipient’s own point of view. By presenting an in-depth study of the action sequences in which tu vois ‘you see’ is employed, as well as of its multimodal packaging, this contribution highlights the prospective, i.e., response-mobilizing potential of this interactional resource and shows that its use entails sequential implications even when it accompanies actions that project only weakly a response from the recipient.

Keywords: tu vois, you see, response mobilization, gaze conduct, multimodality, affiliation, alignment, preference


INTRODUCTION

One of the most frequent verbal expressions that people use when interacting with each other in French is tu vois ‘you see’ (Cappeau, 2004). The use of this linguistic resource is highly recurrent in spoken interaction, where it is involved in the construction of turns and in the management of turn-taking and turn-allocation. As such, this expression is of a functional-pragmatic nature and cannot be adequately described in morpho-syntactic terms (Mosegaard Hansen, 1998) but rather in relation to the interactional functions that it locally fulfills in the conversational architecture.

Drawing on interactional linguistics (Ochs et al., 1996; Hakulinen and Selting, 2005; Couper-Kuhlen and Selting, 2018) and on multimodality (Goodwin, 1979; Deppermann, 2013a, b; Streeck, 2013; Kärkkäinen and Thompson, 2018; Keevallik, 2018; De Stefani, 2019; Pekarek Doehler, 2019), we set out to explore in this paper the conversational use of tu vois ‘you see’ in French talk-in-interaction. More specifically, we aim to examine the interactional functioning of this construction in turn-final position, as briefly illustrated by excerpt (1) from our data:

(1) ‘Comment je l’aurais écrit TV’ [Corpus Pauscaf (17)]
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The topic of this study has emerged naturally from the conversational data that we examined. Following Cappeau (2004), we identified all recurrent linguistic structures combining the second-person singular pronoun and a verb in the present tense without a complement (clause) and found that tu vois ‘you see’ was the most frequent expression used in our data. It also appeared to be most recurrently used in turn-final position (see section “Data and Multimodal Features of Turn-Final Tu Vois ‘You See”’ infra). Previous studies on tu vois ‘you see’ in this position document only its use for marking the end of an utterance or for turn yielding by signaling the exit from the turn (see section “Background” infra). Complementing this research, our paper aims to provide a detailed account of the use of this construction in turn-final position, by exploring the conversational actions and also the participants’ systematic embodied conduct deployed in this sequential environment – something that has largely remained uninvestigated in the existing literature.

This contribution intends hence to show that tu vois ‘you see’ forms a multimodal practice featuring a consistent prosodic and embodied pattern that is deployed in turns conveying the speaker’s emotional stance, performing a dispreferred action, or claiming insufficient knowledge. Even when these turns project only weakly some action on the coparticipants’ part (Stivers and Rossano, 2010; Auer, 2017, 2021), as, for example, the turns claiming insufficient knowledge, they still appear to overwhelmingly receive a relevant response from recipients (see section “Data and Multimodal Features of Turn-Final Tu Vois ‘You See”’ infra). The analyses will show that it is the use of tu vois ‘you see’ with final rising intonation, in correlation with the speaker’s gaze addressed to the coparticipant, that contributes to mobilizing a response from the latter. Moreover, it will be shown that this multimodal practice is dynamically deployed, triggering a distinct response from the recipient in the three action sequences mentioned above.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section “Background” outlines the background of our study, reviewing some of the works that have dealt with the specific construction that we are interested in. Section “Data and Multimodal Features of Turn-Final Tu Vois ‘You See”’ describes the multimodal features of tu vois ‘you see’ and the activities performed in the sequential environment of its use, impacting on its production and interpretation. Section “Interactional Workings of Turn-Final Tu Vois ‘You See”’ presents multimodal analyses showing the speakers’ use of turn-final tu vois ‘you see’ in different action sequences. Section “Discussion and Conclusion” summarizes our main findings and discusses their implications for the understanding of the conversational use of tu vois ‘you see’ as a multimodal practice involved in the organization of turns and actions.



BACKGROUND

The construction tu vois ‘you see’ belongs to a type of verbal expression that has been discussed in the literature under various names. According to Bolly (2010), in French, these expressions are termed: marqueurs discursifs propositionnels (Andersen, 1997, 2007), énoncés parenthétiques (Debaisieux, 2008), constructions parenthétiques (Bolly, 2012), constructions à verbe recteur faible (Blanche-Benveniste and Willems, 2007), while in English they are labeled as: (reduced) parenthetical clauses (Schneider, 2007), epistemic parentheticals (Dehé and Wichmann, 2010) or comment clauses (Brinton, 2008).

Heavily employed in spoken interaction, tu vois ‘you see’ has been documented to hold several features in common with discourse markers1 : It is morphologically invariable, syntactically optional, it has a relatively free position within the utterance in which it occurs, the truth-value of which it does not modify, and it conveys a subjective and intersubjective meaning, establishing thus “shared understanding between social actors” (Raymond, 2019: 182; see also Andersen, 2007; Bolly, 2010; Traugott, 2010). This discourse marker-like use of tu vois ‘you see’ is in line with previous work on complement-taking predicates involving mental verbs (such as I mean, I think, and I guess). These verbs have been documented to lose, in some of their conversational uses, their syntactic and semantic status as main clauses and become markers of epistemic stance, while still keeping traces of their original semantics (see the seminal paper of Thompson and Mulac, 1991 and Kärkkäinen, 2003 for English; Laury and Okamoto, 2011 for Japanese; Pekarek Doehler, 2011 for French; Maschler, 2012 for Hebrew). Similar findings have been also attested for some of the interactional uses of I don’t know (see Keevallik, 2016 for Estonian; Helmer et al., 2016 for German; Lindström and Karlsson, 2016 for Swedish; Pekarek Doehler, 2016 for French).

Research on verbal expressions that are similar to tu vois ‘you see’, such as the construction ‘you know,’ is also relevant for our study (see Jefferson, 1972 for English; Keevallik, 2003 for Estonian; Lindström and Wide, 2005 for Swedish; Asmuß, 2011 for Danish). Jefferson (1972), for example, investigating tag-positioned address terms in closing sequences, has shown that in turn-final position ‘you know’ indicates the completion of the turn and thus possible turn-transition. Additionally, it may also serve to avoid a pause between a prior problematic component and the recipient’s response. Asmuß (2011) has examined the use of ‘you know’ (du ved in Danish) essentially in turn-initial and mid-turn positions, with only one example in turn-final position, as a resource for pursuing agreement, by appealing to shared knowledge, in an environment of potential disagreement. Recently, Clayman and Raymond (2021) have argued that English ‘you know’ functions as an alignment token, “one that invokes a convergent orientation between recipient and speaker” (ibid.: 2, original emphasis). They identify two different subgroups for this function: Alignment that allows the recipient to show correct understanding of what the speaker said (‘intersubjective alignment’) and alignment that affiliates with the speaker’s stance (‘affiliative alignment’). One important feature of both groups is the environment in which ‘you know’ is used: when affiliation or/and understanding emerge as ‘non-given’ or even problematic in the ongoing -sequence. Interestingly, some of our findings, namely those concerned with the use of tu vois ‘you see’ in turns conveying the speaker’s emotional stance, converge with Clayman and Raymond (2021) results on the use of ‘you know’ for achieving ‘affiliative alignment.’

Particularly germane to our analytic focus are works that have specifically examined the use of tu vois ‘you see’ in French data. Bolly (2010, 2012), for instance, has studied the pragmaticalization2 (Erman and Kotsinas, 1993; Dostie, 2004) of tu vois ‘you see’ across the centuries, from pre-classical to contemporary French. Using both written and oral data, Bolly shows that the semantics of tu vois ‘you see’ has evolved throughout centuries from a meaning based on visual perception to pragmatic uses (with what she calls interpersonal functions), passing through cognition-related usages (i.e., connected to the process of understanding). The author has also shown that this semantic movement of tu vois ‘you see’ is coupled with a syntactic one, this construction evolving from complex syntax to syntactically autonomous usages. Bolly has also stated that the pragmaticalization of tu vois ‘you see’ is still in-progress nowadays, the pragmatic uses co-existing with the more ancient uses of this verbal expression, based on visual perception.

Andersen (1997, 2007) has studied the functions of tu vois ‘you see’ in spoken French according to the position in which it occurs in the utterance. In anteposition, tu vois ‘you see’ has been found to mark the introduction of a new piece of information, while in postposition, it has been documented to indicate the end of an utterance (functioning similarly to what Vincent (1993) called in French ponctuants). In a parallel line of research, Mondada (2004) and Détrie (2010) have both examined tu vois ‘you see’ in French conversations and have documented that, in turn-initial position, it serves to reactivate the coparticipant’s attention, and in turn-final position, it signals the speaker’s exit from the turn.

These previous studies have been concerned with the use of tu vois ‘you see’ in different positions in the turn. While this approach provides a nice picture of the general functioning of this expression, it remains essentially grounded on the macro-level of the conversation. This means that the identified functions of tu vois ‘you see’ are not minutely related to the specific conversational actions performed in the respective sequential positions. Moreover, the functions that have been documented for tu vois ‘you see’ in turn-final position are of fundamentally retrospective nature. The way in which this construction contributes to mobilizing a response from the recipient, as well as the nature of this response have thus far remained unexplored.

Our paper addresses these issues, by offering a detailed account of the conversational actions performed in the turns to which tu vois ‘you see’ is attached. By presenting a more in-depth study of the action sequences in which tu vois ‘you see’ is employed, this contribution aims to highlight the prospective potential of this interactional resource and to show that its use is consequential even when it accompanies actions that project only weakly some response from the recipient. Our findings reveal that a recurrent embodied conduct of the speaker, namely his/her gazing at the coparticipant while producing tu vois ‘you see,’ combined with a consistent prosodic pattern (see section “Multimodal Features of Turn-Final Tu Vois ‘You See”’ infra), enhance the interactional and prospective potential of this construction. This research examines the way in which this verbal expression is connected to the co-occurring embodied conduct of the participants – a multimodal concern that has remained practically unexplored in the previous studies on tu vois ‘you see’ or on other linguistic items figuring in turn-final position (in addition to the above-mentioned studies, see also Hakulinen, 2001 and Hayano, 2017, inter alia).

Through its concern for multimodality, this paper draws also on inquiries into the role of gaze, facial expressions, and gestures in the interactional management of turns and of conversational actions (Goodwin, 1979; Streeck et al., 2011; Deppermann and Streeck, 2018). This work builds especially on research on the interactional functions of gaze, which has been shown to be a particularly powerful resource for mobilizing recipient response or for pursuing it after lack of uptake (Kendon, 1967; Stivers and Rossano, 2010; Rossano, 2012; Auer, 2021). Of particular relevance to our endeavor here are also works that have focused on the interplay between grammar and bodily conduct. These studies have highlighted the way specific grammatical constructions are coupled with precise embodied resources for accomplishing particular actions (Keevallik, 2013, 2020; Kärkkäinen and Thompson, 2018; Pekarek Doehler, 2019; De Stefani, 2020; Stoenica, 2020; Stoenica and Pekarek Doehler, 2020).



DATA AND MULTIMODAL FEATURES OF TURN-FINAL TU VOIS ‘YOU SEE’


Data

The database for this study consists of 28 video-recorded informal interactions between students in a Swiss university cafeteria, comprising a total of 9 h and 25 min. The recorded participants, of whom 34 are males and 33 females, agreed to sign an informed consent form for data collection and publication. The data were transcribed according to conversation analytic conventions (Jefferson, 2004; Ten Have, 2005; see Appendix). The transcription of embodied conduct followed Mondada (2018) special conventions.

In these data, 123 occurrences of turn-final tu vois ‘you see’ were identified. It is in this position that the construction was found to be the most recurrently used (as opposed to 17 instances in turn-initial position). Since previous research on turn-final tu vois ‘you see’ has documented its use merely for indexing turn completion (for an overview of the literature, see section “Background” supra), we aimed to better understand its interactional functioning, by investigating both the actions performed in the turns it is attached to and the participants’ co-occurring bodily conduct.

Sequential analyses revealed that tu vois ‘you see’ was recurrently attached to turns conveying the speaker’s emotional stance (37 instances, 30.0%), to turns performing dispreferred actions (40 occurrences, 32.5%), and to turns claiming insufficient knowledge (6 occurrences, 5.0%). In addition to this, it was also found that 95.02% of the turns belonging to these collections received a response from the recipient, making thus relevant an examination of the interactional features – in terms of praxeological and multimodal cues – that made such a sequential organization possible. The present study is based on the three collections that we have thus far sequentially and multimodally investigated. While 10 (8.1%) examples have been discarded for various technical reasons, about 15 (12.2%) of the remaining instances, which have not been systematically examined, seem to occur in informing sequences, 12 (9.8%) occurrences in storytellings and 3 (2.4%) cases in evidential vindication contexts (cf. Kendrick, 2019). Further investigation is needed to confirm these initial observations.

In what follows, we present several excerpts that illustrate the use of turn-final tu vois ‘you see’ in each of the above-mentioned action sequences. We show that this construction is produced with final rising intonation, and co-occurs with the speaker’s gaze at the recipient, constituting a recurrent multimodal practice through which the speaker invites a response from the recipient. This invitation for a response is distinct according to the type of actions that are performed in the turns which tu vois ‘you see’ is attached to: It may target, for example, a display of affiliation or a response that addresses, from the recipient’s point of view, the speaker’s claim of insufficient knowledge.



Multimodal Features of Turn-Final Tu Vois ‘You See’

The French construction that we are interested in bears the same lexico-syntactic form as its English translated equivalent. More precisely, it is composed of the second person singular pronoun (tu ‘you’) + the verb voir ‘to see’ conjugated in the present indicative (tu vois ‘you see’), the final ‘s’ marking the verbal ending of the second person singular.

In what concerns the morpho-prosodic pattern of the construction, tu vois ‘you see’ is always produced as such, [ty] + [vw], that is, with two separate morpho-prosodic units (tu ‘you’ + vois ‘see’). After repeated listening to our data, we found that all occurrences of turn-final tu vois ‘you see,’ mobilized in the action sequences specified above (see section ‘‘Data’’), are prosodically attached to what precedes them in the turn, and are produced, with just four exceptions, with final rising intonation3.

The occurrence of this prosodic pattern is linked to the fact that, in French, transition relevance places (Sacks et al., 1974) are projected through mainly three prosodic features: the focal accent (‘accent nucléaire’), the melodic movement on the accentuated syllable (i.e., a rise in pitch), as well as its lengthening. In order to demonstrate the importance of the focal accent in the turn-taking process, Persson (2017) investigated its relation to overlaps in French interactions. He found that overlaps mostly occur after the accentuated syllable, which indicates that speakers orient to the focal accent as a point of possible completion for the ongoing turn constructional unit (TCU) (ibid.: 36). In most cases, the last or penultimate syllable carries the focal accent, which usually co-occurs with the lexico-syntactic and also the actional completion of the TCU (Persson, 2013).

The prosodic pattern that Persson (2017) identified by examining French from France is also systematically found in our Swiss-French data, including the TCUs ending with tu vois ‘you see’. In almost all cases, the focal accent is on the last or penultimate syllable before tu vois ‘you see’ and there is often a high pitch movement on the accentuated syllable. Tu vois ‘you see’ itself is then pronounced with lower pitch than the preceding syllable(s) but there is a rise or slight rise again on vois ‘see’. Taken together, these features indicate that the focal accent on the last or penultimate syllable before tu vois ‘you see’ and its melodic movement (a rise in pitch) already project a transition relevance place, which is actually reached after the production of the construction, reinforcing thus the relevance of a response from the recipient.

As for the third feature, the lengthening of the syllable carrying the focal accent, we observe – in some examples – a difference between Persson’s findings and ours. When a lengthening of the stressed syllable occurs, it is rather prominent. This is due to the Swiss variety of French, where the lengthening of the penultimate syllable is more frequent than in ‘standard French’ (Woehrling, 2009). According to Avanzi et al. (2015), this may not be, though, a phonological difference but a perceptual one. In their study, they conclude that it is because of the lengthening of the penultimate syllable in the Swiss variety that listeners are more likely to perceive a prominent penultimate syllable (which is not the case for Parisian French). This variety-specific feature does not influence, however, the prosodic pattern of tu vois ‘you see’.

Concerning the intonation contour of tu vois ‘you see’, we observe an equal distribution of final rising intonation when the construction is attached to turns performing a dispreferred action or to turns claiming insufficient knowledge, and a higher frequency of final rising intonation when the expression occurs at the end of turns conveying the speaker’s emotional stance.

The prosodic pattern of tu vois ‘you see’ is interestingly coupled with a prevalent embodied conduct: the speaker’s gaze directed toward the recipient. All turn-final instances of tu vois ‘you see’ in our data are combined with this gaze conduct. Kendon (1967) and, more recently, Auer (2021) have shown that the speaker’s gaze at the prospective next speaker in the last part of the ongoing turn, before a possible completion point is reached, assumes turn-transition relevance in dyadic interactions, and constitutes “the most ubiquitous next-speaker-selection technique” (Auer, 2021: 117) in multi-party interactions. This gaze conduct is systematically correlated in our data with the production of turn-final tu vois ‘you see’, forming a multimodal practice that acquires response-mobilizing relevance in the three praxeological environments that we have thus far identified.

These findings emerging from the data are illustrated by the excerpts in the next section (“Interactional Workings of Turn-Final Tu Vois ‘You See”’), their implications for the understanding of the use of tu vois ‘you see’ being then discussed in the last section of this paper (“Discussion and Conclusion”).




INTERACTIONAL WORKINGS OF TURN-FINAL TU VOIS ‘YOU SEE’


Tu Vois ‘You See’ Attached to Turns Conveying the Speaker’s Emotional Stance

The verbal expression tu vois ‘you see’ is recurrently found in our data at the end of turns that display the speakers’ stance. Stance generally refers to the expression of the speakers’ position on the matter discussed, on an evaluative, epistemic, or evidential scale (Ochs and Schieffelin, 1989; Rauniomaa, 2008). Stance taking can be displayed through prosody but also through lexical choice, such as the use of evaluative terms or of different lexical items, as I think, for example (Kärkkäinen, 2003; Keevallik, 2003).

In our data, the issues on which speakers take a stance are often delicate and related, among other things, to their relationship with other friends, the sexual orientation of young adults, unemployment, etc. They are hence emotionally charged and their production builds on the mutual manifestation of affiliation – which refers to “the affective level of cooperation” (Stivers et al., 2011: 21) between the participants in the interaction. There are nevertheless cases in which affiliative responses, related to the stance taken by the prior speaker, although preferred (on preference organization, see section “Tu Vois ‘You See’ Attached to Turns Performing a Dispreferred Action” infra), are not produced by coparticipants. In this section, we show that the multimodal practice of producing tu vois ‘you see’ with a final rising intonation and with the speaker’s gaze directed to the recipient occurs in this environment. The practice is exploited in order to pursue affiliation from the interlocutor. Due to space constraints, we illustrate this by one excerpt, prototypical for our collection.

Prior to the beginning of this extract, Eliza announced to Ekta, who is seated with her back to the entrance of the cafeteria, that a mutual female friend had just arrived but gone to another room. Eliza then said that maybe this friend had not noticed them at the table, but Ekta replied the contrary, being sure that the friend only pretended to not have seen them. After stating that this friend might meet up with her boyfriend, following Eliza’s comment that she came in as if looking for someone, Ekta continues with what opens the extract:

(2) ‘Son problème’ [Corpus Pauscaf (20)]
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Given the exchange that precedes this extract as well as the way it begins (line 01), it is clear that Ekta’s relationship with this female friend has deteriorated. Ekta’s affirmation that she has no problem with anyone suggests thus that it’s not her fault if their relationship has become worse. While partially repeating her affirmation (line 02), Ekta directs her gaze to Eliza, inviting thus an affiliation from her part. Eliza responds only with a minimal acknowledgment token (line 03), without adding anything more during the pause that ensues despite Ekta still gazing at her.

Ekta then, hesitantly, continues her talk by stating that she cannot interfere with her friend’s life (line 05). This is inferable from her turn, which remains syntactically unfinished at the end of line 05, suggesting, together with the hesitation markers that delimit the turn, and the pause, that this is an emotional subject, which is difficult to talk about (Ochs and Schieffelin, 1989; Jefferson, 2015). This is confirmed by the extended pause that follows (line 06), especially since Eliza appears to be disengaged, by keeping silent and not gazing at Ekta. The latter still continues her turn (line 07) and, gazing again at Eliza, admits not being able to do more for saving their relationship. Her turn is overlapped by Eliza, stating that this situation is the respective friend’s problem, suggesting that Ekta should not be concerned about it (line 08). Even if, this time, Eliza produced a more elaborate response than her initial acknowledgment token (line 03), her response does not seem to be affiliating with Ekta’s stance of regret for not being able to save their friendship. Eliza’s lack of affiliation is also seen in her embodied conduct while delivering her response: She gazes in different directions and engages in self-grooming up to the end of the post-other-talk increment (Schegloff, 2016) that she subsequently adds (line 12).

Despite Eliza’s multimodal reactions conveying her disengagement from the subject discussed, Ekta still continues to talk about it (lines 13–15). Her turn is again marked with several hesitations (lines 13 and 14) and pauses (lines 14 and 15) and with Ekta’s gazing down most of the time, indicating that the subject is highly sensitive and that the words cannot be easily chosen to refer to it. Toward the end of her turn, she redirects her gaze to Eliza and states that she did what she had to do (line 15), suggesting thus that she could not be held accountable for the degradation of her relationship. Her turn reaches a transition relevance place making relevant a response from Eliza, showing some sort of appreciation of Ekta’s struggle to save her friendship. The fact that a response is expected at this point of the interaction is indicated by Ekta’s gaze at Eliza and also by the pause that follows (line 16) in the course of which Ekta keeps gazing at her interlocutor, who starts nodding approval several times.

Eliza’s minimal reaction to Ekta’s emotionally charged turn does not seem to satisfy the latter: She continues her turn, by adding an increment (line 17), through which she insists on the efforts that she has put into saving their relationship, which was too much, suggesting hence that her friend did not deserve such an implication from Ekta’s part. In pursuit of an affiliative response from Eliza, Ekta recompletes her turn by using, this time, the tu vois ‘you see’ construction delivered with a rising intonation and combined with Ekta’s gaze directed to Eliza. Additionally, Ekta displays a grimace of dislike (see #2 at line 17), through which she facially suggests that she did more than her friend deserved (see Kaukomaa et al., 2015 on facial expression and the establishment of a stance that is withheld in the talk). At the same time, by deploying this facial expression while carefully gazing at Eliza, Ekta seems to be inviting the latter to share her stance (Kaukomaa et al., 2013). The deployment of all these multimodal resources appears to be eventually successful as Eliza reacts immediately (line 18), first by aligning with what Ekta has said and then, after a short pause (line 19), by providing an affiliative response (lines 20–21), not entirely reproduced here, in which Eliza is giving Ekta some advice on how to cope with this troublesome situation.

This extract has thus illustrated the use of turn-final tu vois ‘you see’, produced with final rising intonation and with the speaker’s gazing at the recipient, for successfully mobilizing an affiliative response from the coparticipant in an extended sequence that offers several opportunities for the interlocutor to display affiliation, but these have not been taken.



Tu Vois ‘You See’ Attached to Turns Performing a Dispreferred Action

Preference organization refers to “practices through which certain interactional outcomes are promoted or favored vis-à-vis other outcomes” (Clayman, 2002: 230). An important function of preference organization is “allowing interactants to avoid interpersonal conflict and promote solidarity” (Robinson, 2020b). Responsive actions that are cooperative or affiliative constitute preferred responses (Sidnell, 2010). In contrast, responsive actions that do not satisfy the first action’s goal are uncooperative or disaffiliative and constitute dispreferred responses (for a review of preference organization, see Clayman, 2002; Schegloff, 2007a; Pillet-Shore, 2017).

Most social actions prefer responses that are aligning with their objectives or goals. According to Robinson (2020a): “For a majority of social actions, such alignment is achieved with answer types that can be glossed as “agreement” (including affirmation, acceptance, confirmation, acquiescence, etc.) (ibid.: 426, original emphasis). This idea points to the existence of a general preference for agreement in conversation (Pomerantz, 1984; Sacks, 1987; Stivers et al., 2009). In this section, we present three prototypical excerpts for the types of dispreferred actions found in our data: disagreement (ex. 2), refusal (ex. 3), and display of a divergent stance (ex. 4). We show that, in these dispreferred action sequences, speakers make use of the tu vois ‘you see’ construction, while simultaneously gazing at the interlocutors, in order to mobilize an aligning response from their recipients.

The following excerpt is taken from a conversation between Joanne, Amanda, and Nathan, who talk about how to draw a box plot for 27 observations, an exercise that they need to do for their course in descriptive statistics. Prior to the beginning of this fragment, Nathan complained that he was unable to do the exercise. Joanne then volunteered to explain the procedures for the completion of the task, but she was interrupted by Nathan, willing to demonstrate his own understanding of what she had thus far explained. Joanne reacts with what opens the extract:

(3) ‘Ça sera pile au milieu TV’ [Corpus Pauscaf (15)]
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The excerpt begins with Joanne who openly disagrees with Nathan’s understanding (lines 01–02). She then provides an account meant to support her disagreement: When dealing with an even number, one must work out the average (line 03). After a pause (line 04), during which Nathan does not react verbally to Joanne’s turn but instead gazes up into space (see #1), ‘doing thinking’ (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1986), Amanda, who has thus far monitored the exchange, seizes the opportunity to come in (line 05), in response to Joanne’s turn. She plainly disagrees with Joanne’s prior account, by stating that the number that they are dealing with in their exercise is not even.

Amanda’s turn engenders a change in Joanne’s embodied conduct (see #2) as she shifts her gaze from Nathan to Amanda, who becomes thus Joanne’s focus of attention (Goodwin, 1981) until the end of the excerpt. After a subsequent pause (line 06), the latter takes the turn and openly disagrees with her colleague’s turn. Joanne persists that they are dealing with an even number, namely from zero to fourteen (line 07).

In response to this, Amanda first takes a long moment of reflection, shifting her gaze from her interlocutor into space, to her right (line 08). She then launches an explanation based on several premises designed to substantiate her prior disagreement (line 05) and thus to make Joanne agree with her. The first two premises are formally introduced by the conjunctive phrase ‘vu que’ given that (lines 09 and 12) and by its elliptical form ‘que’ that (line 10). Their production is bodily emphasized by Amanda’s “narrowed eyes” (cf. Kendon, 1967: 32) (see #3 at line 10) and by her manipulating and pointing her writing tool into the tabletop, indexing that what is being said at that very moment is highly relevant for the understanding of why Joanne’s reasoning is wrong. After producing these two arguments, Amanda pauses (l. 11) and keeps squinting at Joanne, offering the latter an opportunity to react.

As no reaction is forthcoming from Joanne, Amanda continues her turn (l. 12) and provides a third premise, further substantiating her initial disagreement. While still gazing at Joanne, Amanda pauses again, offering hence the latter, in a stepwise fashion, a second (sequential) opportunity to react, which is again not seized (l. 13). Amanda then formulates the conclusion that ensues from the three prior premises and exposes the main argument meant to prove that Joanne’s reasoning was wrong (l. 14). In pursuit of an agreement from Joanne, Amanda marks the end of her turn by using the tu vois ‘you see’ construction, delivered with a final rising intonation. The production of this construction is additionally coupled with Amanda’s squinting at Joanne (see #4 at line 14), emphasizing that a response from the latter is relevant at that point of the interaction. This multimodal conduct in this sequential position allows thus Amanda to mobilize a response from her coparticipant, which has been thus far unsuccessfully pursued.

This multimodal conduct appears to trigger the expected response as Joanne finally reacts (l. 15, 17–18), by agreeing with Amanda: The use of the change-of-state token ‘a:h’ oh (Heritage, 1984) (l. 15, 17) indexes here her figuring out how to correctly solve the exercise. The use of the acknowledgment token ‘ouais’ yeah (l. 15), as well as her indication of how to correctly do the exercise (l. 18) show Joanne’s agreeing with Amanda, suggesting thus indirectly that her initial reasoning was wrong.

Speakers often orient to the dispreferred nature of their actions. This is especially reflected in the design of their turns, which are marked by hesitations, cut-offs, and, according to the type of actions that they are responsive to, apologies or expressions of gratitude (Hutchby and Wooffitt, 2008; Pillet-Shore, 2017). It has been argued that such delay practices contribute to both projecting and easing the reception of dispreferred responses (Maynard, 2003; Robinson, 2020b). Therefore, refusals, for example, are routinely mitigated by excuses, which are designed so as to be accepted by the coparticipants.

This is what happens in the next excerpt, which corresponds to the beginning of a new interactional sequence, following talk about the whereabouts of a common friend that spent her last weekend in France, with her family. At line 01, Camille informs Cédric that she and her boyfriend would very much like to go to Lille, the city where Cédric comes from. She thus indirectly self-invites herself and her boyfriend to Cédric’s family home. In the lines that have been omitted due to space limitations, the latter reacted by first stating that the next two weekends his parents were not home, suggesting hence that the circumstances were suitable for such a visit. He then announced that he would not be available the very next weekend because a friend of his was celebrating her birthday and had planned some activities, as stated in the following:

(4) ‘Trucs plus ou moins intimes TV’ [Corpus Pauscaf (7)]
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At line 17, Cédric begins to formulate an excuse for why he could not respond favorably to Camille’s self-invitation to his home. The production of the excuse is clearly indicative of his orientation to the dispreferred nature of his refusal. The excuse consists in the listing of several activities that his friend has planned for her birthday and in which he is to participate the respective weekend. Camille promptly orients to Cédric’s unavailability, as she comes in at lines 18 and 19, overlapping Cédric’s beginning of the turn, and proposes to him, in that case, to visit his parents’ place the following weekend.

Although he carefully gazes at Camille while the latter produces her proposal, Cédric does not immediately react to her turn but continues instead his excuse (lines 20–24), meant to account for his unavailability that very weekend. Cédric’s turn comprises several features that are particularly indicative of its unplanned, emergent occurrence: It is produced with several self-initiated self-repairs (lines 21 and 23) and is delivered in terms that remain quite vague, such as ‘quelque chose’ something (line 20) or ‘fin des trucs plus ou moins euh intimes’ anyway some things more or less uh intimate (lines 23–24). These characteristics emphasize that Cédric’s response to Camille’s self-invitation is produced ‘on the fly.’

At the same time, Cédric’s repetition, at line 20, of the beginning of his turn (line 17) that has been overlapped by Camille suggests that he orients to the implicative nature of his action, to which his interlocutor is hence expected to respond (Schegloff, 1987). This can be also seen in the fact that Cédric insists on providing this excuse, despite Camille’s revised self-invitation to a time when he is potentially available (lines 18–19). Cédric appears to make sure that his coparticipant accepts his excuse: He exploits the construction ‘tu vois’ you see, produced with a final rising intonation, at the end of his turn (line 24) as a resource to mobilize a response from Camille. Moreover, after having gazed in several different directions (see lines 20, 21, and 23), toward the end of his excuse and while producing this construction, Cédric gazes at Camille, making thus relevant that a response from her is expected at that point of the interaction. Camille responds to this by nodding approval (line 25) and gazing at Cédric, while chewing her apple, which she started eating before the beginning of the extract.

Camille’s response, though minimal, is monitored by Cédric’s gazing at her and appears to be treated by the latter as sufficient indication of her accepting his excuse, especially since she continues chewing her mouthful of apple that she finally swallows only after the end of the quoted excerpt. It is hence only now, after having received the acceptance of his excuse, that Cédric orients to Camille’s proposal of visiting his parents’ place the following weekend, which he assesses positively (lines 28–29).

Excerpts (3) and (4) have illustrated a multimodal practice – consisting of turn-final tu vois ‘you see’ delivered with final rising intonation and combined with the speaker’s gaze at the recipient – that speakers recurrently exploit in our data in order to invite an aligning response (agreement in ex. 3; acceptance in ex. 4). These findings are additionally borne out by the following excerpt in which the coparticipant’s response is missing (lines 10–13), despite its being targeted by the speaker using the tu vois ‘you see’ construction at the end of his turn. The noticeable absence of the recipient’s response leads the speaker to engage in further interactional work that is designed to repair this problem of uptake.

In this next excerpt, Ekti and Joanna are planning to organize a trip to Europa-Park, in Germany, with a group of friends. Prior to the beginning of this extract, they weighed whether to go by car, with one of their friends named Carla as a driver, or to take the bus. Eventually, they decided that the train would be the best option, allowing them to travel with the rest of their friends, as a group. Ekti then continues with what opens the excerpt, namely with her stating that Carla does not have anyway the necessary experience to drive to Germany.

(5) ‘Tu vois ce que je veux dire’ [Corpus Pauscaf (05)]

[image: image]
[image: image]
[image: image]

At lines 01 to 03 and 06, Ekti expresses her mistrust of Carla’s skills to drive to a foreign country. While accounting for her apprehensive stance, Ekti gets interrupted by Joanna (lines 04–05). This dispreferred way of taking the turn is additionally coupled with Joanna’s disaffiliative stance: She downgrades the likeliness of Carla actually joining the group, dismissing thus the grounds for Ekti’s concerns. She then provides an account, in the form of a syntactically incomplete if-clause, for why Carla may be unwilling to join them (line 07). Moreover, when producing this account, Joanna stresses the word ‘l’uni’ (the abbreviation of university) and deploys a palm-up open hand gesture emphasizing the obviousness of her argument (cf. Kendon, 2004: 266) on British and American English and Italian data meant to make Ekti agree that their friend may not actually come. During the extended pause that follows (line 08), Joanna keeps gazing at Ekti while maintaining her palm-up open hand gesture directed to her coparticipant (see #1 at line 08), inviting thus the latter to react (cf. Streeck, 2009 research on gesture as embodied communicative action in multiple languages: French, (Turkish-)German, Thai, Japanese, and Ilokano).

As no reaction is forthcoming from Ekti, Joanna continues her turn (line 09) by affirming that Carla’s place is not in this group. This membership categorization (Sacks, 1992; Schegloff, 2007b), emphasized also by the cursing expression that Joanna uses, is exploited here as another argument meant to convince Ekti that there is little chance for Carla to come along, suggesting once more that Ekti should not be worried about the idea of traveling abroad by Carla’s car. In a second attempt to make Ekti react, Joanna mobilizes the tu vois ‘you see’ construction with final rising intonation at the end of her turn, inviting the former to agree that Carla may not come after all because her place is not among fellow students. The use of this verbal construction in the pursuit of a response from the recipient is bodily coupled with Joanna’s fixed gaze on Ekti and with her maintained palm-up open hand gesture directed to the latter (see #2 at line 09).

Despite these verbal and embodied resources deployed by Joanna, her pursuit of a response from Ekti is not successful. Ekti first gazes to the left (see #3, line 11), probably distracted by loud laughter that is heard at that moment in the cafeteria, and then she gazes down into space (see #4 at line 12). Note that all this time, Ekti’s embodied conduct is carefully monitored by Joanna who keeps gazing at her, while still maintaining her palm-up open hand gesture directed to the latter, indexing thus bodily that a response from Ekti is relevant at that point of the interaction.

Orienting to Ekti’s noticeable absence of response, Joanna produces a question (line 14), designed to check whether Ekti has properly attended to her talk thus far. The fact that Joanna launches this enquiry in this sequential position suggests that she treats Ekti’s lack of response as a result of her not having paid enough attention to Joanna’s prior talk. The question is thus meant to solve the interactional problem that Joanna orients to as having caused the absence of a response from Ekti at a moment where it has been made especially relevant (on sequential repair, see Houtkoop-Steenstra and Antaki, 1997).

Interestingly, it is only after producing the answer to this question, by Ekti’s confirming her attendance (line 16), that the latter provides the response that has been previously expected by Joanna (lines 18–19). Still, this response appears to be disaligning with Joanna’s prior talk. Ekti’s response, in this sequential position, indicates that her lack of reaction has not been due to her not attending to Joanna’s talk but rather to her reluctance to agree with the latter’s arguments concerning Carla’s potential absence from their excursion. This is additionally seen in the design of her response as she proposes to nevertheless invite Carla to their trip. The sequence is then closed with Joanna’s agreeing with this and announcing that she has already written to Carla.

This excerpt has illustrated that when the response that is called for by the multimodal use of the tu vois ‘you see’ construction is noticeably absent, the speaker may engage in further interactional work so as to remedy this problem of uptake.



Tu Vois ‘You See’ Attached to Turns Claiming Insufficient Knowledge

A third environment in which speakers of our data deploy the multimodal practice involving tu vois ‘you see’ is at the end of turns containing the expression ‘je (ne) sais pas’ I don’t know or in combination with other linguistic items (i.e., ‘je sais pas trop’ I don’t know much; ‘je sais plus’ I don’t know anymore). These turns occur as part of responsive or initiating actions. When occurring as responsive actions, these turns are used to display responsiveness without giving an explicit answer (Beach and Metzger, 1997). In this case, the turns are composed only of ‘je (ne) sais pas’ I don’t know or the above-mentioned variants to which the tu vois ‘you see’ construction is attached. Additionally, these turns may index approximation (Weatherall, 2011) or project a disaligning answer, in which case the ‘je (ne) sais pas’ I don’t know expression fulfills a hedging function (Keevallik, 2011; Pekarek Doehler, 2016; for an overview of epistemic hedges, see Lindström et al., 2016). The two types of responsive turns, ending with tu vois ‘you see’ delivered with a final rising intonation, coupled with the speaker’s gaze directed at the recipient, systematically receive – just as in the excerpts belonging to the other collections (see section “Tu Vois ‘You See’ Attached to Turns Conveying the Speaker’s Emotional Stance” and section “Tu Vois ‘You See’ Attached to Turns Performing a Dispreferred Action” supra) – a response from the coparticipant, acknowledging thus the prior response.

When these turns occur in initiating actions, the ‘je (ne) sais pas’ I don’t know expression is followed by a complement clause (see ex. 6 infra) to which the tu vois ‘you see’ construction is attached. These turns convey the speaker’s relatively unknowing stance (Robinson, 2020b) or uncertainty (Beach and Metzger, 1997) about the matters at hand. In this section, we argue that, in the described environment, the use of the multimodal practice entailing tu vois ‘you see’ contributes to mobilizing a response addressing the speaker’s claim of insufficient knowledge from the interlocutor’s own perspective. The response that is hence targeted is not just an acknowledging response, it is a reaction revealing the recipient’s point of view or experience about the matter discussed. Due to space limitations, we illustrate this phenomenon with one excerpt.

Before the beginning of the extract, Alexeï and Eddy talked about the first name of a mutual acquaintance whose pronunciation would suppose a nasalization of the last syllable but which professors, according to Alexeï, often do not produce when calling his name. The sequence is closed and a pause occurs in the course of which both participants gaze down to the sheets of paper in front of them. Alexeï then reopens the sequence with what follows:

(6) ‘Je sais jamais’ [Corpus Pauscaf (16)]
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At lines 01 to 03, Alexeï expands the previously closed sequence on the mispronunciation of their acquaintance’s first name, by referring to his own given name. In this sense, his use of ‘c’est comme mon prénom’ it’s like my first name (line 01) from the very beginning of his turn signals that a similar pronunciation error to the one previously talked about may concern his own forename. Then, after a cut-off (line 01), two self-initiated self-repairs (line 02 and 03), and a pause (line 03), Alexeï states that he does not know if his name should be pronounced with a stress on the second (Alexeï) or on the last syllables (Alexeï) (line 03).

In this sequential position, Alexeï’s claim of insufficient knowledge, also bodily enacted through a quick head shake (see line 03) conveys his uncertainty (Beach and Metzger, 1997) regarding the correct pronunciation of his first name, according to the two possibilities. This is also suggested by his use of ‘je sais jamais si c’est’ I don’t ever know if it’s (line 02), which indicates that this matter has always been a dilemma for him. Alexeï marks the end of his turn by employing tu vois ‘you see’, produced with final rising intonation, while carefully gazing at Eddy (see #1 at line 03). This verbal construction seems to be multimodally exploited at this point of the interaction in order to mobilize a response from Eddy that possibly addresses Alexeï’s dilemma. Attached to Alexeï’s claim of insufficient knowledge, this construction appears to be doing more than just inviting, for instance, an acknowledging reaction: It sets the relevance for a response that would target the preceding claim, but from the recipient’s own perspective.

The fact that Alexeï is expecting a response from his interlocutor is also confirmed by his gaze at Eddy, maintained throughout the extended pause that follows (line 04). Alexeï’s prolonged gaze at Eddy contributes to reinforcing the sequential implicativeness of his prior turn, emphasizing thus the relevance of a response from his interlocutor (on the role of prolonged gaze in pursuit of a response, see Stivers and Rossano, 2010). This is oriented to by Eddy, who takes the turn and provides more than just an acknowledging response: He states that the changing accentuation does not make a big difference (line 05). By affirming that the two pronunciations amount to the same thing, Eddy suggests that, from his point of view, the difference between the two pronunciations of Alexeï’s name is less consequential than the difference between a nasalized and a non-nasalized sound. This is repeated once again by Eddy (line 06), after receipt of Alexeï’s agreement (line 05), and oriented to by the latter with a joke (lines 08–09), suggesting that he should not indeed take this dilemma seriously. The joint laughter that ensues from the joke marks the end of the sequence.

This last excerpt has shown that in sequences involving the speaker’s claim of insufficient knowledge the use of turn-final tu vois ‘you see’, with final rising intonation and with the speaker’s gaze at the recipient, contributes to eliciting more than just an acknowledging response: It invites the interlocutor’s point of view about the matter discussed.




DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This paper has documented the use of turn-final tu vois ‘you see’ in video-recorded ordinary conversations in French. The sequential and praxeological investigation of the data has revealed that the tu vois ‘you see’ construction is recurrently attached to turns conveying the speaker’s emotional stance (see section “Tu Vois ‘You See’ Attached to Turns Conveying the Speaker’s Emotional Stance” supra), to turns performing a dispreferred action, like disagreeing (see section “Tu Vois ‘You See’ Attached to Turns Performing a Dispreferred Action” supra), and to turns claiming insufficient knowledge (see section “Tu Vois ‘You See’ Attached to Turns Claiming Insufficient Knowledge” supra). In each of these distinct praxeological environments, it has been found that speakers exploit tu vois ‘you see’ in order to mobilize a response from their interlocutors. The analyses have shown that the response that is invited through the use of this construction differs from one action sequence to another: an affiliative response (see ex. 2), an aligning response (see ex. 3, 4, and 5), and a response addressing the prior speaker’s claim of insufficient knowledge from the recipient’s own perspective (see ex. 6).

The response-mobilizing potential of this construction has been evidenced to rely on an intricate layering of semiotic resources (Goodwin, 1979, 1981) that are finely tuned. Linguistically, the tu vois ‘you see’ expression represents, through the second person pronoun, a form of addressing the interlocutor. Together with the verb, ‘voir’ to see, it projects, structurally speaking, a yes/no type of response and thus at least a minimal response. The form of this response depends on the conversational action performed by the turn to which tu vois ‘you see’ is attached (see in this sense section “Tu Vois ‘You See’ Attached to Turns Claiming Insufficient Knowledge”). Prosodically, the production of the construction with a final rising intonation, similar to the final intonations of questions in French (Déprez et al., 2013), enhances its potential of mobilizing a response from the recipient. Additionally, tu vois ‘you see’ is preceded by the accentuated syllable that alerts the interlocutor to an upcoming transition relevance place, which is actually reached after the production of the construction, reinforcing thus the relevance of a response from the recipient (see section “Multimodal Features of Turn-Final Tu Vois ‘You See”’). Bodily, the expression is systematically coupled with the speaker’s gaze directed to the recipient, a gaze pattern that signals turn completion and allocation in dyadic interaction (Kendon, 1967) and constitutes a powerful resource to select a next speaker in multi-party conversation (Auer, 2021).

These dynamically deployed semiotic resources form a multimodal practice that is recurrently exploited by speakers in our data for mobilizing a response from their interlocutors, even in praxeological environments that only moderately project actions from the coparticipant(s) (see, for example, section “Tu Vois ‘You See’ Attached to Turns Claiming Insufficient Knowledge”). It is also this multimodal practice that enables speakers to eventually obtain a relevant response after several unsuccessful pursuits of such a response from their interlocutors (see ex. 2 and 3). The use of this multimodal practice provides recipients with a sequential opportunity for displaying co-participation (Goodwin, 1979, 1981; Hayashi, 2003; Fox, 2007) by providing a response when it becomes interactionally relevant. Recipients, in turn, are seen to orient to this conditional relevance, as evidenced by the fact that they provide the relevant next, being held accountable when such appropriate response is noticeably absent (see ex. 5).

The investigation of the praxeological environments in which turn-final tu vois ‘you see’ is used points also to the fact that the sematic interpretation of this construction depends on the action sequence it occurs in and on the type of response that it targets. When the construction is employed for inviting an aligning response (see section “Tu Vois ‘You See’ Attached to Turns Performing a Dispreferred Action” supra), it seems to appeal to the interlocutor’s intellectual comprehension of the talk that it is attached to, confirming thus Andersen (1997: 196–197). When the construction is used for inviting an affiliative response (see section “Tu Vois ‘You See’ Attached to Turns Conveying the Speaker’s Emotional Stance” supra) or a response that would target the speaker’s claim of insufficient knowledge (see section “Tu Vois ‘You See’ Attached to Turns Claiming Insufficient Knowledge” supra), it appears to convey “an invitation not to seeing but to the experiential sharing […] in an empathic way” (Détrie, 2010: 765)4. The examination of the interactional functioning of turn-final tu vois ‘you see’ contributes thus to highlighting that the semantic interpretation of this construction, in the action sequences that have been investigated, is intricate and departs from the basic meaning of visual perception. This is in line with recent discussions on the conversational use of you see in Estonian (Amon and Keevallik, 2020).

These findings suggest that the multimodal practice involving turn-final tu vois ‘you see’ builds on a complex layering of semiotic resources and is intimately intertwined with the sequential organization of the conversational actions and the co-occurring interactional contingencies. These results could constitute the basis for a future research on turn-final tu vois ‘you see’ in other action sequences, such as informings or storytellings (which we have thus far only preliminarily identified, see section “Data”), as well as in other types of interactional settings. In the same vein, further research could look more thoroughly into the way in which the deployment of certain gestures, like the palm-up open hand gesture (see ex. 5), may contribute to enhancing the response-mobilizing potential of the tu vois ‘you see’ construction. Finally, the present study could be complemented by a future research on the multimodal use of this verbal expression across several languages so as to verify if the identified multimodal practice represents a phenomenon that participants orient to cross-linguistically and cross-culturally.
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FOOTNOTES

1As a reminder, a discourse marker is defined “as a phonologically short item that is not syntactically connected to the rest of the clause (i.e., is parenthetical), and has little or no referential meaning but serves pragmatic or procedural purposes” (Brinton, 2008: 1). Just as it is the case with the verbal expression that we are interested in, the category of discourse markers has been called many names, revealing thus the heterogeneous nature of the linguistic items that it comprises. We can thus find in French labels such as: mots du discours (Ducrot, 1980), connecteurs (Roulet et al., 1985), opérateurs (Anscombre and Ducrot, 1983; Anscombre et al., 2018), marqueurs de structuration de la conversation (Auchlin, 1981), ponctuants (Vincent, 1993), petits mots de l’oral (Bruxelles and Traverso, 2001), and marqueurs discursifs (Dostie and Pusch, 2007). In English, we can find the following non-exhaustive denominations: discourse markers (Schiffrin, 1987; Mosegaard Hansen, 1998; Auer and Maschler, 2016; Mazeland, 2016), particles (Heritage and Sorjonen, 2018), and, according to Fraser (1999), who cites the relevant references: cue phrases, discourse connectives, discourse signaling devices, phatic connectives, pragmatic markers, pragmatic operators, pragmatic particles, and sentence connectives.

2The difference between pragmaticalization and grammaticalization (Hopper and Traugott, 2003) is much debated in the literature. Without aiming to contribute to the debate, which goes beyond the scope of this paper, we refer here to Erman and Kotsinas (1993) view on these two phenomena, as it is their perspective that has been adopted by several authors, like Bolly (2010, 2012) and Dostie (2004), who examined the French verbal expressions that we are interested in.

3Following preliminary analyses, this prosodic pattern has appeared to be consistent even in the cases that we have not included in our collections.

4Our translation of: “[…] une invitation non au voir, mais au copartage expérientiel […], sur un mode emphatique.” (Détrie, 2010: 765).
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APPENDIX

Transcription conventions for verbal conduct.
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Transcription conventions for embodied conduct.

For more details, see Mondada (2018).
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This paper investigates the body’s role in grammar in argument sequences. Drawing from a database of public disputes on language use, we document the work of the palm-up gesture in action formation. Using conversation analysis and interactional linguistics, we show how this gesture is an interactional resource that indexes a particular epistemic stance—namely to cast the proposition being advanced as obvious. In this report, we focus on instances in which participants reach what we refer to as an ‘impasse’, at which point the palm up gesture becomes a resource for reasserting and pursuing a prior position, now laminated with an embodied claim of ‘obviousness’ that is grounded in the sequentiality of the interaction. As we show, the palm up gesture appears with and in response to a variety of syntactic and grammatical structures, and moreover can also function with no accompanying verbal utterance at all. This empirical observation challenges the assumption that a focus on grammar-in-interaction should begin with, or otherwise be examined in relation to, ‘standard’ verbal-only grammatical categories (e.g., imperative, declarative). We conclude by considering the gestural practice we focus on alongside verbal grammatical resources (specifically, particles) from typologically distinct languages, which we offer as a contribution to ongoing discussions regarding an embodied conceptualization of grammar—in this case, epistemicity.
Keywords: conversation analysis (CA), interactional linguistics, gesture, argument, epistemics, grammar, theory
INTRODUCTION
Arguments are an inevitable part of the human social experience. As Antaki (1994) summarizes:
Social life is argumentative; and what moves an argument along is social: the topics people argue over, the content of the challenges and rebuttals, and so on. People argue about categories and particulars—what something is, and what implications you can draw from it; they argue over definitions, terms and usages (160).
The present study examines arguments that arise in a particular social setting, namely in the context of individuals being targeted and harassed for speaking a language other than English in public in the United States. As will be seen in the data presented here, such harassment often results in a series of argumentative moves back and forth between challenger, target, and occasionally bystanders as well1. The issues debated in these arguments range from the “legality” of speaking a language other than English, to whether or not such language-based discrimination constitutes racism, even to the very nature of what America and being an American “means”. While the specific topics debated vary from encounter to encounter, across these individual instances, challengers, targets, and bystanders are demonstrably engaged in arguments, taking oppositional stances (Du Bois 2007; Du Bois and Kärkkäinen 2012) from one another on a moment-by-moment basis in the interaction.
Prior research has revealed a range of devices that can be used to construct actions as argumentative or oppositional in context. With regard to grammar, specifically, many of these practices are best conceived of as examples of what Goodwin (1990) has called “format-tying”, wherein participants make strategic use of the structures of prior utterances (e.g., their syntax or prosody) to construct new utterances that are thereby “publicly available” (12) as tied to that prior talk, as some transformation thereof (see, e.g., Corsaro and Maynard 1996; Goodwin 2006, 2018). Devices for format-tying include, for example, the incorporation of negation and other polarity markers (Boggs 1978; Goodwin 1982; Halliday and Hasan 1976:178; Raymond and Stivers, 2016), shifting deictic terms (Goodwin 1990), as well as the use of imperatives that re-employ prior syntactic formats (Goodwin, 2002). And indeed, examples of such practices are readily observable in the argumentative data under analysis here.
In extract (1), for instance, a challenger twice responds to the assertion “that’s ra:cist” (line 49) with its negated equivalent: “It’s <↑no:t racist>“, followed by a repeat “it’s not racist” (lines 50–51).
[image: FX 2]
And in the following case (2), we see the incorporation of negation, as well as shifts in deictic references: “She” and “me” from line 17 shift to “I” and “you” in line 20, and the challenger also reuses the same syntactic format. With this, the challenger rejects the assertion that what she is doing is categorizable as “harassing”.
[image: FX 3]
These instances also illustrate how prosodic delivery—e.g., on “<↑no:t>” (example 1, line 50) and “you::.” (example 2, line 20)—can likewise figure into designing utterances as format-tied to a prior, including features such as pitch leaps, vowel lengthening, raised volume, and particular intonational contours (Goodwin 1998; Goodwin et al., 2002). These various grammatical resources for format-tying are deployed in their local sequential contexts so as to construct prior talk as “arguable”—that is, as containing “objectional features” (Maynard 1985:3) that are constituted as such through the subsequent action (e.g., a disagreement, a counter, etc.).
As might be expected given the verbal bias in much linguistic and interactional inquiry (see Keevallik 2018), the vast majority of research on grammatical resources for maintaining opposition in arguments focuses on verbal resources of the sort cited thus far. This may additionally be influenced by the fact that many studies, as Maynard (1988) notes, emphasize “semantic continuity” as in some way criterial for their operationalization of “opposition”, thereby categorically neglecting any and all oppositional actions accomplished nonverbally (23). And while research by the Goodwins—e.g., on embodied replays (Goodwin 1998), embodied affective stances (Goodwin, 2002), and pointing practices (Goodwin 2003)—has certainly illustrated the import of gestural resources in argumentative contexts, verbal resources continue to dominate discussions as far as grammar is concerned. Particularly in light of the growing body of research on the complex interplay between grammar and the body (e.g., Fox and Heinemann 2015; Keevallik 2018, 2020; Li 2019; Mondada 2014; Pekarek Doehler 2019; Ford et al., 2012; Raymond, et al., 2021), more systematic consideration is called for concerning how verbal and gestural resources are deployed so as to produce actions that are understood, in context, as oppositional.
In this paper, we focus on a particular gesture that is recurrently used in the arguments in our data—namely, a supine, palm-up, open-arm, lateral gesture, which, as we will show, may or may not be produced concurrently with a verbal utterance. Building on work by Kendon (2004), Shaw (2013), and Clift (2020), we propose that this gesture is among the resources for displaying stance in argumentative contexts, in particular an epistemic stance of obviousness. The paper is organized as follows: After a brief description of the data relied upon for the present study, we begin by describing our collection-building process, underscoring the import of sequential position in examining the gesture’s contribution to ongoing trajectories of action. We then demonstrate the routine use of our target gesture and discuss what this embodied resource accomplishes in the immediacy of interaction. We conclude by considering the gestural practice we focus on alongside verbal grammatical resources—namely, particles—from typologically distinct languages, which we offer as a dimension of cross-linguistic evidence in favor of an embodied conceptualization of epistemicity in grammar.
DATA: THE CORPUS OF LANGUAGE DISCRIMINATION IN INTERACTION
Maynard (1985) writes that “the arguable property of an utterance or action, as made evident in a disagreement move, lies in the purported breaking of some rule” (19). In the data drawn on for the present study, the key arguable property is breaking the “rule” that only English should be used in public spaces in the United States. While of course no such “rule” or “law” exists in the U.S.—and indeed the U.S. does not even have a de jure official language at the federal level—the hegemonic and de facto ‘official’ status of English is recognizable in that speakers of languages other than English are routinely cast as “un-American” in various ways, and through various intersecting discourses and ideologies (see, inter alia, Anderson 1983; Baugh 2017; Bonfiglio 2002; García 2014; Lempert and Silverstein 2012; Lippi-Green 2012; Santa Ana 2002; Silverstein 2015, 2018; Zentella 1995, 2014). In the encounters we examine in this study, a “challenger” in some way takes issue with a “target” for the target’s use or endorsement of a language other than English (LOE) in a public place, such as a store or restaurant. In this corpus, the LOE is frequently Spanish, though other languages are targeted as well. Despite the fact that in many cases the target was demonstrably not speaking the LOE to the challenger, and indeed the challenger was an overhearer (Goffman 1981), the challenger nonetheless inserts themselves into the target’s/s’ interaction, the account for which being that the target is breaking the “rule” of what language “should” be used publicly. In this way, the challengers not only interactionally claim to know about this “rule” (thus enacting an epistemic stance; see Heritage 2013), but they also simultaneously claim the authority to determine how that rule applies to the target and their conduct (thus enacting a deontic stance; see Stevanovic and Peräkylä 2012). The arguments that then ensue, which form the basis for the present analysis, are the result of targets and bystanders engaging with these challengers and their claims, and thus with the epistemic and deontic stances that these challengers have “talked into being” (Heritage 1984a:290).
These arguments, and the data for this study, come from a growing, publicly accessible online corpus of videos, the Corpus of Language Discrimination in Interaction (CLDI), in which targets are challenged for speaking a language other than English in public (Raymond, et al., in prep). The ubiquity of cell phones and social media has created a new genre of online viral video in which people video-record public interactions and post them online, allowing us to capture and examine precisely these sorts of spontaneously occurring social activities which have thus far largely evaded systematic interactional inquiry (but see Reynolds 2011, 2015, discussed below).
It bears mention that the use of this type of data is not without its limits. For example, videos are usually recorded on cellphones or security cameras, which does not always result in the highest-quality images, or consistently capture each participant in frame2. In addition, the majority of these videos begin after the argument is already underway, as it is typically the launch or an escalation of the confrontation that itself provides the impetus for someone to then begin recording the encounter (cf. Sacks 1986)3. Despite these limitations, however, the corpus as a whole provides a close-up look at what is a very real experience for many members of U.S. society as they speak languages other than English in public spaces4. These confrontations offer a unique window into the (re)production of norms and ideologies about language, race, and social life in the United States (see Hill 2008; Lippi-Green 2012; Alim 2016; Rosa and Flores 2017; Rosa 2019), allowing us to examine these and other intersections as they manifest themselves in the details of moment-by-moment social interaction (see Raymond, et al., in prep).
The extracts reproduced here were transcribed according to Jefferson (2004) conventions, while also drawing on Kendon (2004), Hepburn and Bolden (2017), and Mondada (2018) guidelines for representing gestural and visual practices.5 Images of the video data are included to show the most complete picture possible of the gesture in question.
The data were examined using Conversation Analysis and Interactional Linguistics, which emphasize the analysis of collections of exemplars (for overviews, see Clift 2016; Couper-Kuhlen and Selting 2018, respectively). In the next section, we describe the collection-building process for the present study.
THE SUPINE, PALM-UP, OPEN-ARM, LATERAL GESTURE IN CONTEXT
Gestures are often divided into two main classifications, interactive and representational. Interactive gestures manage dialogue, such as by navigating turn-taking (Abner et al., 2015), and have also been labelled pragmatic, illocutionary, or discourse gestures (Kendon 2004). Representational gestures focus more on the content at hand, and include topic, deictic, iconic, metaphoric, and emblematic gestures (i.e., McNeill 1992). However, gestures often cross categorical boundaries (Kendon 2004; Enfield 2009), thereby making explicit categorization difficult.
In this study, we focus on one of a family of gestures that continues to be, in many ways, “puzzling” (Cooperrider, et al., 2018:14)—specifically, a supine, palm-up, open-arm, lateral gesture, which may or may not be produced concurrently with a verbal utterance. An example of the gesture is shown in Figure 1, with the shape of the body outlined to better visualize the gesture, which we will do in all the figures we present.
[image: Figure 1]FIGURE 1 | Two-handed, palm-up, open-arm, lateral gesture (taken from example (8) below).
Streeck (2009, 2017) argues that such palm-up, open arm gestures originally derive from object transfer, such as presentations, offerings, or hand-overs. Following this, Andrén (2017) has studied how children manipulate objects in tandem with open-arm movements. In the greater gesture landscape, Chu et al. (2014: 700) show that variants of the palm-up are common amongst English speakers, with palm-revealing gestures accounting for 24% of over 8,000 gestures produced. “And yet,” as Cooperrider et al. (2018) summarize, “palm-ups remain puzzling. They vary considerably from one use to the next, even in sign languages; they go by different labels; they resist current gesture classification schemes and elude existing linguistic categories” (14). If palm-up gestures are so pervasive (in our dataset as well) and at the same time so varied, with little consensus on the origin of the gesture and its physical boundaries, how might we operationalize their study in interaction, and in particular in the argumentative contexts we investigate here?
Clift (2020) describes the core practice of what she calls the “palm-up” (PU) gesture as a “…rotation of the palms upwards or outwards towards the recipient, with—if standing—a raise of the arms outwards away from the body. These are then momentarily held static in parallel, iconically displaying a temporary halt to the progressivity of the interactional sequence” (204), as seen in Figure 1 (see also Kendon 2004; Müller 2004). As Clift (2020) observes, “where PU [palm-up] producers are standing, there is a lift of the arms away from the body to about mid-body or waist height” (191). There appears to be some variation in the naming of this particular gesture: Kendon (2004) refers to it as “palm up open hand,” while Müller (2004) refers to it as “palm up open arm.” In this paper, we will follow Clift in referring to the gesture as “palm up” or PU, though specifically, the PUs under consideration here are supine and two handed,6 produced while standing, without noticeable shoulder shrugging (see the discussion below regarding shrugs).
As we explored the data, the first author noticed that PUs seemed to be employed recurrently as embodied resources in this collection of public arguments. We then began to collect PUs broadly in the dataset, whether one-handed or two, standing or seated, and so on. Although of course all of the data are constrained to the argumentative contexts of the CLDI Corpus, collecting broadly in this way allows the researcher to, for example, explore potential environments of relevant possible occurrence, to examine (what may turn out to be) boundary cases of the practice or phenomenon in question, and to identify local, situation- and context-specific particulars of the practice’s deployment (see Clift & Raymond 2018; Mondada 2014; Schegloff 1996, 1997). Moreover, in analyses of multimodal phenomena, this process ensures that the verbal channel is not inappositely prioritized in the building of the collection (see Mondada 2014; Floyd 2016; Streeck 2018). This procedure generated an initial collection of 45 instances7.
Mondada (2018) and Clift (2020) underscore the import of sequence organization (Schegloff 2007) in refining and analyzing a collection of exemplars that exhibit the use of a particular gesture. As Mondada puts it, “the meaning of a movement is not reducible to its form but is related to the moment in which it is produced; a moment that is meaningful in relation to its sequential environment and its position in ongoing action” (Mondada, 2018:91). It is thus through consideration of a gesture’s deployment within a sequence or trajectory of actions that researchers are able to link the particulars of the gesture to the particulars of action.
As we began a case-by-case analysis of our collection of palm-up gestures, this became immediately evident in that ostensibly the “same” gesture performed demonstrably distinct interactional work in different sequential contexts. For example, it became relevant to distinguish our focal gesture from ‘shrugs’, which may include the PU but additionally incorporate raised shoulders (on which, see Debras 2017; Jehoul et al., 2017; Kendon 2004; Streeck 2009) and perform demonstrably different actions (for example, in response to a request for information). In the same vein, consider the following case (3), in which an Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) officer asks a woman to take her hands out of her pockets, and she obliges, producing a palm-up gesture.
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In these video stills, the gesture looks quite similar in form to other examples of a PU gesture, such as that in Figure 1 and the other examples we will examine below. However, in its sequential context, the palm-up gesture here accomplishes an action that is altogether distinct from that which we focus on in the remainder of the analysis. Here, the PU gesture is produced in response to the officer’s directive in line one to take her hands out of her pockets; the gesture thereby constitutes a bodily enactment of compliance with an ICE officer’s directive—a directive which is produced and understood as an instruction not only to remove her hands from her pockets, but to do so and also make visible that she has nothing threatening to the officer in her hands.
Specifically, here we focus on the PU gesture in the construction of what are, in their local sequential context, oppositional actions—that is, actions that counter, disagree with, or otherwise construct as “arguable” (Maynard 1985) some prior talk or action by another participant. In this way, we see PUs as part of complex multimodal gestalts (Mondada 2014, 2016)—assemblages that “build emerging and changing positionings between the participants, whose relations, actions, and the rights and obligations related to them, are negotiated not only in discursive but also in embodied ways” (Mondada 2016:344). But of course the data we are examining are riddled with argumentative actions; so, among the various oppositional, multimodally constructed actions in these confrontational interactions, at what points are assemblages with PU gestures produced, and what does their deployment accomplish in the immediacy of the in-progress argument?
ARRIVING AT AN IMPASSE
In the data in the Corpus of Language Discrimination in Interaction, we recurrently find the palm-up gesture in the construction of particular oppositional actions, namely those delivered in the context of what we will refer to as an ‘impasse’.8 What we aim to capture with the use of this term is that the participants have arrived sequentially at a point where each has committed to a position in the argument, neither is conceding or backing down, and importantly, those positions betray incompatible views of reality (e.g., It’s illegal → It’s not). Upon arriving at this sort of demonstrable ‘reality disjuncture’ (Pollner 1975, 1987), one way that participants proceed is by pursuing a line of action and stance that they themselves already committed to (see Clift 2020:195–9). It is in this sequential environment that we regularly find use of the PU gesture in our dataset.
Shaw (2013:250) argues that the open-hand, palm-up gesture can be a resource to evaluate prior talk, or in other words, display stance. Drawing on this and Kendon (2004), we argue that the PU gesture indexes an epistemic stance in relation to the action being committed—namely, marking the proposition as obvious or redundant, about which “nothing further can be said” (Kendon 2004:265)9 In the cases presented here, participants leverage the sequentiality of interaction as the source of the ‘obviousness’ or ‘redundancy’: By taking the stance that the action they are producing should at this moment be ‘obvious’, the gesturer sequentially categorizes the recipient’s prior conduct as having been unsuccessful in terms of the action it was designed to implement. The gesture turn thus operates not only on the prior, but also holds the interlocutor accountable for the divergent stances that have emerged over the course of prior talk, resulting in a ‘reality disjuncture’ or ‘impasse’. It is in this way that the gesture serves not as simply a pursuit of a prior stance, but as one that highlights the persistence of pursing this stance in the face of the recipient’s attempts to counter it. Gesturers thereby come off in context as enacting having ‘won’ this point of the argument by pushing for sequence closure—“nothing further can be said”. The present analysis thus allows us to both ground and particularize ‘obviousness’ in the sequentiality of interaction, as a participants’ category and resource for the design and interpretation of action.
Consider example 4) below. Here, in the midst of one confrontation, the challenger directs the target to “call the police” (line 2), offering as an account “because you don’t speak English?” (line 4). In response, the target expresses that, in fact, she “speak[s] English very well.” (line 7), which both claims as well as demonstrates (Sacks 1992) the logical inappositeness of the challenger’s stated view of reality. By extension, this move by the target aims to reject what that version of reality was intended to convey in terms of action: Her inability to speak English cannot serve as a legitimate account for the challenger to call the police, because in fact she speaks English very well. It is in the context of this exposed reality disjuncture that the challenger then reissues her directive, this time with a PU gesture (line 8).
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Here, the target’s line 7—“I speak English very well”—is delivered so as to undermine the challenger’s initial account for endorsing the idea of calling the police and to expose the reality disjuncture between the two parties. In reissuing her directive to “Call the cops” in the context of this counterevidence, the challenger incorporates a PU gesture (line 8). This embodied practice laminates a stance of obviousness onto the pursuit action in that it insists on the enduring relevance of her initial action in the face of the target’s attempt to counter it. In this way, the target’s attempt at issuing a counter is cast as unsuccessful, thereby pushing for closure of this particular point within the argument. The challenger’s turn-final “I don’t care” (line 9) likewise works to frame this as a point about which “nothing further can be said” (Kendon 2004:265).10
In this case, though, the target does not acquiesce to the challenger’s push for sequence closure, but rather works to get the last word in herself with an agentive “I will,”, before continuing to issue an account of her own, “because you’re harassing me” (line 10). Prior to this account being brought to completion, though, the challenger again pursues her own same action trajectory with “Then go ahead.”, and again producing the PU gesture. We therefore have a second use of our focal practice in this sequence. As in line 8, the PU gesture in line 11 enacts a stance of obviousness by presenting the relevance of this action as enduring and self-evident from the interaction thus far. In this second case, the challenger immediately extends her turn to counter the target’s new account/accusation of ‘harrassment’; notably, though, she releases the PU gesture with the onset of this new unit, thereby illustrating the relevance of the gesture specifically to the pursuit action of line 11.
Consider a similar instance in (5), in which claims of legality are again challenged. Here, the challenger is a gas station employee standing behind the counter, and the target is the customer in the pink shirt. A co-target is not seen on screen, but her voice is audible (identified as “CTA” in transcript). In this case, the target addresses the challenger’s earlier claims about speaking a LOE in public with “What is your problem” (line 11). This turn may at some level be interpretable as an account solicitation, but its deployment in the dispute relies on categorization of the recipient (here, the challenger) as the one with a “problem” and thereby at fault for the present discord; the turn thus expresses an accusation in addition to whatever account-soliciting work it may also be doing (see Clayman and Heritage 2002; Bolden and Robinson 2011; Couper-Kuhlen and Thompson, frth.). The challenger responds by citing as his account that speaking a LOE in public is “i:lle:gal↓” (line 13). The co-target immediately disagrees in line 15, incorporating negation, but the challenger reasserts his stance with “it is.” (line 15) in overlap. Latched to this overlapped reassertion is the co-target’s production of nasalized “ah” vowels, produced in the form of a response cry (Goffman 1978) to enact further disagreement with the challenger’s stance. At this sequential impasse of whether speaking a LOE in public is, or is not, illegal, marked with a 1.2-s silence (line 17), we see the target produce a PU-accompanied utterance in overlap, reissuing “what is your problem?” (line 19).
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At line 16, as the co-target produces the nasalized ahs, the target brings up her arm as if to point, but quickly abandons this gesture with the onset of the challenger’s turn. She then produces the PU gesture while reissuing her earlier action “what is your problem” (line 19), holding the PU through another reissuing at line 20. The PU gesture enacts a stance of obviousness by presenting the relevance of the accusation/account solicitation as enduring and self-evident from the interaction thus far, notwithstanding the challenger’s attempts to address it with the notion of legality. This casts the challenger’s response as an unsuccessful defense of his position, and may also contribute to framing this as an ‘unanswerable’ question. That in this case it is the target who produces the gestured turn, while in the prior example it was the challenger, moreover illustrates that what we are dealing with here is indeed an interactional resource, as opposed to a practice that just one ‘side’ or the other makes use of in these debates.11
While our first two examples showed the ‘same’ action being redelivered in a subsequent, PU-accompanied pursuit turn, case (6) illustrates a differently designed action in the PU-accompanied turn, but an action that nonetheless is produced and understood as pursuing and insisting on a prior stance within the reality disjuncture.
Within arguments, participants can be agentive in their deployment of resources so as to actively occasion a sequential impasse at a reality disjuncture. Reynolds (2011, 2015), for instance, describes how parties to an argument can “manufacture challenge” through the use of a “pre-challenge phase”, which serves to lay the groundwork for a subsequent challenging action. In example (6), involving a restaurant manager and a customer, we see just this sort of pre-challenge. In this case, the customer is initially upset that the manager has spoken Spanish. However, as the argument continues, the debate turns into whether the problem is the language use, the manager’s citizenship status, or the way he looks.
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Line 12, though difficult for us as analysts to decipher12, is clearly heard and understood by the challenger as an inquiry into her beliefs about the target’s citizenship status, to which she responds with: “na:h. = I’>on’t < think you are.” (line 14). Upon hearing the challenger’s answer to his question, the target produces an oh-prefaced response (line 15), “oh you ha- you- so NOW it’s uh just because what I look.” Through his turn-initial oh, he “registers, or at least enacts the registration of, a change in […] state of knowledge or information” (Heritage 1998:291). Having publicly displayed this change of state, he follows up with “do you see: that’s the ↑pro:blem.” (line 17), cementing his stance that his “look(s)” (e.g., skin color) must be what the challenger actually has a problem with, rather than his having been speaking Spanish.13
What follow are a series of attempted vehement rejections of this view of reality by the challenger (lines 18, 20–21, 23, 26, 29, 32), produced in overlap with further continuation by the target (lines 19, 22, 25, 27, 30). It is in the context of this demonstrable reality juncture, exacerbated by the evident competition in overlap (French and Local 1983; Schegloff 2000), that the target produces “so what is your problem.“, accompanied by a PU gesture (lines 27, 28 and 30).
With the PU-accompanied “so what is your problem” in line 27, the target pursues his earlier trajectory of action with regard to exposing the basis for the challenger’s claims: He proposed it must be his “looks”, and she disagreed, so then what is “the problem”? As in the prior example, “what is your problem” here seems less an account solicitation than some sort of accusation, as presumably a ‘true’ account solicitation would yield the floor for the solicited account to be provided, which the speaker demonstrably does not do here. Instead, the target takes the stance that it is obvious that the problem is something beyond his language use or citizenship status, hence the proffered explanation of his ‘look[s]’. The target’s use of the PU in his turn additionally casts the challenger’s prior rejections (lines 18, 20–21, 23, and 26) as unsuccessful in defending her point that the problem isn’t his looks.
That this multimodal turn is produced as a pursuit of the earlier accusation is further illustrated by the reinvocation of citizenship from the preparatory or pre-challenge phase—“I’m a US citizen” (line 28), produced while the target has his arms crossed on his chest, a demonstrable departure from his previous PU. This claim is latched onto a second iteration of “What is your problem” (line 28), which is again accompanied by a PU. The challenger likewise demonstrates her interpretation of these inquiries into her “problem” as pursuing the prior accusationthat her stance is based in the target’s looks, in that she continues to respond by rejecting that claim (line 29). Midway through this turn from the challenger—the now-projectable design of which exposes the persistence of the reality disjuncture—the target issues yet another “what is your problem”—again here with the PU gesture (line 30). The target’s use of the PU at line 30 reissues the stance that it is obvious that the challenger has a problem with his looks and has not admitted or successfully explained that “problem”, particularly in light of the fact that he has pursued this line of action three times, casting his challenger’s attempted oppositions as continually unsuccessful. Note that the challenger continues her orientation to the target’s move here as in pursuit of acquiescence to the “looks” accusation, in that she continues to respond with the same disconfirmation: “I don’t have any problem with the way you look” (line 36).
The next example (7), taken from security-camera footage, offers an additional case of this sort—that is, where two parties hold opposing viewpoints, and the PU is deployed in delivering an action that pursues a prior line of action but does so with a different action-type than was used earlier. Here, the challenger is ordering tacos at a fast-casual restaurant. The challenger is upset that the restaurant has special menu items written on a sign in Spanish and is berating the cashier for the presence of Spanish. In line 6, a bystander (another customer, standing a few feet behind the challenger, the leftmost participant in the image) inserts himself into the interaction between the challenger and the cashier with “yeah, but you came here to get tacos bro”—thereby taking the position that Spanish should not be surprising at a restaurant that specializes in tacos, a dish common to many ‘officially’ Spanish-speaking countries (lines 6 and 9). At line 11, the challenger counters with reference to the restaurant being “in America” and “above the border” (with Mexico) (line 13). The bystander acquiesces to this but immediately goes on to explain that “if it wasn’t for Mexico”—presumably headed toward some explanation of Mexico’s role in the origins of tacos; however, after three attempts produced in overlap (including with a “Fuck you” from the challenger, line 15), he abandons that piece of evidence in favor of a geographical one: “(we’re pretty) close to each other” (line 18). In partial overlap, the challenger asserts “I’m an American” (line 19) to further account for his stance within the argument. In response to this, after 1-s silence, the bystander produces “then go get a hamburger”, laminated with the PU gesture (line 23).
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The bystander’s then-prefaced, PU-accompanied “then go get a hamburger” (line 23) undermines the action agenda of the challenger’s “I’m an American” (line 19), rejecting its sufficiency as an account for, or defense of, the challenger’s anti-Spanish/anti-Mexican stance. The PU turn also points back to the bystander’s initial turns, “yeah, you came here to get tacos bro.” (line 6) and “you came to get tacos.” (line 9). Although the PU turn delivers a different action (a directive) than was produced earlier in lines 6 and 9, it nonetheless pursues the same trajectory of action—namely, deploying categories related to nation-states, geography, and nationality in order to create category-bound features of food and language use, and casting it as obvious and now sequentially self-evident that Spanish would be used at a restaurant serving tacos. The participants had reached an impasse in which their perspectives were demonstrably not aligning—one offering accounts in the form of food origins and geographical proximity, the other accounting in terms of borderlines and culminating with an assertion about personal identity. It is in the environment of this demonstrated stalemate and hitch in progressivity (note the 1-s pause in line 20) that the bystander elects to pursue his earlier established stance through this directive action, accompanied now by the PU gesture. The gesture is held as the directive to go get a hamburger is repeated in line 25, followed up by an additional directive to “go get a hot dog”, also produced twice (lines 25, 27); hamburgers and hot dogs are thus categorized as canonical American foods, and thus what are ‘logically appropriate’ for the challenger in light of his counterclaim—yet another dimension of the ‘obviousness’ of bystander’s action. This multimodal pursuit in line 25 thereby frames the challenger’s “I’m an American” (line 19) defense as unsuccessful in defending his stance against the use of Spanish in the restaurant.
Consider one final example in (8). This case comes from the aftermath of a challenger-target confrontation, wherein a restaurant patron targets the manager of a fast-food restaurant. The patron/challenger tells the manager/target that if he wants to speak Spanish, he should go back to Mexico, to which the manager/target responds that he is not even Mexican. After the challenger leaves the restaurant, a pair of bystanders—other patrons in the restaurant, labeled ‘BYS(tander)’ and ‘CAM(era person)’ in the transcript below—tell the target that they witnessed the whole encounter and caught it on video (lines 1–4). The bystanders and the target then align and affiliate with each other for several turns expressing their collective outrage at how the challenger behaved, culminating in the exchange of email addresses so that the bystanders can send the target a copy of the video (line 20-onward).
During the earlier exchange with the challenger, the target’s identity as not Mexican was explicitly topicalized in response to directives from the challenger, namely that he “go back to Mexico”, to his “Mexican country”—e.g., “guess what ma’am (.) I’m not Mexican” (data not shown). In addition, during the argument, on no less than ten distinct occasions did the target overtly categorize what the challenger was doing as “prejudiced” (data not shown). In the aftermath of the confrontation, when the target is talking with the bystanders, he asserts “but no I- they’re not prejudiced” (line 11), repeated in line 13, “they’re not being prejudiced” (note the distinct palm-down gesture present through these turns). Given the earlier context, which the bystanders have already claimed to have witnessed in its entirety, this assertion is plainly offered sarcastically, and as preliminary to subsequent rebuttal. In support of this sarcastic stance that the challenger was “not” being prejudiced, the target then launches into an episode of direct reported speech (Holt 1996), quoting from the exchange he just had with the challenger: “You’re in America. (0.2) Go back to Mexico.” (lines 14–15). This reported directive to go back to Mexico re-creates a particular moment in which a reality disjuncture was demonstrable in the interaction. Importantly, this reality disjuncture is relevant not only in the context of the reported speech event, where the challenger was inappositely insisting on the target’s Mexicanness in spite of his claims to the contrary, but also in the present context of speaking with the bystanders, for whom the target’s non-Mexicanness is likewise sequentially established and salient. In response to this reported directive, the target produces the PU gesture by itself, without any verbal accompaniment, which he holds through the bystanders’ subsequent laughter and through his next turn (lines 15–17).
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As the target quotes the challenger in lines 14–15 (“You’re in America/Go back to Mexico”), he holds a pointing gesture, deictically embodying you’re. When the target exposes the faulty logic of this directive, he switches from the point to the PU, displaying an embodied contrast that is produced as responsive to the reality disjuncture exposed by the directive “Go back to Mexico,” because a man not of Mexican origin cannot/would not go “back” to Mexico. The PU gesture’s indexation of obviousness here works to expose the logical nonsensicality of the challenger’s proposition given what is accountably known from the sequential progression of the interaction. Use of the PU gesture in combination with silence in response to this reported-speech directive delegitimizes the challenger’s earlier directive, and simultaneously pursues the target’s earlier sarcastic assessment that the challenger was “not being prejudiced” (lines 11/13) by offering reported-speech evidence of his stance (see Clift 2006). This enactment is received with affiliative laughter from both of the bystanders, who thereby show themselves to share the target’s stance as to the obviousness of challenger’s conduct as being prejudiced. This case likewise demonstrates that the PU gesture can be produced, understood, and responded to appropriately by itself—i.e., without being laminated onto any particular accompanying verbal utterance.
The target holds the PU gesture through the laughter and into his subsequent turn—“Freedom of speech” (line 19)—during which the gesture is lowered slightly. He appends “right” and strikes the gesture before lowering his arms, with releasing the gesture appearing to mark the participants’ arrival at a publicly demonstrated shared understanding (Sikveland and Ogden 2012)—that the target plainly cannot “go back” to Mexico, as he is not from there, and that the United States operates under a policy of “freedom of speech” that by definition does not mandate the use of any particular language in public spaces. This reference to “freedom of speech” seems to also work as a figure of speech (Drew and Holt 1998) in that it provides for a transition to the bystander asking for the manager’s email to send him the video.
In this section, we have illustrated the use of the PU gesture in a particular sequential and action context—namely to pursue a line of action that the speaker themselves already committed to previously, despite having arrived at a demonstrable ‘reality disjuncture’ with their recipient. Using a PU gesture in pursuing a line of action committed to earlier indexes a stance of obviousness, which in context works to frame the interlocutor’s prior conduct as having been an attempt at undermining the gesturer’s line of action, but an attempt that has failed. As might be expected, such moments—and, accordingly, the use of the PU gesture—are recurrent in the expressly argumentative data that we examined here.
DISCUSSION
On ‘Obviousness’ as a Participants’ Category
In light of this analysis of the PU gesture, we can now ask how this embodied resource fits in with other interactional resources that have been claimed to index ‘obviousness’. In addition to the encoding of obviousness through lexical marking (e.g., adverbs like obviously, response types like of course; Stivers 2011), particles are one element of verbal grammar that appear to be routinely used cross-linguistically to encode stances of obviousness.
Consider, first, the case of turn-initial oh in English. When used as a preface, speakers mobilize the particle’s change-of-state semantics in order to convey an epistemic stance toward the action being committed (Heritage 1984b, 1998, 2002). This epistemic stance can in context be one of ‘obviousness’, grounded in the prior talk of the interactants. “Oh-prefaced responses are common,” Heritage (1998) writes, “in environments where questions address matters on which the respondent has already conveyed relevant information either explicitly or by presupposition”—that is, in sequential environments “where the information is (or should be) ‘already known’ to the questioner” (297).14
For a case of a particle that “can appear anywhere in the clause” (Valijärvi and Kahn 2017:234), consider gal in North Sámi, a Uralic language spoken in the northern regions of Norway, Sweden, and Finland. Valijärvi and Kahn write that this “independent particle” can be used for “confirming or reinforcing the truth or obviousness of a statement” (234). The authors unfortunately do not provide a sequentially contextualized example, only the isolated utterance “Mun in gal háliit dope fitnat.“, which they translate as “I really don’t want to go there” (235). Note that North Sámi also has an enclitic particle –han, which, when attached to the first constituent in the clause, similarly “indicates that the information to which it refers is or should be obvious or known to the interlocutor” (232).
As we consider such cross-linguistic observations from typologically distinct languages, it becomes evident that indexing ‘obviousness’ constitutes a participants’ concern and a participants’ project, but one that is undoubtedly multidimensional in nature. Indeed, the action environments in which oh indexes obviousness are plainly distinct from the PU environments we’ve explored in this paper. However, in both cases, what we see are participants grounding their claims of obviousness in what should (from their perspective) accountably be known at that moment in the interaction.
For an even closer parallel between the particular sort of ‘obviousness’ indexed by the PU gesture and the work of particles, consider the Mandarin modal particle me /mə/15 As Chappell (1991) illustrates, in utterance-final position, me functions:
1) to remind the listener that the entire proposition is obvious or self-evident from the preceding discussion or from their shared cultural knowledge
2) to express disagreement, possibly combined with indignation or impatience at the hearer’s opposite point of view (16).
With regard to interaction, Chappell writes that the particle “conveys that since the situation is clear and obvious, no further discussion need be entered into” (17), thereby taking the stance that “there’s nothing more to say about it” (24). The near-exact parallel with Kendon (2004) wording to describe the PU gesture—as marking the proposition as obvious or redundant, about which “nothing further can be said” (265)—is striking.
Equally striking is the parallel between the PU examples reviewed in this paper, and the following anecdote about me from Chao’s (1968) grammar of Mandarin:
“Because this me involves a dogmatic and superior attitude on the part of the speaker, I have often found it difficult, on my field trips for dialect survey, to elicit the dialectal equivalents of this particle from the informants, who often felt diffident about assuming a dogmatic tone. I would take a pencil and say to the informant (in as near his dialect as I knew how) ‘This is a pen.’ ‘No, this is a pencil.‘, he would say. ‘No, it isn’t’. ‘Yes, it is.’ And after a few times, if he got in the right mood, he would say, impatiently.
Shì de me, zhè shì qiānbǐ me!
be DE ME this be pencil ME.
‘Yes it is, it is a pencil.’
But if the informant was a student who mistakenly thought that I had come out to teach him the standard National Language, instead of trying to learn from him, then it was often impossible to elicit the impatient, dogmatic mood of the particle me (Chao 1968:801, fn. 73; cited in Chappell 1991:23)”.
Note in particular the back-and-forth “a few times” of “Yes, it is”—“No, it isn’t”, which is precisely the ‘impasse’ or ‘reality disjuncture’ sort of sequential context in which we find the PU gesture in our data. Moreover, what the me speaker does with his me-marked turn in Chao’s example is reassert an action that he himself had already expressed earlier, but now taking the stance that proposition should at this point be obvious in light of the sequential progression of the talk. Just like use of the PU gesture in our corpus, then, by using the me particle to index the obviousness of the reasserted proposition, the speaker orients to the existence of ongoing discord between the interactants, while simultaneously highlighting the persistence of his own stance in the face of the recipient’s attempts to counter it.
In the case of Mandarin me, then, grammar is being brought to bear to encode a particular stance of obviousness in sequential and action environments that appear to be (to borrow a phrase from Levinson) so “very similar, in some cases eerily similar” (Levinson 2006:46) to our cases of the PU gesture that the a priori exclusion of the body from our conceptualization of grammar becomes difficult to substantiate.
Our aim in considering verbal grammatical resources in this way should not be interpreted as an attempt to prioritize the verbal channel over the gestural. Rather, our objective here is to draw concerted attention to just how similar the PU gesture in our data seems to be to other resources examined in the literature in terms of their positioning and functions: If these other (verbal) resources so unambiguously constitute part of our conceptualization of grammar—and of the grammatical encoding of epistemicity, specifically—then on what grounds can the PU gesture be discounted? It is difficult for us to see the logic in an theory of grammar that posits turn-final me in Mandarin as part of grammar, used to take a particular epistemic stance in interaction, while at the same time rejecting the PU gesture’s inclusion in a similar category. That one is accomplished verbally and the other is accomplished gesturally does not, in our view, constitute adequate grounds for the categorization of one as ‘grammar’ and the other not. We likewise cannot see the logic in attempting to understand humans’ orientations to epistemicity solely through verbal resources, without recognizing the empirical reality—evident in the data we have considered here—that the body too is brought to bear on the encoding of epistemic stances. Such a division would reflect an analyst’s conceptualization of grammar, verbally biased, as opposed to an understanding of grammar that is informed by and prioritizes the participants’ perspectives, which they make visible to each other and to us, in and through their conduct—corporeal conduct included. As Du Bois (1985) writes, “grammars code best what speakers do most” (363), and as we have seen in the data reviewed here, as well as in the prior literature we’ve discussed, coding something like ‘obviousness’ seems to be something the “speakers”—or, rather, participants—routinely find themselves in need of encoding as they interact with one another. In this way, we support Keevallik (2018) call for a reconceptualization of the notion of ‘grammar’ to one that is “capable of incorporating aspects of participants’ bodily behavior” (1), as the entire body is brought to bear in the service of producing and understanding action in sequences of interaction.
On Particles and Gestures in Grammar
Thinking in a more holistic way about grammar opens up a range of avenues for future research, as it allows us to situate our inquiries within the fuller array of resources that participants bring to bear to make sense with one another on a moment-by-moment basis in face-to-face interaction.
In the prior section, we focused on similarities between the PU gesture and different verbal particles, all of which were argued to index epistemic stances of ‘obviousness’. A further similarity between the PU gesture and many of these particles appears to be what might be conceived of as their ‘optional’ or ‘marked’ status. As Heritage (1998) writes, in the case of oh-prefacing, the use of this particle “is an optional marking of response—not a required, or still less, ‘routinized’ feature of response. Further, as an optional practice, it is used to achieve specific, marked effects” (329, fn. 11; see also Heritage 1997 for an analysis of the lack of an oh). Similarly, as Chao (1968) recounted in his footnote, no matter the sequential progression of the talk—in the terms used in this study, no matter how persistent the reality disjuncture—“it was often impossible to elicit the impatient, dogmatic mood of the particle me” from certain speakers (Chao 1968:801, fn. 73). The same is true of the PU gesture, in that it is not a routinized feature of all pursuit actions, for example. Rather, it is deployed with specific marked effect in certain sequences, to index a particular epistemic stance that the proposition should be obvious to the recipient.
Our reason for highlighting the ‘optionality’ of indexing this particular epistemic stance—i.e., of obviousness—is that it is distinct from the morphosyntactic marking of, for example, the origin of some piece of knowledge as directly witnessed vs hearsay vs assumed, etc., which many languages mark obligatorily. What we see in common when considering the PU gesture alongside the ‘optional’ verbal particles reviewed here, then, is a realm of grammar that is “altogether more discretionary” (Raymond et al., 2021) on the part of the participants—where interactants can be seen and heard to be making grammatical choices in response to and in accordance with the contingencies of moment-by-moment interaction, and the stances they elect (but are not required) to take as they collaboratively produce and interpret action (see Ochs et al., 1996; Ford and Fox 2015; Thompson et al., 2015; Clift 2016; Couper-Kuhlen and Selting 2018).
A further parallel between the PU gesture and at least some of the verbal particles that index obviousness is their ability to be laminated onto a range of different morphosyntactic constructions and action types. The same can be seen in our examples, in that we find the PU gesture accompanying declarative assertions (extract 8, line 19), interrogatives (extract 5, line 19; extract 6, lines 27 and 30), imperatives (extract 7, line 23; extract 4, line 8), and even without any verbal syntax at all (extract 8, line 15). Moreover, the gesture can be produced smoothly, notwithstanding hitches and reformulations of the particular verbal grammatical design of the turn (extract 4, line 8). The PU gesture thus shares a family resemblance with the particles reviewed here in the relative flexibility with which these resources can be laminated onto different verbal designs, as deemed relevant by the speaker. That particles and gestures—both with their particular affordance of a certain ‘independence’ vis-à-vis other elements of verbal grammar—appear to be the grammatical resources that social interactants bring to bear in adopting this particular epistemic stance, grants us insight into ‘obviousness’ as a participants’ grammatical category. It may be precisely because interactants find themselves in need of indexing the obviousness of a wide range of actions—not only those formulated with a very particular verbal morphosyntactic configuration—that particles and gestures are useful grammatical resources with which to encode such an epistemic stance.
Nevertheless, apart from these similarities, there are of course differences that merit further exploration. Due to its embodied nature, the PU offers particular affordances: For example, it can be produced simultaneously with verbal discourse, and it can be held for the duration of a turn or across multiple turns (Clift 2020). Ford et al. (2012) argue that these affordances make embodied movements particularly useful for displaying stance, especially when we compare them to verbal particles, as the ability to hold gesture throughout turns is a powerful property that distinguishes them from traditionally sequentially-bounded vocal resources of grammar.
It is also important to remember that the English-speaking participants in our dataset do have other verbal resource for indexing obviousness in addition to the PU gesture. So while, as we have argued, in these cases participants can be seen to be leveraging prior talk and conduct as the basis for indexing obviousness, there are evidently—for the participants—different ‘sorts’ of obviousness that are differently marked, whether by verbal or gestural resources. More systematic attention to the differences in the particulars of these stances of ‘obviousness’, across languages, will continue to expand our understanding of epistemicity as a participants’ category of grammar.
CONCLUSION
In this paper, we began by asking how participants locally construct their actions so as to be understood as belonging to, and thereby simultaneously constructing, an ongoing argument. As highlighted in the excerpts analyzed here, in argumentative contexts, participants often reach a point of impasse, where both sides maintain opposing stances, and neither gives way to their opponent. We have shown that at these reality disjunctures, participants can employ the PU gesture to not only pursue a previously established position, but also take an epistemic stance to index the obviousness of that position in the face of attempted counteractions by the recipient.
We then linked the positioning and function of the PU gesture to features of verbal grammar in different languages, allowing us to highlight similarities in resources produced via the verbal and gestural channels of grammar. On the basis of this discussion, we argued that an a priori separation of the body from our conceptualization of grammar—in this case, the grammar of epistemicity—is tantamount to disattending to the details of participants’ conduct in interaction, which thereby does a disservice to the study of grammar in action.
As we have illustrated in this analysis, the PU gesture we focused on is found with and in response to a variety of syntactic and grammatical structures, and moreover can also appear on its own, with no verbal utterance at all. This empirical observation challenges the assumption that a focus on grammar-in-interaction should begin with, or otherwise be examined in relation to, ‘standard’ verbal-only grammatical categories (e.g., imperative, declarative). Had we begun with a particular verbal grammatical form, for instance, we would have missed the opportunity to consider an embodied practice that can be laminated onto a range of different verbal grammatical turn designs, which indeed appears to be one of its primary affordances. By taking the embodied practice as the common unit of grammatical analysis, and investigating where, specifically, these gestures are produced in interaction, we were able to expand our understanding of epistemicity in grammar by unpacking ‘obviousness’ as a participant’s category, thereby exploring the intersection between grammar and the body in a novel way.
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FOOTNOTES
1We borrow the terms “challenger” and “target” from Reynolds (2015:303). These are used to label participants in the overall activity, rather than on a local/turn-by-turn basis (i.e., a challenger of a previous turn). See “Data” section below.
2As a case-in-point, it is conceivable that these gestures also include specific facial details, although the videos are not always high-enough quality to conduct such an analysis. Instead, we focus on what is clearly captured and demonstrable—i.e., the palms and arms.
3For more discussion on the use of third-party video, see Jones and Raymond (2012).
4The U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) has reported that national-origin discrimination complaints have increased 76% since 2005. Cases and complaints based on language use are categorized as national-origin discrimination. See also Fermoso (2018), who reports specifically on cases of anti-Spanish-speaking discrimination.
5Most relevant are the following symbols, all from Kendon (2004), with the number of symbols corresponding to the length of the gesture, in conjunction with any spoken discourse:| to indicate the beginning and end of the gesture ∼ ∼ ∼ to show the preparation phase * * * to show the stroke of the recognizable gesture/to show a re-doing of a stroke -.-.- to show recovery and return of hand placement.
6Because the videos often pan quickly between multiple people, both hands of the focus participant are not always perfectly visible. Nevertheless, when both hands and arms are in view, they follow the same format of the PU gesture in the focal turns.
7Note that the corpus referred to here is, as stated in the prior section, ever-increasing in terms of the number of videos it houses. The numbers reported here are thus included primarily to give a sense of relative, as opposed to absolute, frequencies.
8See Park (2010) for an analysis of the use of anyway at impasses.
9Beaupoil-Hordel and Debras (2017) similarly found that palm-ups in shrugging gestures can also index obviousness, specifically at the conclusion of an activity where there is nothing more to do (see also Jehoul, Brône & Feyaerts 2017).
10Note also the transformation of “police” (line 2) to “cops” (line 8) (on which, see Jefferson 1974:184).
11See also case (7) in which the gesture is produced by a bystander.
12The difficulty in hearing this turn is caused by the various bystander/audience reactions (e.g., “Wow”) that are still wrapping up at its onset (data not shown).
13We acknowledge that at this moment, the target is challenging the original challenger’s problem. Nevertheless, we have kept participant ID labelling consistent across the entire interaction. See footnote 1.
14For a parallel analysis of prefatory particles and obviousness in French (e.g., ah oui), see Persson (2020).
15The vowel here is an unstressed atonal schwa, which, following Chappell (1991), we are representing in the context of this particle as ‘me’.
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Recently, the claim was put forward that grammar emerges from embodied conduct. This has led to a discussion in multimodal conversation analysis and interactional linguistics whether the routinization of embodied actions can be described in terms of grammar and grammaticalization. While particular items such as exophoric demonstratives and gestures are routinely delivered as multimodal constructions, i.e., as part of grammar, it is debatable whether this also holds for other candidates: e.g., loose couplings of verbal and embodied conduct, locally routinized, or ephemeral gestalts that do not endure beyond the context of their use. My paper contributes to this discussion by proposing a distinction between two kinds of multimodal gestalts: socially sedimented multimodal gestalts (multimodal constructions), and locally assembled, ephemeral multimodal gestalts. To this end, I examine sedimented couplings of demonstratives and embodied practices in instructions, and the change of a locally assembled format over time. The data are in German and come from 12 h of video-recordings of self-defense trainings for young women. In the course of the participants’ interactional history, the multimodal format of the participants’ actions changes. The changes concern formal and functional aspects of the resources used to accomplish those actions, their multimodal orchestration, and the temporality of their delivery. The paper makes four claims: 1. In their primordial use in co-present interaction, demonstratives are coupled with embodied practices and request addressees’ attention to the speaker’s body, i.e., they are tightly and intercorporeally coupled with the embodied conduct of the participants; 2. gesturally used demonstratives are socially sedimented multimodal gestalts, i.e., multimodal constructions; 3. multimodal gestalts may be subject to transformations in the course of multiple repetitions; 4. in my data, the transformations lead to the emergence of a new, reduced format, which, while being locally routinized, is neither grammatical nor grammaticalized.
Keywords: demonstratives, embodied demonstrations, multimodal gestalts, routinization, sedimentation, emergence, grammaticalization
INTRODUCTION
Spoken language and embodied practices have been studied in Conversation Analysis (Streeck at al., 2011; Stivers and Sidnell, 2012) and Interactional Linguistics (Selting and Couper-Kuhlen, 2001; Couper-Kuhlen and Selting, 2018) for decades. These closely related approaches have furthered our understanding of language as a fundamentally temporal phenomenon that adapts to, incorporates, and structurally reflects the dialogical, dynamic, and flexible nature of social interaction. Empirical studies within those frameworks provide evidence for on-line language production and understanding (Auer, 2009a), and to the incremental nature of grammatical and conversational structures (Deppermann and Günthner, 2015). Research on multimodality (Streeck et al., 2011; Deppermann and Streeck, 2018) has integrated the body in studying the temporality of language-in-interaction; it has also begun to investigate the local emergence of grammar-body-gestalts (Keevallik, 2015, 2018a, 2018b) and the change of embodied practices over time (Streeck, 2021).
Conversation-analytic and interaction-linguistic approaches resonate with Emergent Grammar (Hopper, 1987, 2011), a linguistic paradigm originally developed in the context of grammaticalization (Hopper and Traugott, 2003). Grammaticalization research is interested in the emergence of grammatical structures in diachrony. In contrast to grammaticalization’s focus on relatively stable grammatical structures, Emergent Grammar argues that grammar is never fixed or stable but is constantly evolving (Hopper, 2015). In the unfinished process of grammar as emergent, grammar is not prior to, but an epiphenomen of verbal interaction and ongoingly reshaped by it (Hopper, 2011, 2015).
Interaction-linguistic work (Streeck, 1995, 2009; Auer, 2009b; Stukenbrock, 2018a) provides evidence for homologies between grammar and interaction, in particular, between action projection and grammatical projection (Auer, 2005). These homologies are grounded in the temporal, online quality of grammar (Auer, 2009a; Hopper, 2015), suggesting a close relationship between grammar and interaction. Grammar can be seen “as the historical result of sedimentation and (partly normative) regularization of certain interactional projection techniques” (Auer, 2005: 33).
Interactional Linguistics explicitly “recognizes the effects of past linguistic development, with its sedimentations and ritualizations, and of social historical institutionalization” (Couper-Kuhlen and Selting, 2018: 542). An important characteristic in the interaction linguistic conception of grammar is therefore the sedimentation of a structure in time and social space. Recently, the claim has been made that grammar also emerges from embodied conduct (Keevallik, 2018a). This has stimulated a discussion in Conversation Analysis (CA) and Interactional Linguistics (IL) whether the routinization of embodied practices can be described in terms of grammar and grammaticalization, in other words, whether “grammaticalization and bodily action […] go together” (Couper-Kuhlen, 2018; Streeck, 2018).
The aim of my paper is to contribute to the discussion on grammar and the body by proposing a distinction between grammar-body constructions and ephemeral grammar-body gestalts, i.e., local, ad hoc assembled multimodal gestalts. To this end, I first investigate widely used, socially sedimented grammar-body constructions: couplings of demonstratives and embodied practices. I argue that these constitute prime examples of multimodal constructions (Stukenbrock, 2010, 2015; Ningelgen and Auer, 2017) as part of grammar. They are grammaticalized ready-mades that language communities “inherit” from their ancestors. Second, I examine an ad hoc assembled multimodal gestalt and show how it changes in the course of multiple repetitions. As a locally routinized multimodal gestalt, it is not sedimented beyond the ephemeral context of its use and is therefore not grammaticalized. The data are in German and come from video-recorded self-defense trainings for young women.
My paper is structured as follows: In the following section (Grammaticalization and embodied action), I discuss the central concepts that bear on my endeavor. Next, Data and Methodology are presented. In the first part of the analysis (Sedimented multimodal constructions as resources in social interaction), I analyze how grammar-body constructions (“so”/“like this” + gaze + embodied practices) are locally mobilized in social interaction: First, I focus on how gaze projects the focal space for an embodied action. Second, I investigate how the focal moment of bodily performance is indexed by “so”/“like this”. Third, I show that couplings of demonstratives and embodied practices form sedimented, yet temporally variable and flexible multimodal constructions. In contrast to the first part of the analysis, the second part investigates a locally assembled, ephemeral multimodal gestalt and tracks its formal and functional change through multiple repetitions: I set out with an analysis of the most elaborate format and subsequently show how the first repetition already exhibits reduction. Next, I illustrate that an increase in complexity indexes and reflects additions or changes in the speaker’s utterance. Last, I examine how the format changes in the course of multiple repetitions and undergoes significant reductions. These emerge from routinization and promote automatization as discussed in the concluding section.
I put forward the following claims: 1. In their primordial use in co-present interaction, demonstratives are coupled with embodied practices and request addressees’ attention to the speaker’s body (Stukenbrock, 2018a; 2018b; 2020a), i.e., they are tightly and intercorporeally coupled with the embodied conduct of the participants; 2. gesturally used demonstratives constitute socially sedimented multimodal gestalts, i.e., multimodal constructions; 3. multimodal gestalts (both grammaticalized or locally assembled) may be subject to transformations in the course of multiple repetitions; 4. in my data, these transformations lead to the emergence of a new, reduced format, which, while being locally routinized, is neither grammatical nor grammaticalized (Hopper and Traugott 2003).
GRAMMATICALIZATION AND EMBODIED ACTION: (WHEN AND HOW) DO THEY GO TOGETHER?
The term grammaticalization refers to “the change whereby lexical items and constructions come in certain linguistic contexts to serve grammatical functions and, once grammaticalized, continue to develop new grammatical functions” (Hopper and Traugott, 2003: XV). In the process, their meaning becomes more general and abstract; they fit a broader range of contexts and increase in frequency. Generalization, change in distribution and increase in frequency are mutually reinforcing processes, since generalization facilitates use in more and varied contexts, which then also increases the frequency of the structure (Bybee, 2014: 157). Two perspectives are broadly distinguished: The diachronic perspective focuses on the sources and steps that linguistic structures undergo in the process of grammaticalization; in contrast, the synchronic perspective views grammaticalization as “a syntactic, discourse pragmatic phenomenon, to be studied from the point of view of fluid patterns of language use” (Hopper and Traugott, 2003: 2).
Grammaticalization holds that grammar “is not a static, closed, or self-contained system, but [that it] is highly susceptible to change and highly affected by language use” (Bybee, 2014: 145). The theory of Emergent Grammar, which was originally developed within the grammaticalization framework, goes much further and deconstructs the concept of grammar as a system altogether. This is expressed in the term emergent. It refers “to the fact that a grammatical structure is always temporary and ephemeral” (Hopper, 2011: 26), and that grammatical forms never become fixed or stable. In contrast, the term emerging refers to the traditional view of grammar as “a stable system of rules and structures, which may ‘emerge’ (i.e., come into existence) out of a less uniform mix” (Hopper, 2011: 28).
Endeavors to adapt (Auer and Pfänder, 2011a; Pekarek Doehler, 2021; Pekarek Doehler and Balaman, 2021) and extend (Ford and Fox, 2015) Emergent Grammar (Hopper, 1987, 2011) to examine both grammar-in-interaction as well as gestures (Streeck, 2021) document the fruitful synergies between Emergent Grammar and CA/IL. All three share the premise that the linear progression along the timeline (Hopper 2015: 252) is fundamental for our understanding of language and grammar. In a recent study on the local emergence of an ephemeral grammatical practice through reuse, Ford and Fox suggest “a cline between ephemerality and sedimentation” (Ford and Fox, 2015: 96). Although the practice does not “survive” the situation of its creation, and therefore does not move further towards sedimentation or grammaticalization, it is “an ephemeral, temporally specific, manifestation of emergence in grammar” that represents “diachrony at its micro-level” (Ford and Fox, 2015: 115). The authors propose a continuum in Emergent Grammar with a radically ephemeral pole and a sedimented pole at each end. Phenomena of Ephemeral Grammar are located at the far evanescent end of the continuum (Ford and Fox, 2015: 97). If we assume that phenomena of ephemeral grammar exhibit micro-level diachrony and routinization, how do we conceptualize phenomena on historical time scales, i.e., linguistic structures that emerge from routinization over decades and centuries, acquire high frequency and vast, context-independent distribution?
Key terms such as habituation, routinization, automatization, and sedimentation are used both in grammaticalization and in CA/IL. Grammaticalization researchers agree that grammaticalization is a form of ritualization (Haiman, 1994) or routinization (Hopper and Traugott, 2003). Bybee (2014: 153) defines it as a “process of automatization of frequently occurring sequences of linguistic elements” (cf. also Haiman, 1994). Automatization leads to repackaging of formerly separate units, which lose their identity, undergo formal reduction and semantic bleaching (Hopper and Traugott, 2003; Bybee, 2014). Bleaching, or generalization, is habituation to repeated items (Bybee, 2014: 157; Haiman, 1994). Habituation arises from “a decline in the tendency to respond to stimuli that have become familiar” (Haiman, 1994: 7); it is an effect of repetition. In short, grammatical items or constructions “are automated, conventionalized units” (Bybee, 2014: 157). Parallels have been drawn with non-linguistic habituation, ritualization, and automatization (Haiman, 1994; Bybee, 2014). These may be viewed as analogous (Haiman, 1994) or parallel (Streeck, 2021) rather than similar processes.
In this paper, I use the terms as follows. Routinization occurs through repetition; it is accomplished by the individual through reiterated actions and practices. Sedimentation is the social and socially shared outcome of jointly or collectively repeating and routinizing verbal and embodied practices. I distinguish between joint routinization and collective routinization. Joint routinization concerns participants engaged in a shared participation framework; they are mutually aware of one another and repeat certain practices and actions. An example would be dance classes (Keevallik, 2015). The encounters may take place face to face (Deppermann, 2018a, c; Deppermann and Schmidt, 2021) as well as in technically mediated or virtual environments (Pekarek Doehler and Balaman, 2021). Joint routinization may lead to local sedimentation within single encounters (Stukenbrock, 2020b) and across participants’ interactional histories (Deppermann, 2018a; Deppermann and Schmidt, 2021; Pekarek Doehler and Balaman, 2021). In contrast, collective routinization emerges across time and space among social groups whose members are not mutually aware of one another. An example would be generic uses of personal pronouns among groups of speakers who converge on this use without knowing that they do (Laberge and Sankoff, 1979; Auer and Stukenbrock, 2018). This may in the long run promote grammaticalization. I propose the term collective routinization as a heuristic to bridge the gap between micro-diachrony (Ford and Fox, 2015) and longue durée, or macro-diachronic, phenomena classically studied in grammaticalization (Hopper and Traugott, 2003). As long as a format or structure remains a local phenomenon, it is not grammaticalized. For a format to be grammaticalized, it has to spread beyond the initial context of its use, expand and generalize across types of contexts (Hopper and Traugott, 2003; Bybee, 2014) until it becomes widely used in the language community. This is the case with demonstratives. In the course of longue durée processes, they emerged as language universals (Diessel, 1999, 2006; Diessel and Coventry, 2020) and were intricately connected to concurrent uses of embodied attention directing devices such as gestures (Bühler, 1990[1934]). Gestures are an integral component of demonstratives in their primordial, exophoric use in face-to-face interaction. They are part and parcel of the grammaticalized format of demonstratives. Couplings of demonstratives and gestures are grammaticalized ready-mades that members of language communities ‘inherit’ from their ancestors. This contrasts with the reduction and routinization of an ad hoc assembled multimodal gestalt. As the analysis will show, its transformation in the course of multiple repetitions indexically reflects and actively promotes routinization of the practices involved: routinization (and even automatization) of motor skills through repetition of self-defense practices; second, routinization of communicative practices through repetition of instructions.
DATA AND METHODOLOGY
The paper proposes a distinction between two kinds of multimodal gestalts: grammar-body constructions and ephemeral grammar-body assemblages. To contrast usages of a grammaticalized multimodal construction (so/“like this” + embodied practices) with the emergence of an ephemeral multimodal assemblage, I track the occurrence of their uses in a series of embodied instructions delivered in self-defense trainings.
Instructions have been investigated in a range of settings such as driving (De Stefani and Gazin, 2014; Deppermann, 2018a, b,c; Rauniomaa et al., 2018), air traffic control training (Arminen et al., 2014), cooking (Mondada, 2014a), medical interaction (Svensson et al., 2009; Mondada, 2014b), class room interaction (Lerner, 1995; Lindwall et al., 2015), teaching and learning of bodily skills (Lindwall and Ekström, 2012; Stukenbrock, 2014; Keevallik, 2015; Evans and Lindwall, 2020). The focus has been on how embodied actions figure in the sequential and temporal organization of first and second action (Lindwall and Ekström, 2012; Stukenbrock, 2014; Keevallik, 2015), on multimodal practices of turn construction (Keevallik, 2015), and on changes of turn design over interactional histories (Deppermann, 2018a). Most relevant for my own interest in routinization and reduction are Deppermann’s findings: Within the framework of interactional histories between driving instructor and student, instructions become increasingly shorter, syntactically less complex, and sequentially more condensed. A similar development will be observable in my data.
My study is based on 12 h of video material of self-defense trainings for young women. The participants followed the training voluntarily in their free time. Ethical review and approval were not required for this study. Informed consent was obtained from all participants. The data were recorded with a single, high-resolution video camera and imported into ELAN for verbal transcription and multimodal annotation. All data, including images of the participants, were anonymized. The images were transformed into drawings with the help of the program Tayasui Sketches (https://tayasui.com/sketches/).
The data were recorded in different gyms with a focus on the trainer. Around 25 students participated in the classes. They had no previous experience with self-defense trainings. Apart from the trainer and the trainees, one or two student assistants regularly participated to help the trainer arrange materials such as gymnastic mats. In later sessions, they were recruited by the trainer as a partner to enact movement combinations in simulated encounters between victim and aggressor.
For this paper, only the recordings of the initial lessons were taken into consideration. The trainer introduced basic self-defense techniques that were first practiced on their own and then combined to form an embodied whole in the course of the first lesson. A longitudinal perspective across sessions is reserved for a follow-up study on how elements that are already part of the common ground are taken up in subsequent training sessions.
The following analysis is concerned with instructions that refer to self-defense techniques in shared training phases. Instructions that deal with organizational issues were not taken into account. Only cases were investigated in which instructing actions were 1) directed at the whole group and 2) designed to be followed by a performance of the instructed action.
PART I: SEDIMENTED MULTIMODAL CONSTRUCTIONS AS RESOURCES IN SOCIAL INTERACTION
The focus of the analysis in part I is on the grammar-body construction grounded on the demonstrative “so”/“like this”. It will be shown how embodied demonstrations of the trainer are indexed by the demonstrative “so” and locally designed to fit the addressees’ activities. Progressively assembling a set of resources to mark, co-index and thus emphasize significant moments of embodied actions creates multimodal densifications (“multimodale Verdichtung”, Stukenbrock, 2008, 2015). Multimodal densifications arise from micro-projections at the beginning of an open gestalt and the fulfillment of those micro-projections within that gestalt. The term gestalt has been used in multimodal CA for more than 20 years, most prominently in the works of Goodwin (2003, 2007), Heath (1986), Streeck (1988) and others (Streeck et al., 2011; De Stefani, 2014; Deppermann, 2015; Mondada, 2015, 2016; Deppermann and Streeck, 2018). It has been deployed alongside other expressions such as multimodal packages or action packages (Heath, 1986; Goodwin, 2003, 2007; Streeck, 1995, 2009). Multimodal gestalts are considered to be evanescent phenomena (Mondada, 2015). As such, they resemble phenomena of Ephemeral Grammar (Ford and Fox, 2015). However, couplings of demonstratives and embodied practices are not at the ephemeral end of the “Emergent Grammar-continuum” (Hopper, 2011; Ford and Fox, 2015). Rather, they are prime candidates to argue for multimodal constructions not as locally routinized phenomena, but as sedimented multimodal constructions. They have grammaticalized the context-bound conditions of their use—this includes, first and foremost, embodied practices (Bühler, 1990[1934]; Stukenbrock, 2015) to establish joint attention (Diessel, 1999, 2006).
The analysis in the first part aims to show how a multimodal construction is deployed in social interaction. The analysis attests to stability as well as to the context-sensitive, temporal flexibility of the construction. It focuses on two components: 1. gaze as a resource to project the focal space for embodied demonstrations, 2. demonstratives as a resource to index the focal moment of an embodied demonstration and, therefore, as a request for gaze.
The couplings investigated in part I are evanescent in real time in situated social interaction. Nonetheless, they are robustly anchored in the language community’s linguistic knowledge via the demonstrative. Demonstratives have grammaticalized our bodily experience with, and joint attention to phenomena in shared space (Diessel and Coventry, 2020; Stukenbrock, 2015, 2020a).
Projecting the Focal Space for Embodied Action by Gaze
The first extract1 (“short like this”) shows the beginning of the first self-defense training. The trainer has announced that the students will learn how to mobilize their voice and bodies to protect the territory of the self (Goffman, 1971) against potential aggressors. She decomposes the task into smaller sub-units that are later integrated. We join the group in the course of the first instruction. It is about learning how to make a step forward. The starting point is to stand firmly on the ground. The instruction is addressed at the whole group. In order to be visible to all of them, the trainer has moved to the middle of the gym. The students are arranged around her in full-circle.
The instructional sequence consists of the trainer’s instructing action (l. 1–4) as first pair part (FPP), followed by the instructed action (l. 5) as embodied second pair part (SPP). It is brought to a close by the trainer’s ratification (l. 6) in third position. The trainer’s instruction is delivered as a multi-unit turn. Syntactically, it is built as a conditional construction: The protasis (l. 1–2) formulates and bodily demonstrates the conditions under which the embodied action formulated and performed in the apodosis (l. 4) should be followed. For now, we focus on the multimodal delivery of the first turn constructional unit (TCU), the protasis of the conditional construction. It syntactically projects, first, a subordinate clause that is dependent on the predicate (l. 1: “MERKT”/“realize”, and second, the apodosis.
[image: Extract 1]EXTRACT 1 | “Short Like This”
Our analysis focuses on the successive mobilization of linguistic and embodied resources that the trainer uses to project and highlight focal elements of her instruction. The first important moment occurs at the end of the first intonation phrase when the trainer projects a change in the attentional focus by shifting her gaze from the addressees (Figure 1A) to her feet (Figure 1B). Her gaze points to a new space, invites attention-sharing and projects an embodied activity within that focal space.
[image: Figure 1]FIGURE 1 | Speaker gaze shift from addressees to focal space.
Extract 1 is a prime example of how embodied demonstrations are integrated into an unfolding verbal instruction. It demonstrates a key function of gaze in conjunction with modal demonstratives (so/“like this”) and embodied demonstrations. It projects a new space for embodied demonstrations indexed by so. Note that in the extract, the gaze shift precedes the demonstrative, which only comes at l. 2 (see transcript above). As a visible display of human vision, eye-gaze shifts publicly document changes in the attentional focus. In the present case, the gaze shift (l. 1) points to and projects the relevant space for the upcoming demonstration. Before the trainer delivers the demonstrative (l. 2), she thus invites her addressees to follow her line of regard (Stukenbrock, 2020a) and to orient to where the action is going to be.2 In sum, gaze orientation prepares the focal space for an embodied demonstration. As we will see in the next section, the trainer also temporally marks the focal moment of the unfolding demonstration.
Marking the focal moment of the bodily performance with “so”/“like this”.
After the trainer has gaze-projected the focal space for the upcoming demonstration (extract 1), she uses the modal demonstrative “sO”/“like this” to index the focal moment and element of her demonstration. The demonstrative is part of the second TCU and precedes an adverbially used adjective (l. 2): “ihr steht sO: KURZ da”/“you are standing there short like this”. The demonstrative “sO”/“like this” is deployed in different constructions (Stukenbrock, 2010, 2015) to index the manner of an action (so + VERB), the quality of an object (so + presentative constructions), or the degree to which an attributed quality (so + ADJ./ADV.) applies to a phenomenon (Stukenbrock, 2010, 2015). It is also used in type-indicative referential actions in conjunction with a noun phase and a concurrent pointing gesture (Balantani, 2021). It is to be distinguished from uses as a discourse marker (Barske and Golato, 2010), a quotative (Golato, 2000), and various other functions (cf. Stukenbrock, 2014, for an overview). In our example, the demonstrative so informs the addressees that the local meaning of the gradable adjective “KURZ”/“short” is to be gathered from the trainer’s embodied action. In temporal terms, it indexes the moment in which the trainer repositions her foot (Figure 2A) to reduce the space between her feet.
[image: Figure 2]FIGURE 2 | “So”/“like this”, gaze shift and pointing mark the focal moment.
Grammatically, “sO”/“like this” marks the informational focus of utterance and embodied demonstration; it thus “incorporate[s] the work of the [feet] into the grammatical structure of the talk” (Streeck, 2002: 582). A moment later, the trainer also mobilizes a gesture to point to the space between her feet (Figure 2B). Gaze, demonstrative, body movement, and pointing gesture all work together to highlight (Goodwin, 1994: 606) the crucial moment of her demonstration. Before the trainer continues the syntactic construction (i.e., the projected apodosis of the conditional construction), a pause ensues (l. 3). With frozen body posture, the trainer shifts gaze to the students to monitor their attention (Figure 2C).
At the beginning of the next TCU (the apodosis, l. 4), the trainer shifts gaze once more to her feet (Figure 3A) thus projecting another embodied action to come. The students engage in self-monitoring by looking down at their feet to assess their own spatial position. While describing the corrective body movement that deals with the problematic position demonstrated before, the trainer makes a step forward, and then reorients her gaze to monitor her students (Figure 3B).
[image: Figure 3]FIGURE 3 | Gaze shift to floor and back to addressees.
By following the trainer’s example and correcting their position (l. 5), the students deliver an embodied display of understanding, which is ratified by the trainer (l. 6: “geNAU”/“right”).
Sedimented Multimodal Constructions and Temporal Flexibility
In the data, we find temporally variable orders in which demonstratives, gaze shift, and embodied demonstration are mobilized in the local context. Temporal flexibility is not counter-evidence against the claim that couplings of demonstratives and embodied practices are contextually independent, multimodal constructions. On the contrary, flexibility has been from the outset an interactional prerequisite without which the core function of demonstratives would not have emerged: to establish joint attention on phenomena in the shared surroundings of copresent participants. The cross-context distribution (Ningelgen and Auer, 2017; Stukenbrock, 2010, 2014, 2015) of these temporally flexible, yet firmly established multimodal constructions has emerged from, and fueled the process of grammaticalization out of which demonstratives emerged as a unique class in linguistic history (Diessel, 2006; 2009; Diessel and Coventry, 2020).
The following extract exemplifies how temporal flexibility allows for variations within the multimodal construction. It documents a local, recipient-designed temporal ordering of gaze, modal demonstrative, and bodily action. It is delivered with respect to the participants’ attention and activities. As in extract 1, “SO”/“like this” is coupled with embodied demonstrations and speaker gaze shift from the addressees to the floor. The gaze shift indexes a new focal space to attend to. However, unlike in extract 1, gaze, demonstrative, and bodily demonstration are mobilized in a different temporal order. The trainer shifts her gaze only after the first delivery of the demonstrative, and concurrent with its repetition (l. 3). The trainer’s body posture is already in place before the extract starts. She has remained in the stepping position that she assumed before and upholds it throughout the instruction.
[image: Extract 2]EXTRACT 2 | “the feet apart like this”
The trainer starts a new instruction with a modal deontic (l. 1: “ihr sollt”/“you must”), moves her arms back and forth along her body, but then breaks off and pauses (l. 2) as some students are still involved in the previous exercise. She restarts with the modal demonstrative “SO”/“like this”, which is followed by a gradable adjective (“WEIT”/“wide”, l. 3). Instead of projecting a new space of attention by visibly reorienting her gaze to it, the trainer continues to monitor her addressees (Figure 4). Since some of the students are not looking at her, the gaze shift would not be seen and hence interactionally useless.
[image: Figure 4]FIGURE 4 | Continuous gaze at addressees.
Up to this point, the demonstrative, instead of being preceded by a gaze shift, precedes the gaze shift. By this temporal ordering, the (first use of the) demonstrative serves as an audible request for addressee gaze (Stukenbrock, 2018b) at a moment when focused interaction and visual coorientation need to be re-established. The demonstrative hearably indexes that visible information is to be gathered from the trainer’s embodied action. In order to understand the local meaning of “SO” with respect to the gradable adjective “WEIT”/“wide like this“, the addressees will have to look at the trainer.
After the first, multimodally “lean” occurrence of the demonstrative, the trainer shifts gaze from the students to the floor and performs two gestures to delineate the space projected by her body (Figure 5A). Concurrent with her embodied actions, she repeats the modal demonstrative “SO”/“like this” (l. 2), freezes her body posture, and shifts gaze back to the students to monitor their attention (Figure 5B).
[image: Figure 5]FIGURE 5 | Gaze shift to floor, “so” + embodied actions (A), and gaze shift back to addressees with frozen body posture (B).
In contrast to the first extract, where the trainer’s gaze shift to a new domain preceded demonstrative and embodied action, it is now the demonstrative (its first delivery) that precedes the gaze shift to the new domain: It implements a summons for addressee gaze (Stukenbrock, 2018b). This use is made contingent on the trainer’s perception that some students are still engaged in finishing the previous exercise and not yet ready to look at her.
The extract documents that the resources are recipient-designed to fit the addressees’ situated activities. Thus, while the resources (first and second use of modal demonstrative, embodied demonstration, gaze shift) are temporally calibrated to the addressees’ diverging foci of attention, they are still converging to “embody” the same kind of multimodal construction. The first, “lean” delivery of the format, which requested visual attention from unattending participants, is followed by a full multimodal delivery of the grammar-body construction in the course of the trainer’s self-repair.
To sum up, the analysis in part I has shown that modal demonstratives (“so”/“like this”) are closely coupled with embodied actions. These constitute indispensable components without which the demonstrative would not be understood. The speaker’s embodied actions have to be seen by the addressees in order for them to understand the local, indexical meaning of the demonstrative. Participants orient towards this need as a joint endeavor: The trainer designs and times her actions with respect to the addressees’ attention and availability. Evidence for this was given in extract 2, where the trainer deployed a modal demonstrative to summon the visual attention of non-attending addressees before she recycled the demonstrative as part of a full-fledged multimodal construction. Conversely, addressees consistently orient to exophorically used demonstratives as requests for visual attention by allocating their gaze to the speaker and attending to her embodied actions.
By default, requests for gaze are formulated by perceptual imperatives. However, they are also delivered by less specialized means, such as restarts and pauses (Goodwin, 1980), prospective indexicals (Goodwin, 1996), response cries (Goffman, 1981), noticings (Keisanen, 2012; Stukenbrock and Dao, 2019), and by combinations of those means (Goodwin and Goodwin, 2012). As we have seen, summons for gaze are also implemented by demonstratives. What is more, this is constitutive for the primordial function of demonstratives in phylo- and ontogenesis. The gaze-summoning property of demonstratives is inherently linked to speakers’ embodied actions and to the need of addressees to perceive those actions. Demonstratives are therefore “by nature” embodied—i.e., multimodal constructions (Ningelgen and Auer, 2017; Stukenbrock, 2010, 2017, 2018a, 2020a).
PART II: LOCALLY ASSEMBLED MULTIMODAL GESTALTS
I have argued that the multimodal couplings examined in part I are systematic and acquired as part of grammatical knowledge; they underwent grammaticalization long ago and constitute multimodal constructions. In part II, I will investigate multiple repetitions of a multimodal format in the course of the participants’ interactional history. Repetitions are crucial for the emergence of grammar: “Grammar is nothing other (and nothing “deeper”) than repeated and automated motor action, and the best moment to study its emergence, as it were, is the first repetition” (Streeck, 2018: 31). However, there are important differences between the local routinization of ephemeral phenomena and grammaticalization as a long durée-process (Streeck, 2018, 2021); the latter transcends particular participation frameworks, local communities of practice, generations, and even centuries. The grammar-body-gestalts investigated in this section are locally routinized. Via repetition, they are sedimented within and for that group. Concurrently, the format becomes increasingly reduced.
The Elaborate Format
We begin with the most elaborate format and subsequently examine how the format is becoming leaner over time as components are gradually being abandoned. It consists of a request ‘to X something “like this” + gaze to focal space + embodied demonstration’. Extract 3 shows the full format. The trainer requests the students to place their hands on their hips in a particular way. The instructional action (l. 1–2) is followed by an instructed action (l. 3) delivered by students. The sequence is closed as the trainer comments on the practice in third position (l. 4).
[image: Extract 3]EXTRACT 3 | “hands like this on the hips” (MM_B1_00:15:22).
The instructional action (l. 1–2) is delivered multimodally. At turn-beginning, the trainer is looking at her addressees (Figure 6A). She lifts her hands, bends her head, and visibly shifts gaze to her hands (Figure 6B), thus gaze-flagging (Streeck, 2002) her embodied demonstration as it emerges. She continues to gaze down as she moves her hands to her hips in a palm-away position (Figure 6C).
[image: Figure 6]FIGURE 6 | Gaze shift from addressees to hands to index an embodied action.
In the course of the second intonation phrase, which contains the demonstrative “SO”/“like this” (l. 2), the trainer produces a gestural stroke by quickly moving her hands sideways and hitting her hips (l. 1), palms away (Figure 7A). The demonstrative is prosodically marked by a focal accent, and concurrently, the position of the hands is emphasized by a gestural beat, or baton (Kendon, 2004). A second, laterally performed baton occurs concurrently with the delivery of “SO” (l. 2).
[image: Figure 7]FIGURE 7 | Gesture strokes and gaze shift back to addressees.
After the multimodal gestalt is fulfilled and the turn completed, the trainer shifts gaze to the students (Figure 7B). In conjunction with the high-rising intonation at the end (l. 2), the gaze shift mobilizes an embodied response (Stivers and Rossano, 2010). With a scrutinizing look (Figure 7C), the trainer turns in a semi-circle to check how the students perform the instructed action.
In line with our previous analysis, we can observe a temporally fine-tuned mobilization of resources: While gaze projects the focal space for the embodied performance (cf. Projecting the focal space for embodied action by gaze), the demonstrative marks the focal moment of the performance (cf. Marking the focal moment of the bodily performance with “so”/“like this”). Gaze, demonstrative, and gestural baton are assembled to co-index, by multimodal densification, the key moment of the trainer’s instruction.
First Repetition and Reduction
Extract 4 documents the first repetition after the initial instruction in extract 3. Its turn-design differs from that in extract 3, and its multimodal delivery is significantly reduced. First, the trainer has to reorganize the students’ positions and manage the transition to the next round. While the discourse marker okay at turn-beginning (l. 1) marks the transition, the organizational instruction “nochmal zuRÜCK”/“back again” realigns the students in interactional space and brings them back to the by now familiar starting position. This is indicated by the temporal adverb “nochmal”/“again” (l. 1). It contrasts with the temporal marker “erstmal”/“for a start” in extract 3, and projects a second go. It is repeated with focal accent as part of the instruction proper (l. 3) and indicates familiarity to the students. The verbal instruction (l. 4) is accompanied by a hands-to-hips-movement and followed by the students’ performance of the instructed action (l. 4).
[image: Extract 4]EXTRACT 4 | “again hands like this on the hips”.
Before the trainer delivers the instruction, she publicly displays that she is monitoring the students’ activities (l. 2, Figure 8A). In contrast to extract 3, where she projected the focal space of the instruction by gaze, she now consistently looks at the students (Figure 8A,B,C). By turning her head and visibly letting her gaze wander across the group (Figure 8C), she documents that she is closely monitoring the students’ embodied response.
[image: Figure 8]FIGURE 8 | Consistent look at the students, absence of gaze projection.
Further reductions are observable: In extract 3, the instructing action was delivered in two intonation phrases (l. 1–2). In contrast, it is compressed into a single one in extract 4 (l. 3). Whereas the trainer used a proposition with a deictic address term (“ihr”/“you”) and an inflected verb phrase (“nehmt”/“take”) in extract 3, she now uses a truncated deontic infinitive instead (on deontic infinitives cf. Deppermann, 2006). Moreover, she omits the gaze shift to the focal space (spatial projection), and downgrades the prosodic design of the demonstrative3 by shifting the focal accent to the adverb (l. 3: “NOCHmal”/“again”). By repeatedly indexing that the instruction is already part of the common ground, the trainer accounts for a scaled-down version of the instruction: Visibly projecting the focal space by gaze and audibly emphasizing the crucial moment by a prosodically marked demonstrative is less important when these are already known to the participants. The reduction is summarized in Table 1.
TABLE 1 | Summary of reductions.
[image: Table 1]The short excursus in the next section contrasts our analysis of repetition, routinization, and reduction with the opposite case. When the trainer introduces new elements, the instruction becomes more complex again. Against this background, the eroding effect of multiple repetitions (cf. sub-section Local routinization and sedimentation through repetition and reduction) will become even more apparent. Furthermore, we can also see from the contrasting example how incipient routinization can be stopped or blocked.
Excursus: Meta-instructions to mark an addition, a change, or a new instruction
In this short excursus, it is argued that while multiple repetitions lead to routinization, simplification, and reduction, the opposite—introducing new elements—motivates the use of extended, more complex formats. The choice and design of the format thus reflexively indexes familiarity and routinization or lack thereof.
The extract occurs after repetitions have already yielded initial reductions. However, it does not exhibit those reductions. On the contrary, it is more complex than the previous extract. The reason for this is that the trainer introduces a new element. She delivers a meta-instruction to announce that element. The meta-instruction establishes a hand clap as a timing signal for choric practicing.
Meta-instructions add a layer of reflexivity to the reflexivity and indexicality of situated social interaction by explicitly formulating an instruction about instructions. They establish local practices of co-orientation and co-ordination, and request attention to and alignment with those practices of practicing. They formulate practices for the local organization of instructions-in-interaction. Relevant for my argument is that meta-instructions, and more generally, meta-formulations (re-)increase the complexity of formats that may have begun to undergo reduction.
[image: Extract 5]EXTRACT 5 | “I clap my hands”
The trainer starts with an announcement (l. 1–3). She uses a pre-construction with “SO”/“like this” (l. 1) (“Vorlaufkonstruktion mit so”, cf. Auer, 2006), which projects a prosodically and syntactically complex turn. The subsequent bipartite turn delivers the meta-instruction (l. 2–3) and fulfills the syntactic projection. It introduces the hand clap as a timing device for choric practicing. While the instructional object (stepping forward) is referred to as already known (l. 3: “diesen schritt”/“this step”), the method of choric practicing according to the hand clap is introduced as something new. It is defined as go-ahead for the students’ performance of the instructed action. In grammatical terms, it functions like a gesturally used temporal demonstrative that points to the moment of its utterance (Fillmore, 1997; Levinson, 2005).
The trainer delays the delivery of the hand clap and thereby holds back the students’ response. She inserts instructional details on how the step forward should (not) be done (l. 4–7), and announces an assessment of trouble sources that the students may be exhibiting in the course of the performance (l. 8–9). The trainer projects and designs an action trajectory that is composed of her hand clap as FPP, the students’ performance as SPP, and subsequently, further assessment and training phases that target the students’ problems as they become visible to the trainer’s professional vision (Goodwin, 1994). By publicly anticipating problems, the trainer prospectively accounts for the need for future correction and repetition.
The trainer performs the hand clap with a large, sweeping movement, which prepares the stage for the audible go-ahead. Additionally, the hand clap is projected by a pre-positioned, prosodically marked verbal item: the conjunction “UND”/“and” (l. 10). The students respond by stepping forward after the hand clap.4 The trainer acknowledges the performance and prepares the transition to the next round with “oKAY” (l. 12).
The trainer uses the hand clap as a device to structure the instructing action, insert details, anticipate problems, and delay the students’ performance by withholding the clap and making its delivery contingent on the ongoing activities. The sequential structure can be summarized as follows:

I. position: complex multi-unit turn of the trainer composed of
 1) announcement, couched in a pre-construction (“Vorlaufkonstruktion”) with “so”/“like this”
 2) meta-instruction to establish trainer’s hand clap as go-ahead for students’ step forward
 3) insertion of instructional details
 4) preview of further assessment and repetition sequences
 5) and-prefaced hand clap as go-ahead
II. position: students’ embodied response
III. position: ratification by trainer
The analysis shows that complex, multi-unit turns with pre-positioned announcements and meta-instructions reflexively constitute and index the additional effort to formulate changes in the instructional format. The complex format used to formulate new and unfamiliar elements contrasts with reductions exhibited as the result of repeating the familiar. Multiple repetitions and reductions may ultimately lead to the local emergence of a new format. This is studied in the next sub-section.
Local Routinization and Sedimentation Through Repetition and Reduction
Previously, we have seen how first repetitions already exhibit reductions. The short excursus on meta-instructions, in contrast, showed how the introduction of new elements leads to increased complexity, which may eventually counteract routinization and reduction. In this sub-section, we study how the complex, multi-unit turn format is once again changed and reduced in the course of multiple repetitions. The analysis focuses on reductions that emerge from progressive routinization of first and second actions, and on the concurrent temporal compression that reflects and constitutes initial automatization.
[image: Extract 6]EXTRACT 6 | “step forward to the clap”
Extract 6 occurs right after extract 5. It exemplifies how subsequent repetitions allow for further reductions. The reductions concern both the meta-instruction and the instruction proper. The hand clap has already been put to practice as a timing signal and is reused as a go-ahead in the subsequent instruction.
The first reduction concerns the meta-instruction. Whereas in extract 5 it was delivered in a syntactically, prosodically, and pragmatically complete TCU and followed by the instructing action, it is now boiled down to a prepositional phrase (l. 04: “auf_s klatschen”/“to the clap”) and integrated into the instructing action (l. 04: “und JETZT geht ihr auf_s klatschen mit dem Andern bein vor”/“and nowyou step forward to the clap with the other leg”). Although the clap is already established as a go-ahead, the trainer recycles the meta-instruction as part of a modified instruction: She now requests the students to step forward with the other leg (l. 04).
As in extract 5, the trainer projects the hand clap by a prosodically marked and-preface (l. 05). In contrast to extract 5, however, she no longer visibly puts the hand clap on stage. Instead, it is latched to the and-preface and done very quickly. The students subsequently perform the instructed action, and the sequence is closed when the trainer, after turning around to monitor the students (l. 07), utters a ratification (l. 08: “oKAY;”).
The next extract documents further reductions. Again, the trainer uses a meta-pragmatic announcement, but marks the practice as already familiar by the modal adverb “wieder”/“again” (l. 01). While the practice of clapping and most of the instructed action are treated as known, a new element is introduced: raising the arm when stepping forward (l. 02). In contrast to extract 6 where the announcement of the clap and the instruction were delivered in a single TCU, the trainer now constructs two TCUs and thus foregrounds the arm raise as an instructional novelty.
[image: Extract 7]EXTRACT 7 | “Short Like This”
A formal reduction and temporal acceleration occurs in the adjacency pair of trainer’s gestural go-ahead and students’ embodied response (l. 3–4). The trainer now omits the and-preface, which formerly projected the hand clap and gave the students time to prepare. Instead, she claps immediately after the delivery of the instruction (l. 3). Subsequently, the students step forward and raise their arms (l. 4). The trainer uses the same item for ratification (l. 5: “oKAY”), but now latches an organizational instruction that projects a next go. A double acceleration is thus accomplished: Omitting the and-preface temporally compresses verbal instruction and gestural go-ahead; latching the organizational instruction to the ratification speeds up the succession of training rounds.
The next extract starts with a correction (l. 1) and an organizational instruction (l. 02). It implicates repetition and is marked as part of the interactional history by the temporal adverb “NOCHmal”/“once more” (l. 2).
[image: Extract 8]EXTRACT 8 | “and + [hand clap + zack]”
For the first time, the trainer now leaves out the meta-pragmatic announcement. Instead, she re-introduces the and-preface (l. 04) to project the hand clap, and adds a new element: the vocalization “ZACK” (l. 04: “U:ND ZACK”/“and zack”). The interjection zack onomatopoetically indexes a sharp and violent movement (DWDS; GRIMM, Bd. 31, Sp. 10). In the context of self-defense trainings, it not only depicts these movement qualities, but mobilizes the students to perform the instructed action with utmost force and velocity. By synchronizing the delivery of vocalization and hand clap, the trainer performs a very short and sharp go-ahead signal. In contrast to the concise, synchronized delivery of hand clap and vocalization, she lengthens the pre-positioned conjunction “U:ND”/“and” (l. 04). The delay contrasts with and thus highlights the subsequent acceleration of the go-ahead, which invites a fast and forceful response.
This exercise is repeated two more times, with an explanatory sequence in between. The two repetitions are delivered in the reduced format with an and-preface to project the clap and a synchronized performance of clap and vocalization as go-ahead for the embodied response.
After the arm raise has been repeated several times, the trainer announces the last element to be integrated. The students will now also have to perform a scream. The scream has been practiced separately before. The trainer delivers the instruction in a more complex format. This choice is in line with our observations in the excursus on the increased complexity and length of instructions that introduce additions or changes.
[image: Extract 9]EXTRACT 9 | “and + [hand clap + zack]”
First, the trainer returns to the meta-pragmatic announcement (l. 1) that she had left out before; second, she delivers the instruction in two intonation phrases (l. 2–3). These are separated by a small pause. The syntactic gestalt of the first intonation phrase (l. 2) is incomplete and projects more to come. The pause between first and second intonation phrase becomes hearable as a turn-holding device, which slightly delays the second intonation phrase (l. 3), summons the students’ attention, and brings the new instructional component, the “no-scream” (l. 3), into focus. Next, the trainer uses the reduced format of and-preface, simultaneous vocalization, and clap (l. 4). After the students have integrated the new element (l. 5), the trainer formulates a positive assessment (l. 6: “SUper”/“great”). Subsequently, she requests the students to step back and projects a repetition (l. 7).
After a brief comment on the scream, the trainer recurs to the lean format. The lean version documents progressive reductions of the instructing FPP and concomitantly, a temporal compression between FPP and embodied SPP.
[image: Extract 10]EXTRACT 10 | “Short Like This”
While the and-prefaced coupling of vocalization and hand clap projects the temporal slot for the students’ embodied response, they have to infer from the interactional history how to design their action. In the present case, they understand the trainer’s minimal signal as a go-ahead to repeat the previous action (l. 2). No explicit instruction tells them that they are requested to repeat the integration of the three elements they have practiced separately before.
The next extract attests to the local adaptability and temporal flexibility of the format once it has been established. These variations do not constitute counter-evidence to the observed integrity of the format as an oriented-to, recognizable gestalt. They are recipient-designed temporal calibrations. The local variations reflect and orient to the addressees’ attention and participation. The fact that the reduced format can be lengthened without being fragmentized is evidence to its beginning sedimentation in the local context. The formal and functional sedimentation of the format is the result of the participants’ joint routinization.
[image: Extract 11]EXTRACT 11 | “and + [hand clap + zack]”
In extract 10, the trainer’s action was designed and understood as a repetition of her action in extract 9. In the same way, her action in extract 11 is delivered and understood as a repetition of her actions in extracts 9 and 10. However, extract 11 exhibits a significant temporal variation: The and-preface is extremely lengthened and followed by a long pause before the go-ahead is delivered (l. 01). As some students are laughing among themselves (l. 01), the trainer delays her action by adapting it to the students’ activities and attentional focus.
Originally, the hand clap was introduced as a go-ahead only, and later coupled with a vocalization. In order to project the occurrence of the go-ahead, the trainer used a prepositioned conjunction, the and-preface. The format “and + [clap + vocalization]“ was used in two sequential contexts: 1) after an instructing action with a new component to initiate and time the students’ performance of the new practice, 2) to invite and time repetitions of an established practice. After several alternations between 1) and 2), the format began to index, even after insertions, by inference alone, the most recent practice. In other words, it has progressively assumed the meaning and function of what has been left out, and has finally become a shibboleth for the instructing action.
Although both devices, the and-preface and the clap, project and time what comes in the subsequent slot, their function developed along different paths in the course of the participants’ interactional history. Whereas the trainer explicitly established the timing function of the clap by a meta-pragmatic announcement, the projecting function of the and-preface emerged in practice.5 It is, moreover, based on the projective properties of syntax in German (Auer, 2015). This can neither be claimed for the clap nor for the vocalization, notwithstanding the fact that they also project what comes next. However, their projective force is grounded in interaction, and not in grammar (Auer, 2005).
The and-preface is combined with the clap to form a syntagma of progressively projecting timing resources. The same holds for the vocalization, which was introduced and routinized by practice and which inherited the function of the meta-pragmatically established and synchronously performed clap (Figure 9).
[image: Figure 9]FIGURE 9 | Projection of timing resources.
After the format has been repeated several times, the trainer returns to the minimal version even after insertion sequences. She no longer goes back to a more complex format in order to redesign the FPP. This is further evidence to an increased sedimentation of the format “and + [clap + vocalization]”.
When Drill Takes Over to Automatize Motor Actions
The last extract documents that in the course of multiple repetitions, the format undergoes still further reduction. Extreme reduction and acceleration finally transform routinization into automatization. Note that this not only constitutes a qualitative change, but once more raises the question of grammaticalization, if grammaticalization is automatization (Bybee, 2014) and grammar “nothing other than […] automated motor action” (Streeck, 2018: 31). This question will be discussed in the final section.
Extract 12 shows the maximally reduced format. The trainer now simply claps, and the students subsequently perform the instructed action.
[image: Extract 12]EXTRACT 12 | “Clap Only”
This extreme reduction enables an even faster transition between first and second action, between clap and step. At the same time, it significantly accelerates the succession of repetitive goes at the same action. In order to accelerate and automatize students’ motor actions, the trainer progressively shortens her action, accelerates, routinizes, and finally automatizes the temporal succession of FPP and SPP. Training units that are repeated over and over again undergo acceleration, dynamization, and automatization. These features reflect not only a quantitative, but also a qualitative change in the participants’ exercising practice: It is ultimately transformed into drill. Drill as a practice in military and in sports serves routinization and automatization of motor actions performed innumerable times at high velocity.
The phenomena described in this sub-section exhibit striking parallels with processes of grammaticalization (cf. Grammaticalization and embodied action: (when and how) do they go together?). On the one hand, the extracts testify to progressive routinization and acceleration of motor actions that the students repeat multiple times in order to automatize and incarnate them as part of their repertoire of self-defense techniques. On the other hand, the extracts document a process of routinization, sedimentation, and even automatization that takes place on a different plane: communication. Embodied resources are used and coupled with speech in order to communicate, to deliver verbal actions; they are not repeated in order to learn and automatize language—as in old-school language teaching –, but in order to deliver and structure verbal actions, and to project and time addressees’ embodied responses. In the activities under investigation, the latter—reducing and accelerating communicative actions—is in the service of the former—accelerating and routinizing motor actions. These processes are not separate, but intertwined, they reflexively constitute and index co-emerging properties. The communicative practices used to teach self-defense practices inherit properties of the latter while the latter are shaped by the communicative practices of the former.
DISCUSSION
The aim of this study was to contribute to the recent grammar-body-debate by proposing a distinction between two kinds of grammar-body-gestalts: 1. socially sedimented, grammaticalized multimodal constructions, and 2. locally routinized ephemeral gestalts. Evidence for the first type was provided in part I of the analysis by an examination of modal demonstratives, embodied practices and concurrent gaze behavior. The focus was on demonstrations indexed by the modal demonstrative so/“like this” and “flagged” (Streeck, 2002) by speaker gaze. In line with typological, historical, and interaction linguistic studies on demonstratives, it was argued that the primordial function of demonstratives is to establish joint attention on phenomena in the participants’ surroundings, and that this makes embodied devices indispensable (Bühler, 1990[1934]; Diessel and Coventry, 2020; Stukenbrock, 2020a). Embodied practices are made of participants’ motor actions; these unfold in time, exhibit “inner duration” (“innere Dauer”, Streeck, 2007: 158), and are interpersonally coordinated. Temporal flexibility is therefore an interactional prerequisite without which demonstratives as multimodal constructions could not have emerged. In short, temporal flexibility is the sedimented historic result of concrete, situated, temporally fine-tuned uses of those grammar-body-gestalts in language history.
In social interaction, the use of these constructions is made contingent on the local context, the resources are mobilized, recipient-designed, and temporally calibrated to fit participants’ ongoing activities. In other words, while these constructions are made of emerging (historically sedimented, grammaticalized) constructions; they are delivered in context-sensitive ways as emergent constructions. Here, variation and innovation take place, and new ephemeral multimodal gestalts emerge. When these are reiterated, routinized, and distributed across contexts, they may eventually become grammaticalized.
In part II, I investigated the emergence of such an ephemeral multimodal assemblage and its micro-diachronic changes. It was shown that in the course of multiple repetitions, the multimodal gestalt underwent formal reduction and functional change. Although the observed processes and changes are similar to those described in grammaticalization, radically different temporal scales and social-distributional dimensions are involved. As long as a format or structure remains a local phenomenon, it is not grammaticalized. It has to spread beyond the initial context of its use, expand, and generalize across types of contexts (Hopper and Traugott, 2003; Bybee, 2014) until it becomes widely used in the language community and part of its shared linguistic repertoire or knowledge as an effect of “social historical institutionalization“ (Couper-Kuhlen and Selting, 2018: 542).
In sum, multimodal gestalts with different histories are evoked in social interaction. Ephemeral multimodal gestalts are not grammaticalized and have no place in grammar. I do not claim that locally occurring, ephemeral gestalts cannot be grammaticalized. Rather, my proposition is to distinguish between micro-diachronic and historical processes, and to consider joint routinization and collective routinization as subsequent stages along a path towards grammaticalization. The cradle for such a development may be the movement of a practice from the ephemeral pole to the sedimented pole of the Emergent Grammar-continuum (Ford, and Fox, 2015). But is has to move on beyond the sedimented pole of Emergent Grammar and along the grammaticalization path (Hopper and Traugott, 2003) that leads to social sedimentation and institutionalization across contexts. This view approaches (multimodal) constructions both as emerging and emergent (Auer and Pfänder, 2011b). It emphasizes that “[t]here is no need to exclude routines from an emergentist approach” (Auer and Pfänder, 2011a: 18), and, in turn, that emergent constructions are the stuff that emerging constructions are made off. It acknowledges linguistic knowledge, longue durée sedimentations, and routines as fundamental to the temporal organization of spoken language (Couper-Kuhlen and Selting, 2018). By fueling participants’ expectations, sedimented routines enable participants to project what comes next. At the same time, they lay the grounds for improvisation and breach of expectations (Auer and Pfänder, 2011a)—and for a mutual incorporation of linguistic and embodied structures and their potential grammaticalization over historical time.
My observations reverberate with Streeck’s discussion of the parallels between grammaticalization in language and the emancipation of gestures. Streeck observes that “grammaticalization gives us a model how to approach the issue of gesture’s (ongoing) evolution” (Streeck, 2021: 110)—and by extension, it may also give us a model how to approach grammar-body couplings investigated in this paper. Streeck emphasizes parallels in the evolution of gesture and language, but he does not claim that gestures are grammaticalizing. Instead, he suggests that the processes observable in gestures and in spoken languages “are broadly characteristic of human cultural and symbolic evolution” (Streeck, 2021: 01, footnote 1). This leaves open the status of grammar-body-couplings: Are they composed of structures that evolve in parallel, or are they integrated into a whole and undergo change, routinization, social sedimentation, and eventually grammaticalization? A first answer to this question is given in this paper: to distinguish between ad hoc assembled, ephemeral grammar-body-gestalts, and socially sedimented multimodal constructions that have grammaticalized the embodied context of their use over time. While repetition and joint routinization of an ephemeral gestalt may lead to the local sedimentation of that gestalt among participants who are mutually engaged in shared activities, collective routinization emerges across time and space among social groups whose members are not mutually aware of one another. From here, a practice may or may not start to move along the grammaticalization path (Hopper and Traugott, 2003).
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FOOTNOTES
1For reasons of space, only one example is shown in this section. Examples of the grammar-body construction with so can be found in the literature (Ningelgen and Auer, 2017; Stukenbrock, 2010, 2014, 2015). Current research on demonstratives provides further evidence for embodiment as part of grammaticalization (Diessel and Coventry, 2020).
2Although the video data do not allow precise observations of the students’ gaze directions, those who are visible at that moment can be seen to slightly accommodate their head orientation downwards.
3Note that this observation does not question the observation that demonstratives (modal as well as spatial) when used exophorically, and gesturally, in face-to-face interaction, bear the focal accent of the intonation phrase. They do, and only in an uptake or repeated use may the resources, in this case the accent, be reduced.
4Although the clap is projected by other resources, the students never move forward in synchrony with the clap.
5Questions that emerge from this are, which elements lend themselves to being introduced en passant, in and through practice alone, and which elements are, in contrast, metapragmatically established, and why is this so. These problems cannot be discussed here. They are topics for further investigation.
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This article explores the grammar-body interface by examining the intertwinement of embodied practices and turns at talk, where the sensing body permeates the ongoing syntax, in particular in activities in which the participants are engaged in talking about sensorial features while at the same time experiencing them, for instance in tasting sessions. So, the question tackled concerns how situated feelings, sensory experiences, and perceptive actions are embedded in the ongoing talk, and how they shape its emergent syntax, possibly affecting its smooth progressivity. The study shows how the choice of specific syntactic formats can be systematically related to the complex ecology of embodied actions, namely to publicly accountable ways of sensing material objects, to ways of showing and addressing an audience, and to visible ways of referring to standard documents normatively defining tasting descriptors. The syntactic formats described and their specific temporal realizations are thus deeply rooted in the local material ecology, in which they not only reproduce a normative model but reflexively express the senses with words and sensuously feel the words.
Keywords: conversation analysis, social interaction, syntax, multimodality, multisensoriality, looking, showing, touching
INTRODUCTION
The grammar-body interface in social interaction has been explored in multiple ways, demonstrating how the organization of turns at talk is tightly articulated with the organization of embodied conducts (Keevallik 2018a) not only within co-occurring gesture and lexical affiliates (Schegloff 1984; Kendon 2004) or the gaze management of turns and sequences (Goodwin 1981; Rossano 2012b) but also within “complex multimodal gestalts” (Mondada 2014a). A basic configuration that has attracted the attention of interactional linguists and conversation analysts concerns the articulation between grammatical constructions and gesture/gaze/other embodied movements (see, for example, Goodwin 1981; Hayashi 2005; Ford et al., 2012; Deppermann 2013a). Beside these kinds of gestalts, however, other forms of articulation have been less explored: they concern cases in which the body “irrupts” into talk (Keevallik and Ogden 2020), such as when sounds of effort (Keevallik 2018b) or pain (Heath 1989) and other “response cries” (Goffman 1978) manifest within the ongoing turn, when emotions intervene in talk (such as laughter, Jefferson 1985; crying, Hepburn 2004; sobbing, Weatherall 2021). More radically, they also concern forms of multiactivity (Haddington et al., 2014), where embodied activities concurrent with talking activities permeate talk and modify its trajectories, projections, and progressivity.
This article is interested in these articulations between body manifestations and syntactic arrangements and examines a particular type of intertwinement of embodied practices and turns at talk, where the sensing body and the ongoing syntax are accountably intertwined, in particular in activities in which the participants are engaged in talking about sensorial features while at the same time experiencing them. So, the question tackled concerns how situated feelings, sensory experiences, and perceptive actions are embedded in the ongoing talk and how they affect its emergent syntax. Reversely, the question is also how grammar accommodates these contingencies and embeds them in its malleable order—especially when they can be exploited in service of warranting the epistemic authority, expertise, and accountability of the ongoing action and of its doer.
This article emanates from an interest in describing the methodic order of linguistic formats that refer to its in vivo and in situ production embedded in complex activities in which talk might be an important aspect but not the only activity going on. The issue is whether it is at all possible to propose a grammar in interaction that takes into account complex ecologies of action, and if yes, how this is possible. The proposal made here, building on insights first introduced by Goodwin (1981), is that it is indeed crucial to describe language in relation to its natural habitat, that is, within situated, embodied activities emmeshed in local material ecologies that constrain and support their detailed organization. The way linguistic formats adjust to these conditions reveals the indexical nature of grammar.
These issues will be discussed on the basis of an exemplary setting that exhibits them: a series of workshops in which an expert trains professional cheese tasters. In this setting, the participants engage in an activity focused on the description of the relevant sensorial features of the sample they are examining. The setting is exemplary in the sense that it enables a description of how turns are linguistically formatted in a context in which the speaker is deeply involved in embodied actions. This shows not only the necessity of taking into consideration the multimodal formatting of turns and actions, but more radically it shows how linguistic formats can be understood only if related to their local material praxeological context. In particular, I show how apparently simple syntactic formats can only be understood in their complexity when examining the global embodied sensorial and institutional activity of the participants; I also show how within this perspective, it is also possible to account for alternative choices, selecting that simple format versus syntactically more elaborated constructions.
In the previous literature, the embeddedness of talk within other activities, in which talk is neither the main nor the prioritized course of action, has been discussed in terms of multiactivity (Haddington et al., 2014). The concept refers to the fact that one or more participants can be engaged in several activities at the same time: this generates several courses of action that unfold simultaneously and are mutually adjusted, which affects their detailed emergent and contingent temporality in a crucial way. These praxeological configurations are made possible by a distribution of available multimodal resources in time, typically with some courses of action privileging talk and others privileging embodied conducts. Diverse modes of organization have been discussed in this respect, in which talk can be subordinated to other embodied activities, or the reverse. For example, in operating on a patient while demonstrating the operation to medical students, the surgeon can alternatively prioritize the temporal order of the surgical procedure or the temporal order of the talk, diversely adjusting one to the other (Mondada 2011; 2014b). Contexts in which people talk while doing something else are legion (Haddington et al., 2014): a good example is having a conversation while driving (Goodwin and Goodwin 2012; Mondada 2012; Nevile 2018). In this article, I specifically focus on activities in which a participant verbally explains, describes, or demonstrates something they are doing. This configuration has been studied in various contexts, in which, for instance, a caretaker announces or instructs the ongoing massage on a client (Nishizaka 2016), a doctor comments in real time on the echography of a pregnant woman (Nishizaka 2014), surgeons explain how they are operating (Mondada 2014b), dance teachers demonstrate dance steps to trainees (Keevallik 2013, 2014), coaches show good and bad postures in sport activities (Evans and Reynolds 2016; Råman and Haddington 2018), trainers teach postures in self-defense courses (Stukenbrock 2017), a cook demonstrates how to prepare a dish to novices (Mondada 2014c), etc. These studies have shown how language and the body are deeply intertwined in the temporal organization of these complex activities and how the temporality of embodied actions can be at moments prioritized over the temporality of talk, or vice versa, their relations depending not only on local contingencies but also on the way the participants reflexively shape their action as more or less permeable and adjustable to them. In this sense, studies of multiactivity have complexified the vision of multimodality by showing how embodied and linguistic resources can contribute not only to format a single action but also several actions at the same time. One consequence of the latter case is that the arrangement of resources and their temporality is adjusted to concurrent courses of actions. In this article, I deal with another setting for demonstrations, in which the focus is on the sensorial practices of the participants, who engage at the same time in sensing and formulating what they sense. These demonstrations are a perspicuous setting to reflect on a perspective on syntax drawing on multiactivity. It also enables a discussion of the relation between body and language in terms of the articulation between grammar, and more particularly syntax, and sensoriality.
While research on sensoriality is just emerging in ethnomethodology, conversation analysis, and interactional linguistics (Mondada 2019a, 2021), it has a firmly established tradition in psycholinguistics and cognitive sciences (Levinson and Majid 2014; Majid 2021). In the former, the in situ sensory practices and the conditions for producing descriptions of sound, visual, haptic, olfactory, or tasting features in embodied activities of sensing are the focus (Liberman 2013; Mondada 2018a, 2018b, Fele 2019; Mondada 2020a; Mondada 2020b, 2021). In the latter, the main focus is on the lexical forms that subjects produce when sensing some sample within an elicitation task. Tasting vocabularies are produced not only by psycholinguists studying them but also by sensory sciences within a normative perspective, aiming at standardizing and controlling the production of sensory objects of consumption (Drake and Civille 2003). Although there are considerable discussions about the types of lexical forms subjects use (not only adjectives but also metaphors and similitudes, typically when they lack specific sensorial vocabularies, like for describing smell, Majid 2021), the syntactical format used for responding to the eliciting questions (such as What kind of color/sound/smell is this?) is never considered in the analyses. Thus, the grammar of taste (as well as of the other senses) is mainly described in terms of a lexicon, focusing on the resultant outcome of the sensorial experience in controlled tasks but not in terms of the syntax in which this lexicon is embedded. Moreover, the embodied experience of sensing itself, which precedes the verbal outcome, does not constitute an object of study (it is sometimes described a priori, in normative terms, as it has been planned within the methodology). By contrast, the study of sensorial practices in naturalistic settings, for example in tasting sessions, enables consideration of both how the embodied experience is actually formatted and how its outcomes are verbally produced, including their temporality, format, and sequential position within the ongoing activity (Mondada 2018a for taste, 2018b for vision, 2020a for smell, 2020b for smell and touch, as well as 2021 for an overall conceptualization).
Within the interactional literature, the syntax of turn formats has been described in a variety of actions and environments. Some studies have addressed the issue of how these formats relate to embodied activities. For instance, in the literature about assessments (Pomerantz 1984; Goodwin and Goodwin 1987), the reference to the assessable and the format of the assessing clause have been discussed, in particular in relation to the ingestion of food (in dinner conversations, Wiggins 2002; Mondada 2009; Wiggins 2014; or in semi-experimental settings, Gomezalez Temer 2017). However, tasting sessions differ from ordinary eating activities in the sense that they aim at producing descriptors of taste, which are predicated on the tasted objects rather than assessments, which instead express a subjective judgment of the taster (cf. Wiggins and Potter 2003). In other contexts, the formatting of requests has been discussed in relation to embodied co-occurring actions: the selection by speakers of Noun phrase (NP) formats vs. clauses for requests in Finnish shop encounters has been discussed by Sorjonen and Raevaara (2014) in relation to the timing of the speakers’ embodied movements approaching the counter. The selection between imperatives vs. interrogative constructions including a turn-initial dative pronoun mi “to/for me” for requests in Italian is discussed by Rossi (2012), differentiating between requests embedded in an ongoing joint embodied activity and unilateral requests enlisting assistance in new self-contained projects benefitting the individual requester. More broadly, the relation between turn formatting, its emergent syntax, and embodied actions has been discussed in terms of multiple temporal trajectories in Deppermann and Streeck (2018).
This article focuses on how participants organize their embodied sensorial access and experiences to the materiality at hand and on the syntactic formats in which they express their resulting descriptions. This casts light not only on the grammar-body interface but also on embodiment, sensoriality, and language considered in the actual in vivo emergent temporality of multimodal and multisensorial practices.
Data and Method
The data studied in this article are video-recorded workshops in which an expert is training future professional tasters of cheese. The workshops were held in Trento (Italy) in 2017 (video recording of one entire day) and in Bellinzona (Switzerland) in 2018 (video recordings of 2 sessions of 3 h each). Participants were speaking northern regional varieties of Italian. In all the cases, the experts were members of the Organizzazione Nazionale degli Assaggiatori di Formaggio (ONAF), practicing the same techniques of tasting. The sessions have been video recorded by Giolo Fele and myself in Trento (see Mondada and Fele 2020) and by myself (Mondada 2020b) in terms of the articulation between grammar and more in Bellinzona. Several cameras and microphones were used with the informed consent of the trainees and the organizers. Participants also accepted that we collected the written instructions and materials distributed to the trainees as well as collecting some of their notes.
The workshops include demonstrations of sensing practices in the form of collective tasting sessions, recurrently organized in two parts: the first part is publicly focused on the expert holding and showing a piece of cheese in front of the trainees, demonstrating how to describe it. This description concerns the exterior aspects of the cheese as well as the visual and textural features of its paste. In the second part, concerning thickness, aroma, and taste, the participants receive individual samples, which they touch, smell, and taste under the guidance of the expert. In this article, I focus on the former, concerning the visual and haptic phases of the tasting procedure, which is demonstrated by the expert talking and exhibiting the relevant features in front of an audience of participants (ca 20–30 persons).
Besides experiencing the cheese with all their senses, the participants also engage in reading and writing activities. They can rely on various documents distributed at the beginning of the workshop, including tasting sheets and terminological lists containing the official categories and descriptors, ordered along the steps of the procedure (first the visual exam, then the haptic, olfactory, and tasting examinations). Some of these documents are also projected on a screen by the expert. During the session, the participants take notes and fill in the tasting sheet. The activities in which the participants engage during these sessions are therefore multiple and complex: they involve, on the one hand, the sensorial exploration of a material object and, on the other hand, an array of semiotic tools. The former is linguistically expressed using the latter; the latter shape not only the possibility of describing but also the possibility of sensing the former within a reflexive relationship in which language and sensoriality shape each other.
Therefore, this activity is exemplary for studying how language, materiality, and sensoriality are intertwined within referential and sensorial practices mobilizing talk and the body. In this article, in particular, I focus on the way in which linguistic descriptions are produced and syntactically formatted in this context, showing how grammar is intimately embedded within bodily experiences, which are, in turn, deeply shaped by the institutional context in which they occur.
The data are studied within an ethnomethodological and conversation analytic perspective interested in the multimodal formatting of actions in their specific context (Streeck et al., 2011; Deppermann 2013b; Mondada 2014a; Keevallik 2018a) as well as in the engagement of the body in multisensorial experiences (Mondada 2019b, 2021). More specifically, the analysis deals with the way the complex actions of the expert demonstrating tasting are made accountable in situ. These actions are formatted by the expert, who, at the same time, engages with the materiality at hand, refers to the semiotic resources available, and addresses them to the copresent audience in a recipient-designed way. The article shows how the choice of syntactic formats—from the simplest nonclausal N + Adj format (§3) and its expansion (§4) to copular clauses (§5) and syntactically more complex formulations (§6)—is intimately related to these multiple activities. It shows how syntactical choices are related to ongoing engagements in embodied activities, are made accountable by them, and in turn are reflexively made meaningful.
[image: Extract 1]EXTRACT 1 | Visual descriptions of tasted cheeses.
[image: Extract 2]EXTRACT 2 | (2) trento_1-53-45 (cf. 1b supra).
[image: Extract 3]EXTRACT 3 | (3) bellinz_090218_camORA_1-45-25.
[image: Document 1]DOCUMENT 1 | Tasting sheet, available to the participants and projected on the screen (circled in Document 2).
[image: Document 2]DOCUMENT 2 | Slide: projected list of selected descriptors (in black: the descriptors mentioned are circled) superposed to the tasting sheet (on the left, cf. Document 1).
[image: Document 3]DOCUMENT 3 | Terminology sheet: list of descriptors available to the participants; the descriptors mentioned in Extract 3 are circled.
[image: Extract 4]EXTRACT 4 | (4) bellinz_090218_detail_ORA_09-45.
[image: Extract 5]EXTRACT 5 | (5) trento-31.10.
[image: Document 4]DOCUMENT 4 | Notes taken by Paolo.
[image: Extract 6]EXTRACT 6 | (6) trento-26-15.
[image: Document 5]DOCUMENT 5 | Note written by Paolo a bit later.
[image: Extract 7]EXTRACT 7 | (7) bellinz_090218_detailORA_10-52colore/1.58.15.
[image: Document 6]DOCUMENT 6 | Extract from the terminology sheet.
[image: Extract 8]EXTRACT 8 | (8) Trento_25-20_27-00F1/ca26.15.
[image: Extract 9]EXTRACT 9 | (9) Trento_2-04-20_2-05-25F5_formaFaccePARTcrostSCR.
[image: Extract 10]EXTRACT 10 | (10) Trento_1.57.35_sottocrosta.
[image: Extract 11]EXTRACT 11 | (11) Trento_2-04-20_2-05-25F5(end).
[image: Extract 12A]EXTRACT 12A | (12a) bellinz_090218_camORA_57.00 + 1.1.30 diritto vs obliquo.
[image: Extract 12B]EXTRACT 12B | (12b) bellinz_090218_camORA_57.00+1.1.30 (cont. 4 min later).
[image: Document 7]DOCUMENT 7 | Extract from the terminology sheet).
[image: Extract 13]EXTRACT 13 | (13) Trento 1.54.30.
[image: Extract 14]EXTRACT 14 | (14) bellinz_090218_detailORA_09-45.
[image: Extract 15]EXTRACT 15 | (15) bellinz_0202_2-22-45.
[image: Document 8]DOCUMENT 8 | Slide projected.
[image: Document 9]DOCUMENT 9 | Excerpts from the terminology sheet (not entirely reproduced).
[image: Extract 16A]EXTRACT 16A | (16a) bellinz_090218_camORA_1-23-23_1-26-20mmmmarrone.
[image: Extract 16B]EXTRACT 16B | (16b) bellinz_090218_camORA_1-23-23_1-26-20mmmmarrone.
[image: Extract 16C]EXTRACT 16C | (16c) bellinz_090218_camORA_1-23-23_1-26-20mmmmarrone.
The Simplest Syntactic Format: N + Adj
Within the video-recorded tasting sessions, a recurrent format for describing the sample is N + Adj without any article or verb. The aim of this section is to pinpoint the multimodal organization of this minimal gestalt. In Extract 1, some occurrences verbally transcribed following the conventions of Jefferson (2004):
At a first glance, these formats are striking for their simplicity and also for their specific temporality and prosody. The initial N (in the absence of any article, which normally precedes the N in Italian syntax) is produced as an autonomous prosodic unit; moreover, it is followed by a pause, often relatively long. After the pause, at least one Adj is produced, morphologically marked by its gender agreement with the N (e.g., the N “forma” is feminine, and the Adj “cilindrica” is feminine too in contrast with “cilindrico” masculine), which confirms that the N and the Adj are part of the same structure. Here the Adj follows the N in its predicative use (vs. the alternative order also attested in Italian, which, however, is not predicative). This simple format is clearly bipartite (with a noticeable pause between N and Adj) and contrasts both with a bare NP (such as “forma cilindrica”/“cylindric form”) and with a complete copular clause (“la forma è cilindrica”/“the form is cylindric”), which would imply the use of the article. The former is almost absent in the corpus, and the second will be discussed below as contrastively occurring in specific environments.
The situated production of this simple nonclausal format N + Adj shows that its accountability crucially relies on the embodied conduct of the speaker. The next extract (Extract 2) offers a multimodal transcript (following the conventions of Mondada 2018a; Mondada 2018b) of Extract 1B.
Prior to the description (2), the expert looks at the sample, first its face (Figure 1), then its side (Figure 2): he silently manipulates the object, visually inspecting it. When he begins to utter “forma,”/“shape,” he directs his gaze to the audience (Figure 3). The description (2) is uttered by holding the sample in his hands. Subsequently, the expert raises it while uttering the connective “allora”/“so” (Figure 4) and shows it to the audience, asking for their confirmation (Figures 5, 6). In this case, the action of the expert is organized in three moments: first, his visual inspection is made silently, then his description is addressed to the audience, and finally it is followed by a visual exhibition of the sample. The activity is thus organized around the successive visual access to the object by the expert and the audience. The publicly witnessable sensorial access of the expert to the object, while manipulating it, builds the public accountability and authority of his description as resulting from it. In turn, the description is a way to instruct the shared vision that the audience is given of the object. Thus, the description is multimodally formatted in a way that crucially relies on actions of looking and showing, building in situ the intersubjectivity of vision. The description is grounded in the orchestration of the sensorial access to the described object for all the participants.
So, the multimodal format of the expert’s turn relies on a double embodied relation to the object described and to the audience to whom the description is addressed. But this is not all; another crucial aspect intervenes and accounts for the specific linguistic format used. This is observable in Extract 3, in which another expert deals with the same descriptor in another session.
Prior to looking at the cheese (1) and then describing it (2) while showing it to the audience (Figure 7), the expert looks at his computer (1, Figure 6). On his monitor, which is projected on a full screen for all the participants, there is a series of superposed visualizations: in the background is the empty tasting sheet that the participants have to fill in (Document 1), and in the foreground (in black, Document 2) is a list of descriptors corresponding to a list that has been distributed to the participants (Document 3). The list in black includes a series of links that can be activated to access further specifications (in white). Thus, looking at the computer screen, the expert accesses a structured lexicon for the description that is made accessible for the participants and corresponds to a complete terminology list they have on their tables.
The look at the computer screen (1) indexes the relation between the official terminology for professional tasters and the description to come. In this case, it points to the first feature to be considered when engaging in the external examination of the cheese, “forma”/“shape,” followed by the selection of one possible descriptor among others, “cilindrica/“cylindric” (Document 3). This initial look and its visibility in the local ecology (where participants can see the look and the slides looked at) provides for the accountability of the verbal turn “forma, (1.0) cilindrica (4.1) regolare” as the product of a selection from the official terminology that is adequate for the object at hand. The syntactic format, in its simplicity, without any article or verb, precisely indexes the conformity of the description (and the object) to the preexisting terminology.
But the multimodal turn format does much more: the expert silently inspects the cheese before beginning to utter a description, thus displaying the latter as grounded in the former. The description is recipient-oriented since he raises the cheese form, showing it to the audience while uttering the two adjectives “cilindrica” and “regola:re” (2). By so doing, he provides for the audience with the opportunity to hear the descriptor while at the same time seeing the features described. In this way, the description is warranted by the sensorial access of the expert, and it makes reflexively possible a shared sensorial understanding by the audience.
Thus, the performance of the expert uttering the syntactic format N+(pause)+Adj is a multimodal and multisensorial one. Its complexity is observable in a more extended fragment, Extract 4, in which the categories of shape, faces, side, rind, and surface are described:
The expert produces the first description (1) by looking at the cheese, holding it at the level of his eyes (Figure 8): this enables him at the same time to inspect it, to make publicly visible his inspection, and to make the object visually accessible for the audience. Moreover, the description is exhibited—and warranted—as the result of not only sight but also touch (Figure 9). For “facce”/“faces” (2), the expert looks at the cheese during the long pause of 3.9 s, making a circular gesture that indexes some difficulty or some resulting approximation, and then runs his finger on the surface of the cheese (Figure 9), both enhancing his vision with a haptic check of the surface and displaying it for the audience. Only afterward does he utter the descriptor, which is not just “piane”/“plane” but is preceded by a long stretched “e ::::” sound (lasting 1.7 s). This sound exhibits the elaboration, search, and selection of the adequate descriptor, which, when found, is uttered by again touching the surface (3).
In the transition to the next category (4), the expert gazes at his computer (Figure 10), then looks at the cheese and finally raises it, still looking at it, projecting to address the audience (Figure 11). The category “scalzo”/“side” is produced with falling intonation, self-repaired, followed by the descriptor “leggermente convesso”/“slightly convex” (5). In this case, the expert shifts their gaze to the computer on the last syllables of the descriptor (5, Figure 12), projecting the next category (“crosta”/“rind” 7), which is described while exhibiting its visual and haptic exploration (Figure 13). Touch co-occurs with the descriptor “elastica”/“elastic” (7), providing for its evidence and authority. The descriptor “sottile”/“thin” (7) is produced while looking at the cheese, and an additional specification regarding the mold (9) is exhibited as the result of a detailed examination of different sides of the object manipulated during the long silence (8) preceding it. The gaze alternates between the cheese and the computer, the latter projecting the next item to be described (e.g., in 10). Again, “superficie”/“surface” is preceded by looking at and touching the cheese, and the descriptor “untuosa”/“unctuous” (11) is repaired into “>°leggermente untuosa,°<”/“slightly unctuous” (11) when touching it again, thus exhibiting a refinement of the description.
The fragment in its entirety shows the systematicity of the embodied and multisensorial practices producing the normed description of the cheese in the tasting session in a way that both addresses the standards to be used and the specificities of the object. The multimodal formatting of N+(pause)+Adj exhibits all this.
This format is recipient-designed: the audience is considered in the gaze shifts toward them, the showing practices adopted by the expert, and, as in Extract 2, the request for confirmation. The audience’s responses are observable in different ways, as discussed in the next extracts. The participants engage in multiple activities while listening to the expert: they alternatively look at the sample shown or at the screen, and they take notes. In Extract 5, we focus on the way the description of the “occhiatura”/“eyes” (meaning the little or bigger holes in the cheese) is produced and received by one participant, Paolo, who is sitting on the first row in front of the expert (Figure 17B).
As previously highlighted, the expert silently gazes at the screen (Figure 14), then at the cheese (Figure 15), and finally at the audience (Figure 16) to whom the cheese is shown (1). Only then does he verbally mention the category and its first description (2). Further specifications are introduced with a series of gestures showing more specifically where the irregular “eyes” are distributed in the paste (3, Figure 17). After “piccola”/“small,” Paolo looks up at the expert/cheese (Figure 17B), and after “grande”/“big,” he engages again in writing. What he writes (Document 4) corresponds exactly to what the expert said. In this way, the participants respond to the description of the expert by treating it as an instruction to look and see the details pointed at, and they write it down not as the mere product of a dictation but as the result of an intersubjectively shared perception and formulation.
Another form of participant response is their production of some descriptors after the expert has introduced the item to describe (N), often after glancing at the computer, and has exhibited the relevant aspect of the sample (Adj) to be looked at by the audience (Extract 6).
In this case, the category is produced while showing the cheese to the audience, with a rising intonation (1), inviting the audience to answer. Various participants produce “presente” (meaning observable, the opposite of “assente”/“absent”) (2–6) and then “irregolare” (7–9), which is confirmed among them by the expert (8). In both the cases, Paolo utters the descriptor and later on writes it (Document 5).
The recurrent multimodal gestalt consisting of glancing at the computer before uttering the N, which corresponds to the category to be described, and in looking and showing the cheese for the production of its descriptor(s) (Adj), grounds not only the methodic formatting of descriptions; it constitutes more radically a methodic organization of the global tasting procedure itself, which is generally (for all the senses considered within that procedure) structured not only by associating standard categories and their possible descriptors but also by following a normative order in which these categories are arranged on the tasting sheet. Thus, this recurrent gestalt is not only a repetitive pattern but rather a method that the expert uses and that he socializes the participants in using. Its emergent routinized character is observable not only in the responses of the participants when the N is announced in a question addressed to them (Extract 6, 1) but also in them collaboratively or anticipatedly producing the descriptors (as well as the category itself, not shown here) in Extract 7.
The expert looks at his computer and utters the next category (1) while inspecting the cheese. Here “colore,”/“color” projects a continuation in the form of a descriptor (but without addressing any question to the participants [in contrast to Extract 6, 1], as shown by the continuative [vs. rising] intonation and the absence [vs. presence] of gaze toward the participants (cf. Stivers and Rossano 2010). The following pause (2) is used by the expert for inspecting the cheese prior to his description. Some participants anticipate it (3–4), collaboratively proffering a term of color. The expert here both confirms and corrects (6): in this case, he uses a clause (and not the simplest format N + Adj), in which the initial “giallo”/“yellow” is modified in a way that is anticipated and suggested by one participant (Luigi, 7, circled in Figure 18). By showing his continuous engagement with the cheese (Figure 18B), the expert displays that the issue is not settled and various options are available. By repeating “giallo::” (9) in a way that projects a modifier of that color, the expert shows that he is moving along a gradation of yellows, whereas the participant suggesting “ocra”/“ochre” (7, 10) points at the next color in the ordered terminological list (Document 6). This structuring of the lexicon of colors along a continuum is already hinted at by the use of “quasi”/“almost” (6, 7, 11), which points at the possible relevance of the next category (“ocra”/“ochre” instead of “giallo”/“yellow”).
In this case, there is a hesitation concerning the descriptor and a possible disagreement among the participants: the expert uses a clause rather than the simplest N + Adj format. This shows that the choice of the syntactic format relates to the more or less straightforward character of the description, as we shall see in the next sections, which focus on possible expansions and complexifications of this minimal standard format.
EXPANSIONS OF THE SIMPLEST FORMAT
An expanded version of the simplest format analyzed in the previous section can be observed. In these cases, the simplest format is preserved and used to introduce a first descriptor; nonetheless, the next descriptors are presented in a less taken-for-granted way and as depending on what can be said and seen. This expanded format can be prosodically projected at the end of the N + Adj (Extracts 8–11) or can be added after a renewed examination of the object (Extract 12). The expanded format contains explicit references to the activities—sensorial practices, verbal practices—that make the procedure possible and grant its evidentiality. It is also characterized by hedges, hesitations, and sound stretches, displaying that the description is possibly difficult.
Here are four cases (Extracts 8–11) that present some recurrent systematic features:
Theexpert introduces the category (Extract 8, 1: “occhiatura”/“eyes”; Extract 9, 2: “forma”/“shape”; Extract 10, 1: “sottocrosta”/“undercrust”; Extract 11, 1: “scalzo”/“side”) and a first descriptor (Extract 8, 2: “piccola, media,”/“small medium”; Extract 9, 2: “cilindrica”/“cylindric”; Extract 10, 1: “presente”/“present”; Extract 11, 1: “diritto”/“straight”). While at this point the description could be considered complete, in these cases, it is expanded. Expansions refer to a possible saying (with the verb “dire”/“say” preceded by a modal verb in the 1st person singular or plural, “possiamo dire”/“(we) can say,” Extracts 8, 11, “posso dire”/“(I) can say,” Extract 9, 4). These ways of saying are related to ways of looking (“se noi guardiamo”/“if we look,” Extract 8, 14; “guardandola”/“looking” Extract 9, 4; “perchè si vede molto bene”/“cause one sees (it) very well” Extract 10, 3; “perchè presenta […] molto evidenti”/“cause (it) presents […] very evident” Extracts 11, 2), which are a condition, a circumstance, or a reason that enables the saying. Thus, the expansions formulate very explicitly the evidentiality that grounds and conditions the description, formulating the possibility of saying as depending on practices of looking and seeing, which are also embodied by gestures and showing movements. Moreover, these expansions do not just mention the practice of seeing but are instructions to see addressed to the audience, whose response is here (contrary to the previous environment, with the exception of Extract 2) explicitly mobilized (Extracts 9, 5: “no?”/“no,” “occhei?”/“right”; Extract 10, 3, Extract 11, 4: “vedete?”/“see”—requesting confirmation of what they see) and immediately provided in all the cases (in Extracts 8 and 11 by Paolo nodding and in all extracts by the response tokens of some participants).
The expansion of the initial description treats the recognition and assessment of the features as not straightforward—as not merely corresponding to the standard (hinted at by the N + Adj format) and even locally departing from it, as revealed by deictic expressions such as “in this case” (Extracts 4, 9 and 2, 10) or “here”/“qui” (11, 1)—and as needing to be grounded in particularly attentive ways of looking and seeing, secured by the professional vision of the expert (Goodwin 1994) and enabled for the participants by instructing their vision.
This can lead to some contestation, as in the following case: the expert introduces a description in the N + Adj format (1), prosodically complete, but after a moment of tactile inspection (3) adds a possible optional specification, “spigolo vivo”/“sharp edge” (4) (Extract 12a).
In the expansion, the expert introduces “spigolo vivo”/“sharp edge” (4), using the modal verb “want” in the gerund mode, “volendo,” followed by a verbum dicendi “possiamo (1.1) eh indicare” (4). He shows the edge with his fingers (5) and further expands the reasons for mentioning this feature, after a repair initiated by a participant (6), still showing the piece (Figure 19A) and highlighting the straight form of the “scalzo”/“side.” Among the participants, Luciano (circled in Figure 19B) looks several times at the cheese, first when the side is mentioned (2), then when the edge is introduced (4). Each time he also looks down at his notes and writes. When the expert elaborates on the relevance of this feature for some cheeses (10), Luciano looks up again. Now his facial expression changes, and he frowns in a continuous way, while still looking.
This facial expression is relevant for what happens approximately 4 min later. The expert has explained other features also concerning the external aspect of the cheese. At some point, Luciano self-selects, coming back to the form of the side and negating the previously described feature “diritto”/“straight” (Extract 12b).
Luciano’s objection is related (and relativized with respect) to his visual perspective (“guardando da qui”/“looking from here” 1). Luciano’s negative increment (4) orients to the absence of a response on the part of the expert, who then responds positively (6) while walking toward him, showing the sample (Figure 20). Luciano proposes an alternative descriptor (“obliquo”/“oblique” 8) in a negative interrogative form, orienting to a possible rejection by the expert, who indeed disagrees (10) despite a minimal concession (with “appena appena”/“barely barely” 10). Luciano aligns with the latter, proposing a modifier (“°leggermente°”/“slightly” 12), which is repeated by the expert (13) as he walks back to his initial lecturing position. Another participant, Lara, sitting beside Luciano, seems to agree with him in a hyperbolic way (14, but the transcript is uncertain). The expert moves from a debate with Luciano to a general address to all the participants (15–19) and recognizes the relevance of his alternative description. He does so, however, by referring to those holding that position as “assolutamente pedanti”/“absolutely pedant” (16) and modifies the description “obliquo”/“oblique” with a superlative form (“leggerissimamente”/“very slightly” 19) of the adverb used by Luciano (“leggermente”/“slightly” 12–13), which he had previously conceded. This is highlighted by Lara (20).
This case shows how a locally expanded description can be legitimately contested by the participants. The use of formats other than the straightforward normative N + Adj produces the hedged character of the description. This in turn is vulnerable to contestation based on the autonomous visual access of the participants to the object exhibited to them. Moreover, Luciano’s counterproposal is also made possible by the available list of descriptors (Document 7), to which the participants have access, in which “diritto”/“straight” is the first option, “convesso”/“convex” has been excluded by the expert, and “obliquo”/“oblique” is the last one. Thus, the shared visual evidence, combined with available lexical options legitimated by the official terminology, generates possible contestation, thereby displaying the increasing autonomy of the participants.
Further expansions of the initial N + Adj format include possible problematizations of the choice of the Adj on the basis of variable conditions of looking and seeing as well as available options. Expansions introduce an instructional dimension (explicit in the if/then clause “se guardiamo tutto sommato possiamo anche dire che”/“if we look after all, we can also say that” Extracts 8, 14, 15, see De Stefani, this issue) that opens up possible doubts, discussions, and contestation. Further elaborations of the syntactical formats highlight the conditional, specific, relativized status of the description.
THE USE OF COPULAR CLAUSES
The format N + Adj also contrasts with the copular clausal format “the N is Adj.” Whereas the former is used in contexts in which the standard descriptors are straightforwardly usable, the latter rather addresses the nonfittedness of the descriptor regarding specific features of the object. The article preceding the noun expressing the category (vs. the category as an isolated N) projects some elaboration of its description. In other words, the N + Adj format is functional in clear-cut cases in which the adjective fully applies to the described object. By contrast, in cases in which the description is more difficult, either N + Adj is expanded or the description is formatted from the beginning as a clause. The expanded format is more emergent; the choice of the clausal format supposes an early projectability of the trouble.
In the next extract (Extract 13), the expert has shown a very irregular piece of cheese, recognized as such by all the participants. He then initiates a more analytical development of this specificity.
The anomalies of the cheese have been looked at and seen by the participants. The next category (“scalzo”/“side” 3) is introduced by a preface alluding to these anomalies, inviting the adoption of an analytical eye. This is not only introduced by a clause (3) but is also exhibited by the fact that just after the copula, the expert produces the adjective “diritto”/“straight” in a very peculiar way. First, there is an audible pause of 0.6 s after the verb, during which the expert raises the cheese (Figures 21, 22) and makes it visually available for the audience. When he begins to utter the adjective, he shifts his gaze from the audience to the cheese, looking at it (Figure 23). In the middle of the adjective, he pauses, still looking at it, leaning his head a bit to the left (Figure 24) before resuming his talk and completing the adjective with a head toss (Figure 25). This way of pausing in the middle of the descriptor exhibits in an audible (through silence) and visible way his public inspection, preceding and legitimizing the completion of the descriptor. This is oriented by Paolo, in front of him, who, in the middle of the pause, shakes his head and produces a disaligning “mm.” (4), and adds another head shake on the last syllable of “diri (0.6)tto.” So, the speaker and at least one member of the audience exhibit their orientation to the difficulty encountered in using that descriptor. Then the expert continues with a list of features, which is completed by a request for confirmation (8).
The next extract (Extract 14) provides another case in which the contrast between the clause and the nonclausal N + Adj format is observable. The expert is inspecting and describing an atypical cheese which comes from Nepal. He notices that the surface is irregular and makes some hypotheses about its causes. The description starts with Art + N projecting a copula and a descriptor. It is noticeable that, even in this case, there is a continuing intonation on the end of the noun, a pause (see Extract 13, 3), and a copula followed by a continuing intonation also (see Extract 13, 3) projecting the Adj. In this case, an expansion with a relative clause is introduced by the verb “have” (“abbiamo” 1).
The expert manipulates the piece, inspecting it while speaking. Syntactically there are several restarts, indexing the difficulty of describing it. The expert negates the feature of regularity (2–3), with a participant expressing some incipient dissent (4), and proposes a hypothesis for the visible and haptic irregularities, which, despite their contingent nature (problems during transport), are attributed to the sample. The reasoning for the vicissitudes suffered by the cheese is based on its careful examination and deduced from its observable characteristics. The conclusion is introduced by a verbum dicendi (8), which projects the final description and which enables a participant, Biagio, to offer a collaborative completion (9). The expert, however, does not acknowledge it but produces a standard N + Adj description (10) (the expert disaligns with the proposal of the participant, “irregolare” 9, by producing instead “non regolare” 10—both variants are present in the normative documents, the former on the terminology list, the latter on the expert’s slide). The disalignment enhances the asymmetry between the participants.
So, this extract begins with a clause in a copular format and is finally completed by redoing the description, this time in a minimal N + Adj format. This shows that once the descriptive problem is solved, the object is described in a standard way: its features have been normalized in the discussion.
DEVELOPMENTS WITHIN COMPLEX SENTENCES
While the simplest format N + Adj expresses the standard pairing between a category and a descriptor, more articulated forms of syntax make possible a more malleable description and possibly combine different aspects, which are treated separately in the available lists. These formats are often introduced by the verb “abbiamo”/“we have,” referring to what is made available to the examiners rather than to a quality of the object (expressed with the copula). Thus, more articulated forms of syntax enable the expert to adhere to the specificities of the object as he perceives them, especially when they are not clear-cut or are difficult to capture with a unique descriptor rather than following the normative hierarchies and orders of the lists. This can lead to contestation or puzzlement among the audience, especially when they orient to the normative model.
Extract 15 shows such a description, which nonetheless continues to rely on the official terminology.
The first category (“crosta”/“rind”) is introduced by the verb “noi abbiamo”/“we have” (1) and described with a series of adjectives (“elastica”/“elastic” 2, “sottile”/“thin” 4, “rugosa”/“wrinkled” 6, “marchiata”/“branded” 9), which are all mentioned on the slide (Document 8) but one: the expert’s description also includes the thickness of the rind, which is a criterion belonging to the next step of the procedure, the examination of the paste. Despite the slide not mentioning “trama della tela”/“texture of the cloth” (6), this characteristic is mentioned in the more complete list accessible to the participants. So, the expert does not follow the slide blindly; quite the opposite, he rather follows the structure of the object he holds in his hands (and topicalizes his own visual perception, 3). However, the relevance of the available (and projected) list is observable in the final question asked by a participant (12) pointing at the category color as still missing (it is the last in the list projected on the screen, Document 8).
Each feature is examined, visually or haptically, and shown (by pointing). These movements precede the uttering of the descriptor and ground them on direct sensorial access. For instance, “abbastanza elastica”/“relatively elastic” (2) is preceded by the hand touching and pressing the rind, haptically exploring it (Figure 26); “abbastanza sottile”/“fairly thin” (4) is preceded by looking and pointing at it (Figure 27); “leggerm-rugo:sa”/“slightly wrinkled” (5–6) is preceded by rubbing the rind with the fingers (Figure 28). In all the cases, the Adj is modified as a gradable quality. The difficulty of evaluating the graduality of the descriptor is explicitly hinted at by the head toss (4) co-occurring with “abbastanza sottile” (4). It is also hinted at by references to possibly asymmetric visual perspectives and access (7), although the detail is shown and pointed at in front of the audience (Figure 29). Moreover, this description is prefaced by a long stretched sound (3)—“><eh::::(0.9)<m:::(0.7)>”— transcribed by indicating its length. The same happens with “leggerm-rugo:sa,” preceded by < eh:(0.3)><m:::::(0.9)> (5), and “marchiata,” preceded by “<eh::::(1.0)><m::(0.6)>” (9). These stretched sounds make audible the ongoing process of sensing that precedes and informs the descriptor. They are integrated into the ongoing progressivity of the description and indeed exhibit it and the conditions that make it possible.
A last extract shows another instance of a description that arranges various features in an emergent incremental multimodal turn. In this case, the free arrangement of the description in a complex elaboration provokes some puzzlement in the audience, who rather orient to the official documents and the hierarchy of the normative descriptors contained in them. The turn starts with a bare N, followed by a pause, and then a description introduced by the verb “have” (“ha” 1). The bare N is used as a title (separated by the pause from what follows) of a discursive development to come (vs. as the beginning of a clause integrated within it). As we shall see, this format is justified by the complexity of the materiality to be described (Extract 16a).
The expert mentions the overall category “superficie”/“surface” (without article) as a starting point and category that will be described. He then continues, after a significant pause, with the verb “ha”/“has,” which predicates something about it: the entire description depends on this verb and on its object (“una colorazione”/“a coloring” 1) and aggregates together a series of features thanks to two prepositional phrases (initiated by “con”/“with” 2 and “di”/“of” 4) (ha una N Adj con X di Y). This description alternates the examination of the object and the orientation to the audience, observable in the gaze shifts and also in the progressivity of the talk. The first feature of the surface’s coloring is expressed by an adjective (“regola:re”/“regular” 2), which is presented as unproblematic and is recipient-designed by the gaze to the audience (a brief gaze to the cheese precedes “una colorazione” and “regola:re” while the expert turns the cheese various times and displays that this feature can be captured at a glance). By contrast, the first prepphrase beginning with “con”/“with” is characterized by long stretched vocal sounds (“m::::::”2, “m::::”3) that precede “colorazione bianca.” During the production of these sounds, the expert inspects the object not only visually but also haptically. The second prepphrase (4) is unproblematic too and specifies the cause of the color that has just been described. So, the issue here seems to concern the exact color of the rind—for which the word “colorazione”/“coloring” and not “colore”/“color” is used.
This description raises several problems among the audience, which are observable in the continuation of the extract. As we shall see, there is a double orientation of the participants toward the material features of the object—on which the previous extract focuses entirely—and the tools assisting its examination, namely the tasting sheet and the terminology lists—which are not considered by the expert during his description. As a matter of fact, the syntactical arrangement chosen by the expert in Extract 16a associates some descriptors in a way that does not correspond to their order in the terminology list he projects on the screen and which the participants have on their table. In the terminology list (Document 9), the description is structured according to three categories: surface (“superficie,” coinciding with the “tipologia”/“typology” of the rind), aspect (“aspetto,” which includes “ammuffita”/“moldy”), and color (“colore”/“color,” which includes “bianco”/“white,” “giallo”/“yellow,” “marrone”/“brown,” etc., as well as its uniformity: “uniforme-non uniforme”/“uniform”-“not uniform”). The expert’s description in Extract 16a associates two features that are dispersed under different categories of the list: he describes the “colorazione”/“coloring” of the surface as “bianca”/“white” and mentions the “muffa”/“mold” that causes it. The former refers to the color (although “colorazione” is not “colore”), and the latter refers to the aspect (although “muffa” is not “ammuffita”): in this sense, he mixes up descriptors coming from two distinct categories in the terminology sheet, thus ignoring their normative order. He also uses expressions that are similar but not identical to the ones on the list. The complex syntax (vs. the simplest format N + Adj) enables him to depart from the normative terminology and its order.
The fact that this puzzles the participants orienting to the terminology and the tasting sheet is observable in the subsequent extract, when they ask a question about the location of the descriptor (8) on the tasting sheet. Moreover, their suggested descriptors (11–12, 17) concerning the color are rejected or corrected by the expert. We first focus on the question (8) and the first collaborative suggestion (11) (Extract 16b).
The previous description (1–4) is brought to completion by the expert looking down at the computer (4). The multimodal completion of the description, this gaze shift, and the connective “allora”/“so” are oriented to by other participants as achieving a transition to the next item. In particular we focus on two participants, Biagio and Luigi, both sitting in the front row and both audible and visible in the video recording.
Like all the participants, Biagio is taking notes using the preformatted empty tasting sheet; he asks (8) where to write the previous description (and offers a candidate response, mentioning the “note”/“notes” rather than the “superficie”/“surface” section), displaying some disorientation relative to the procedure/tasting sheet. The expert rejects the candidate response and rather indicates the “colore”/“color” section as relevant.
At the same time, just after “allora”/“so” (6), Luigi looks down at his terminology list (Figure 30) and looks up at the expert (Figure 31) only after the latter has produced the word “colore”/“color”: at this point, Luigi immediately offers a possible descriptor (11) in a collaborative completion, in the form of a bare color adjective (also proposed by another participant, Franca, 12)—i.e., in a format that corresponds to the standard terminology. When the expert, instead of ratifying this proposal, engages in a new clause beginning with the copula (14), projecting a more complex description of the color, Luigi looks back at his list, as if to make sense of it, and then looks back to the expert, listening and looking at his demonstration (14). He will write again only later on (Figure 35), only after the new description has mentioned the color “white” he was proposing earlier (see Extract 16c, 18).
So, Biagio and Luigi both display, albeit in different ways, a double orientation toward the ongoing demonstration and, at the same time, toward their written tools; their actions show alternative trajectories and anticipation with respect to the turn formatting of the expert. Nonetheless, the expert continues with a complex description, not making any use of the short descriptors proposed but using instead a more elaborated syntactical structure. In this way, he signals that the description is departing from the normative model at hand. The distinctiveness of this format is revealed again by his disalignment with Biagio proposing a descriptor selected from the list (17) (Extract 16c).
The complex turn of the expert (14–15, 18) displays some difficulty in describing the color of the “ba:se,” which is produced by him by not only looking at the rind but also rubbing it several times on both surfaces (14) while he utters a prolonged sound “m” (14) (possibly a hesitation in the first case and the initial sound of “marrone” in the second case). Thus, the expert exhibits his color description as the result of an intense and prolongated multisensorial engagement with the object.
At this point, Biagio, who was intensively looking at the presenter (Figure 32), treats the complex description as complete and volunteers another descriptor (“>non uniforme<” 17) while looking at the expert in front of him (Figure 33). This descriptor features in the terminology sheet after the list of colors: its location within the list corresponds to the sequential position at which Biagio proposes it, at the completion of the previous color description.
The expert ignores this contribution by not responding to it. Instead, he continues with a relative clause (18), tied back to the N “ba:se” (14), in which he mentions again the “colorazione (0.4) bianca” introduced previously. Biagio continues to look intensively, leaning aside to see better (Figure 34). As the expert mentions the color “bianca” (18), Luigi begins to write (Figure 35), and Biagio looks down at his notes too (Figure 36) while another participant repeats the color adjective (19).
The expert continues to look at the cheese, manipulating it while he inspects it for a long moment (20). The result of this examination is delivered in the final description (21–24), which contradicts Biagio’s proposal, in a complete clause with copula (21), then corrected in an increment (22) and followed by another clause explaining the causes of the relative nonuniformity of the cheese’s surface (22–24). The complex syntactic arrangement enables a gradual qualification of the “uniformity” of the white coloring, with “<abba>stanza”/“fairly” (21), “non completamente”/“not entirely” (22), and “un pochettino”/“a bit” (23), all expressions that relativize the uniformity (but never align with Biagio’s descriptor “non uniforme”/“not uniform” 17). During this description, Biagio consults the terminology list (Figure 37), looks back at the sample (Figure 38), and finally writes on his tasting sheet (Figure 39).
In this case, the elaborated syntactic formatting of the expert’s description addresses the complexity of the object to be described, which is not reducible to the bare adjectives contemplated in the terminology list. This elaborated formatting is also grounded in the embodied multisensorial examination of the sample, which exhibits the complexity of the object and the task. Nonetheless, the participants continue to make sense of the description by reference to the documents they have been socialized to use for enhancing the analyticity of their sensorial examination. A series of disalignments shows the discrepancies between the expected standard description using the minimal format N + Adj and relying on the normative order of the rubrics in the tasting sheet on one hand and, on the other hand, a complex description using a more elaborated syntax within a complex multimodal gestalt exhibiting the complexity of the object and the multisensoriality of the task of describing it. This discrepancy, observable in the disalignments between the participants, shows the consequentiality of the selection of alternative syntactic formats as exhibiting different forms of accountability and expertise.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The article has explored the indexical, contingent, emergent, and yet systematic relations between syntactic formats and embodied conducts in a complex ecology of action. It has demonstrated how the choice of recurrent syntactic formats is related to several specific features of the ongoing activity and their methodic usage by the participants.
In the context studied—tasting sessions training professional cheese tasters—the simplest format N + Adj refers to the standard normative organization of the tasting lexicon, materialized in artifacts such as structured lists of technical descriptors and prestructured forms in which participants write tasting results. The use of this format also crucially refers to the sensorial activity of looking and touching (as well as smelling and tasting, see Mondada 2020b) the examined samples: each descriptor (in its standardized adjectival form) is produced as a result of a careful examination of the material object. This double orientation toward the semiotic artifacts (and the norms they represent) and toward the sensed object is embodied in the gaze toward screens and texts in the local ecology, alternating with practices of looking and touching the samples. Moreover, this double orientation is publicly witnessable and visibly exhibited for an audience of trainees learning how to sensorially experience and describe the objects at hand. Thus, the simplest format N + Adj (as well as its specific temporal realization) is deeply rooted in the local ecology, in which it not only reproduces a normative model but reflexively invites both expressing the senses and feeling the words.
The format N + Adj can be further expanded: the N and Adj can feature in a clause or in more elaborated syntactical constructions. The choice of these alternative formats depends on the complexity of the object as it is exhibited in the search for solutions/formulations by the speaker, displaying that it is impossible to merely apply existing terminologies. In these cases, the temporality of the description is characterized not only by visible long silent sensorial examinations of the object but also by stretched sounds and syllables making the process of elaborating a description audible. In these expanded and elaborated formats, the speaker often explicitly formulates the conditions and practices of saying and sensing.
These different multimodal formats for describing visual and haptic features of the object are adjusted to the temporality of sensing them. As demonstrated elsewhere (Mondada 2018a, 2021), the formatting of “active sensing” (by analogy to “active touching,” Gibson 1962) excludes talking. This is not only the case for tasting or sniffing, in which it is difficult to ingest or smell and at the same time speak, but is also the case for looking and touching, which in principle could be achieved while talking at the same time. This shows that the exclusion of talk is not merely caused by a physical impossibility but relates to ways of formatting the action going on: in the context of tasting, looking and touching are achieved silently by the taster displaying their total focus on the object. Only afterward do they verbally describe and comment on it. This temporal distribution also enables the speaker to display that the description is actually the outcome of their sensorial engagement (cf. Mondada 2020a for sniffing as providing for the publicly demonstrable sensorial ground for talking).
This temporal, embodied, and material distribution of silence vs. talk, and of sensing vs. talking within various syntactic-lexical formats shows how a conception of syntax in interaction inspired by multiactivity contributes to a better understanding of a situated syntax permeable to local contingencies and concurrent actions and, more generally, of the relations between body and grammar, sensoriality, and language. The latter have been discussed from a lexical, semantic, and cognitive perspective on the senses, abundantly addressed in neurocognitive, and psycholinguistic studies (Majid 2021), but have not yet been discussed in relation to the in situ and in vivo choice of syntactic formats articulated with embodied practices of manipulating samples, making them accessible to the eyes or the hands (as well as the nose and the mouth, Mondada 2020b). Speakers’ use of syntax reveals finely tuned orientations toward the details in which the world is visually and haptically (olfactorily and gustatively) explored and ultimately toward how the senses enable the production of its linguistic description.
In turn, this focus on specific situated constraints on syntactic formats highlights the flexibility, variability, and also the systematicity of syntax as it is locally used, adjusted, and reshaped by the speakers. This approach of the indexicality of syntax shows how it is deeply embedded in the specificity of its situated activity and its material ecology. It also shows the importance of considering peculiar formats tailored for/by the activity at hand and the systematicity of their use, revealing how speakers methodically orient to their differences and distributions as relevant and meaningful within that activity.
Transcript Conventions
Talk has been transcribed following Jefferson’s conventions (2004) and embodiment following Mondada’s conventions (2018a; see https://www.lorenzamondada.net/multimodal-transcription).
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This contribution investigates the use of the Czech particle jako (“like”/“as”) in naturally occurring conversations. Inspired by interactional research on unfinished or suspended utterances and on turn-final conjunctions and particles, the analysis aims to trace the possible development of jako from conjunction to a tag-like particle that can be exploited for mobilizing affiliative responses. Traditionally, jako has been described as conjunction used for comparing two elements or for providing a specification of a first element [“X (is) like Y”]. In spoken Czech, however, jako can be flexibly positioned within a speaking turn and does not seem to operate as a coordinating or hypotactic conjunction. As a result, prior studies have described jako as a polyfunctional particle. This article will try to shed light on the meaning of jako in spoken discourse by focusing on its apparent fuzzy or “filler” uses, i.e., when it is found in a mid-turn position in multi-unit turns and in the immediate vicinity of hesitations, pauses, and turn suspensions. Based on examples from mundane, video-recorded conversations and on a sequential and multimodal approach to social interaction, the analyses will first show that jako frequently frames discursive objects that co-participants should respond to. By using jako before a pause and concurrently adopting specific embodied displays, participants can more explicitly seek to mobilize responsive action. Moreover, as jako tends to cluster in multi-unit turns involving the formulation of subjective experience or stance, it can be shown to be specifically designed for mobilizing affiliative responses. Finally, it will be argued that the potential of jako to open up interactive turn spaces can be linked to the fundamental comparative semantics of the original conjunction.

Keywords: conversation analysis, multimodal analysis, video data, spoken Czech, turn-final particles, mobilizing response, interactive turn space


INTRODUCTION

The lexical item jako (English “like” or “as”) is highly frequent in spoken Czech. While jako has traditionally been described as hypotactic conjunction—that is, one that links two elements for comparison or provides additional information on a first element—and as a coordinating conjunction, most of its occurrences in spoken Czech do not seem to be covered by these traditional categories. Instead, jako in spoken discourse has been analyzed as a polyfunctional particle that signals, among other things, perturbations or hesitations in the process of speech production, reported speech or thoughts, new topics or inferences, and so on. It has, therefore, been mainly understood as a device for structuring unplanned oral discourse, and even as a parasitic “filler word.” This contribution suggests adopting a micro-analytic perspective on some prototypical oral uses of jako in naturally occurring, video-recorded conversations in order to shed light on the apparent contrast between the traditional (i.e., according to standard grammars) and actual (i.e., according to its occurrence in spoken discourse) contexts of use of the item. Based on the framework of conversation analysis and multimodal interaction analysis, this contribution will investigate some of the typical lexico-syntactical and audible environments of jako, namely, in the vicinity of hesitations, disfluencies, and pauses. At the same time, the analyses will consider its position within larger discursive activities, how possible recipients respond to its use, and the embodied conduct of both current speakers and their interlocutors. This investigation of jako in its fuller sequential and multimodal context aims at understanding its current use in relation to its original, comparative dimension—that is, establishing a comparative relation between two discursive elements. The analyses of different excerpts from the ordinary conversation will illustrate that this basic comparative meaning is a recognizable and essential feature of jako. Indeed, jako systematically projects a second element that does not necessarily have to be expressed, such that jako can be followed by turn suspensions or used in a turn-final position. In sequence-initial actions, it is by simultaneously projecting and withholding a second “next” discursive element that jako opens up a slot for co-participant responsive action, and, more specifically, for affiliative responsive action.

Previous work on jako has provided rather fuzzy functional descriptions and has disregarded the exact sequential and multimodal dimensions of the token (Section Descriptions of jako in Written and Spoken Czech). Although crosslinguistic research on quotatives draws an interesting parallel with the comparative dimension of jako, this has not yet been explored in terms of its supposed “filler” or “parasitic” usage. Within conversation analysis, phenomena such as hesitations, unfinished utterances, or turn suspensions have been shown to systematically relate to the maintenance or reestablishment of mutual attention and understanding. More specifically, research on pre-pausal conjunctions in other languages has illustrated how these can transform into particles that act on the scope of the next action (Section Hesitations, Turn-Suspensions, and “Incomplete” Turns in Social Interaction, and Their Response-Mobilizing Potential). Here, it will be argued that perturbations or hesitations in the vicinity of jako are not merely flagged by this item. Jako rather allows, through the specification of some previous discursive elements, for the anticipatory resolution of possible trouble (Section Indicating Uncertainty and Hesitation—or Projecting Precision?). More generally, jako appears at points in the conversation at which a specific responsive action from the side of the co-participant(s) has been made relevant. Indeed, together with embodied displays composed of resources such as gaze toward the recipient, stance-related facial expressions, gestures, and/or head nods, jako can be exploited to mobilize response by providing an extension of a previous opportunity for responsive action (e.g., in the form of response tokens or pre-emptive completions) (Section Creating a Slot for Responsive Action With jako). This can explain the proximity of jako to assessments, and, more generally, its clustering within conversational big packages that involve the formulation of self-disclosure, of a personal stance, or of a subjective report (including reported speech or thoughts). This shows that jako can be exploited to mobilize affiliative responses (Section Mobilizing Affiliative Responses With jako). Finally, it will be argued that the fundamental comparative dimension of jako is maintained throughout these different uses, albeit in a more abstract way (Section Discussion). Jako simultaneously refers to some previous element and projects a related but more specific “next.” This “next” can be another lexical item, but can also be a discursive element, such as a specific type of co-participant response. This basic semantic feature of jako can explain its overall flexible position and frequency within utterances and its specific suitability for use in turn- or unit-final position.



BACKGROUND


Descriptions of jako in Written and Spoken Czech

This section is dedicated to the presentation of jako with respect to its basic grammatical descriptions and to prior research investigating its use in oral discourse. Due to its high frequency in spoken Czech, previous studies have aimed at distinguishing and classifying various functions of jako. While these inventories point at a rather heterogeneous set of contexts of use (oscillating between indicating precision/specification and, on the contrary, a lack thereof), research on jako as a quotation marker hints at a possible solution to this functional eclecticism: reconsidering comparison as a fundamental semantic feature of jako beyond its quotative uses.

In standard Czech dictionaries (Internetová Jazyková Příručka, Ústav Pro Jazyk Český, 2008–20211), jako is defined as a hypotactic conjunction used (a) for expressing a comparison and combining the elements that are to be compared (velký jako já, “as tall as me,” zdravý jako ryba, “healthy as a fish,” je starší jako matka, “(s)he is older than mother”) and (b) for adding additional terms that contribute to the identification and illustration of a sentential element [dojel jako první, “he finished (as) first,” stěhovaví ptáci, jako vlaštovka a rehek, už odletěli, “migratory birds, such as swallows and redstarts, have already flown away,” takový člověk, jako je on, by to nikdy neudělal, “a man like he is (i.e., like him) would never do that”]. Moreover, jako can be used as coordinating conjunction [v zimě jako v létě, “in winter like in summer” (i.e., “all year round”), mladí jako staří, “young and old (alike)”]. Its high frequency in spoken discourse2 (with more than 87,000 occurrences in the “oral_v1” corpus of the Czech National Corpus3; see also Adamovičová, 2017, p. 96, Table 1 and p. 98, Table 2), however, cannot be explained exclusively by these three traditionally described uses (comparative, illustrative, and coordinative). In spoken discourse, jako has been counted among the modifying particles, that is, tokens that contribute to the contextualization and communicative function of an utterance (“modifikační částice,” Nekula, 1995, p. 362–364), although jako is usually not explicitly acknowledged in its particle function in standard grammars (cf. Rinas, 2013, p. 174). Alternatively, jako, in spoken Czech, is treated as a discourse marker, as it is mainly used for utterance structuring and segmentation and only rarely according to its initial meaning, that is, for “comparing” and “explaining” (Čermáková et al., 2019, p. 316–318). Despite the fact that it is sometimes described as a “parasitic” item or the manifestation of somehow “deficient” speaking skills (cf. Nekula, 1996, p. 97–98; Michalec, 2017), other studies have attempted to systematize its occurrences in spoken discourse, the most important ones being those of Kolářová (1994) and Hoffmannová (2010).

Kolářová (1994) provides several empirical examples for the illustrative function of jako (explaining or specifying prior elements of the utterance). She notices that jako is often preceded by a pause “which signals that the speaker manifestly reflects on their wording, and often signals the vagueness of the speaker's idea of what they would like to express”4 (Kolářová, 1994, p. 168). According to the author, jako not only relates to the uncertainty of speakers about how to express specific facts, but also to more mundane formulation difficulties, as it often co-occurs with corrections, unfinished utterance parts, or other “disruptive” modifying particles such as prostě, “simply,” teda, “really,” or tak, “so” (Kolářová, 1994, p. 168). Hoffmannová (2010) states the difficulty in capturing the precise meaning of jako and proposes a list of its possible communicative uses based on selected examples from the Czech National Corpus. These relate to, but also go beyond, the basic meanings as presented in standard dictionaries (Hoffmannová, 2010, p. 361–363, my translation):

• a) paraphrasing, providing additional information;

• b) providing explanation, correction, or precision;

• c) introducing an additional argument or step;

• d) expressing an inference or result;

• e) introducing a new topic;

• f) introducing one's own or someone else's reported speech or thoughts;

• g) framing a quoted element from a specific context;

• h) indexing uncertainty, a search of an expression, or approximation;

• i) use as a universal filler word, signaling hesitation, and supporting the ad-hoc planification of unprepared speech;

• j) use as an empty utterance-final appendage.

It can be noted that, according to an inventory by Hoffmannová, the different functions of jako seem to relate both to providing more specific and precise information and to flagging imprecision and uncertainty. This apparent contradiction is, however, not attended to (but see the analysis of jako as a quotative marker in the next paragraphs). Moreover, the existing studies try to grasp the meanings of jako based on single decontextualized utterances in that they do not (or not systematically—see Čermáková et al., 2019, p. 316–318) consider how the turn containing jako is preceded or responded to within a given conversation. Additionally, no study has sought to reflect on the relationship between jako and larger action trajectories or possible multimodal resources co-occurring with its use. Up to now, its meaning within dialogic structures has only been marginally considered (for instance, in “challenging” questions, cf. Rinas, 2007, p. 399–401; 2013, p. 170–171, or relating to the formulation of inferences, cf. Hirschová, 2014, p. 91–93). However, these usages have been described based on written examples, and one can assume these to correspond to less frequent and more figurative uses of jako.

The only communicative function of jako that has received more detailed attention is its quotative use, although it does not seem to be the only lexical item used in Czech for framing reported speech and quotes (cf. Hoffmannová, 1999; Hoffmannová et al., 2017). According to Hoffmannová et al. (2017), the items jako, “like,” teda, “really,” and jakože, “as if” are used for indexing the reported speech of both the speaker and others and can occur alone or in combination with, for instance, verba dicendi (such as říkat, “to say,” cf. Hoffmannová et al., 2017, p. 19). From a crosslinguistic perspective, jako is part of a group of quotative items deriving from a semantic source of comparison, that is, indexing similarity or approximation (Buchstaller and van Alphen, 2012, p. xiii–xv; see also Buchstaller, 2014, p. 20–22), which seems to be the most frequent semantic source overall in both Indo-European and typologically different languages. This relates to the natural impossibility of rendering reported speech in its verbatim original form, making the reported version by definition an approximation (or “demonstration,” cf. Clark and Gerrig, 1990) of the original. This kind of quotative thus enables the “[…] speakers [to] acknowledge and even highlight the approximative value of the quotation and thereby shield themselves from potential criticism regarding the inexact nature of the reproduction […]” (Buchstaller and van Alphen, 2012, p. xv). Comparative quotatives such as jako are therefore especially suitable for framing a specific stance, perspective, or opinion (with different degrees of certainty from the perspective of the speaker), and they index an exemplification of a given situation or turn-at-talk rather than its exact reproduction (see, e.g., for English: Romaine and Lange, 1991; Buchstaller, 2014; for French: Fleischman and Yaguello, 2004; for Hebrew: Maschler, 2002; for Norwegian: Hasund et al., 2012; cf. also the discussion on the “authenticity” of reported speech in Holt and Clift, 2007, p. 6–9). While traditionally, research on quotatives has more clearly focused on lexical and syntactical resources, a certain number of studies have also underlined the importance of other interactional resources, such as prosody, voice quality, or facial and other body movements, for framing and completing quotations of thoughts and (in)direct speech (e.g., Ferrara and Bell, 1995; Günthner, 1997; Golato, 2000; also see Keevallik, 2010 for how body movements themselves can become the quoted object). These bundles of vocal and embodied resources used in quotations often occur in the environment of story climaxes (Drew, 1998; Golato, 2000) and therefore allow other participants to affiliate with the depicted perspective or even to concurrently join the emerging utterance (Holt, 2000; Haakana, 2007; Selting, 2017). Several lines of reasoning ensue from these findings. First, the assumption of a possible basic meaning of jako with regard to its quotative use (e.g., “comparison”) may be fruitfully extended to its nonquotative uses as well. Second, the way jako is framed and accompanied by embodied actions might give more precise hints as to its interactional meaning. Finally, it might be useful to explore the link of jako to precise sequential and actional environments and how it relates to alignment and affiliation (Stivers, 2008).

Up to now, jako in Czech has been analyzed as having multiple communicative uses (or as being part of a larger heterogeneous group of items characteristic of spoken Czech, e.g., Hoffmannová, 1999, p. 71–83; Hoffmannová, 2018), some of which seem to possess a clear scope (e.g., the quotative use), while others appear to be rather fuzzy and underdetermined. The latter point is visible in the recurrent designation of jako as a “filler word” and as dispensable, and in the partial overlapping of different suggested uses (Hirschová, 2014, p. 89–90; Šulecová, 2015; Hoffmannová et al., 2017, p. 19; see also abovementioned categories a–j of Hoffmannová, 2010). As a result, the precise scope and meaning of various occurrences of jako in spoken Czech still remain to be tackled. Instead of suggesting a further functional differentiation, in this contribution, I will focus on instances of jako that, with regard to prior descriptions of this item, appear the fuzziest or underspecified. These instances relate to disturbances in the progression of the turn, that is, cases in which jako co-occurs with hesitations, cut-offs, or incomplete syntactic constructions (i.e., in turn- or unit-final position). They roughly correspond to the abovementioned categories of Hoffmannová (2010, p. 363), specifically (h) indexing uncertainty or a search, (i) indexing hesitation, and (j) acting as an “empty” utterance appendage. They thus include usages of jako with seemingly maximal fuzziness or semantical “emptiness.” In the analyses presented below, I intend to take into account the notion that comparison is an overall basic semantic feature of jako (cf. Pečený, 2009, p. 65–76) that can lead to a new perspective on the nonquotative uses of this item as well.



Hesitations, Turn-Suspensions, and “Incomplete” Turns in Social Interaction and Their Response-Mobilizing Potential

This section will focus on two interrelated topics that are relevant to understanding the “fuzzy” occurrences of jako that are to be analyzed in this contribution. On the one hand, it will present a general outline of research in conversation analysis and multimodal interaction analysis on disfluencies, hesitations, and suspended or incomplete turns. On the other hand, it will look into research on turn-final conjunctions and particles in other languages. This will allow for a sketch of the lines along which the later analyses will be developed. Momentarily incomplete or suspended turns can mobilize responsive co-participant action, and former conjunctions in turn- or unit-final position have been shown to transform into particles that can specify the type or scope of the next action.

Instead of merely understanding disfluencies in typical speakers as the audible result of internal cognitive difficulties in language processing, numerous interactional studies have pointed out the systematic features and interactional meaning of recurrent “disfluencies” in social encounters. As Sacks et al.'s seminal work on the organization of turn-taking (Sacks et al., 1974) has shown, participants in social interaction can rely on various grammatical, lexical, and para-verbal resources in order to recognize when a given unit of talk—or turn-constructional unit (TCU)—has reached possible completion, thus enabling speaker-transition. The recognition of these transition-relevance places (TRPs), however, does not depend solely on the grammatical completeness of the turn. Indeed, knowledge about recurrent syntactical structures (Lerner, 1991, 1996) and grammatical projective force (Auer, 2005) allows co-participants to largely anticipate these points of possible completion, and also to continue an utterance on behalf of the original speaker. However, not only specific syntactical or actional structures (Lerner, 1991; Hayashi, 1999; Keevallik, 2013: p. 10–12), but also other interactional resources, such as pauses, cut-off words, or other hesitation phenomena (Lerner, 1996, p. 256–267), prosodic cues (Brenning, 2015), or the carrying out or retraction of specific gestures, movements, and object manipulations (Olsher, 2004; Mondada, 2006, 2015; Keevallik, 2020), contribute to the foreshadowing and formatting of moments of possible utterance completion. While co-participants can opportunistically self-select upon recognition of such points in the conversation, current speakers may also actively shape their utterances so as to invite the collaboration of a co-participant (Lerner, 2002; Kalkhoff and Dressel, 2019; Pfänder and Couper-Kuhlen, 2019).

Hitches and perturbations in an ongoing utterance have indeed been shown to trigger various types of responsive conduct in co-participants. The action of briefly suspending and restarting a turn-in-progress systematically leads a non-gazing recipient to reorient their gaze to the current speaker (Goodwin, 1981, 1995, p. 199–205). Whereas this type of perturbation of an utterance in progress aims at securing the attention of a recipient, more explicit or elaborate hesitation phenomena can also seek other types of recipient involvement. A display of uncertainty can be multimodally framed (e.g., by gazing toward a co-participant, not away from them, or by producing a “searching” gesture) as projecting a response from a knowing recipient (Goodwin, 1987), or securing help in retrieving a missing lexical item (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1986; Hayashi, 2003). Basically, the interpretation of a disruption in utterance progressivity as making relevant a response of a co-participant or not does not depend on grammatical structure alone but relies on a bundle of multimodal resources. For this reason, a speaker can, for instance, foreshadow a positive evaluation with a pre-positioned smile or by nodding, and thereby “guide” the recipient to producing an early positioned affiliative response (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1987), despite the actual assessment having not yet been formulated. Additionally, speakers can delay or withhold the production of a next unit-in-progress so as to provide an opportunity for the recipient to respond (Goodwin, 1986); that is, speakers can extend a prior TRP, for example, by producing an audible inbreath or some other non-lexical element. This enables the recipient to concurrently join with an affiliative response (e.g., an assessment) without intruding into the current speaker's next unit of talk.

Iwasaki's notion of “interactive turn spaces” (Iwasaki, 2009, 2013, 2018, inter alia) describes projective structures that do not operate between one TCU and another, but inside such a unit of talk. These local projective displays invite a responsive action or “micro-collaboration” from the co-participant, for instance in the form of continuers, response tokens, or pre-emptive completions (see also Hayashi, 2004). In Japanese, a noun phrase seems to be a recurrent grammatical resource for projecting such an interactive turn space if combined with prosodic (e.g., sound stretches or pauses) and embodied (e.g., gaze or nods) clues. Rather than simply providing a possibility for the recipient to respond (such as in the case of anticipatory completions), “[i]n contrast the suspended units […] constitute an invitation, or request, to the recipient to come in and produce a next relevant action so that the speaker can share and negotiate their stance” (Iwasaki, 2018, p. 72). While they do not work on the same structural level and have not been described for the same language, there are some similarities between the Japanese interactive turn spaces and “designedly incomplete utterances.” Particularly, the latter can be used in specific institutional settings to elicit information or demonstrations of knowledge from a co-participant (Koshik, 2002; Persson, 2017). Chevalier (2008) shows how syntactically unfinished utterances in French, due to their precise sequential positioning in pre-sequences, are followed by a pragmatically fitted response that does not treat the incompleteness of the previous turn as problematic. More specifically, unfinished turns seem to be frequently linked to potentially delicate social actions (Chevalier and Clift, 2008; Chevalier, 2009; see also Lerner, 2013; Li, 2016), and project, through both their sequential context and incompleteness, a preferred, affiliative response:

“[…] [Not completing a turn] is a resource that constitutes one way of addressing talk that is in some way delicate or problematic either in the development of the sequences or in the type of social actions that speakers seek to accomplish. In such a context, not completing a turn is one format deployed as a way of seeking affiliation.” (Chevalier and Clift, 2008, p. 1746)

Interactional research on hesitations and suspended or unfinished utterances shows us that, on the one hand, participants can exploit language-specific grammatical resources (cf. Stivers and Rossano, 2010) and other, translinguistically available embodied resources in order to elicit not any kind of responsive conduct, but more specific responses (such as affiliative ones) from their co-participants. On the other hand, these studies demonstrate that turn suspensions seem to be frequently associated with moments in which evaluations, stances, or possible delicate matters are dealt with. In the analyses presented below, I would like to argue that the occurrence of jako in spoken Czech often relates to interactional moments in which the response of an interlocutor has been made relevant, and that the response slot flagged by jako can aim at affiliative responses more particularly.

Studies on turn-final conjunctions and/or particles reveal themselves to be especially useful for understanding the apparent functional fuzziness of jako. In general, pre-pausal conjunctions (such as and, but, or) are ambiguous with regard to their implication for turn-taking, that is, they can be used as both turn-holding and turn-yielding devices (Jefferson, 1983; Mulder and Thompson, 2008). In her study on the Finnish conjunctions ja, “and” and mutta, “but,” Koivisto (2012) describes how these become recognizable turn-final particles when followed by a prosodic break or no further talk. Turns with turn-final ja can work as topic proffers (by providing incomplete/extendable lists) and thus mobilize a response, while turns with turn-final mutta can mitigate a potentially problematic stance (for instance, self-praise, or self-deprecation) and be used to pursue a response that is still due with respect to a prior turn (Koivisto, 2012, p. 1266–1269). The ambiguity of pre-pausal conjunctions remains, however, one of their inherent features, flexibly allowing for a continuation of the projected syntactic structure (“but > Y,” “and > Y”) in case no co-participant response is forthcoming: “For the participants, this ambiguity affords a possibility to transform the interpretation of the final conjunction ‘on the fly,' to accommodate the momentary interactional needs” (Koivisto, 2012, p. 1270).

A similar ambiguity with regard to turn-continuation or -yielding (ambiguous in the sense that the second element of a possible bipartite structure might be subsequently expressed by the same speaker or not) can be found in unit-final “or.” While “or” can be used as conjunction presenting two alternatives (“X or Y,” typically in alternative questions), it can also occur as a particle in turn-final position, that is, without actually expressing the alternative. This is the case of English or (Drake, 2015), German oder (Drake, 2016), and Finnish vai (Koivisto, 2017): these items can, for instance, transform a declarative turn into a confirmable, hint at an (unexpressed) alternative and therefore tilt the responsive preference away from an agreement with the first fully expressed alternative, or make relevant a topical elaboration by the second speaker. Thus, turn-final particles can create and adjust interactional spaces for responsive action. The type of responsive action targeted by these turn-final particles is usually reminiscent of the basic semantics of the initial conjunction (or and some of its lexical equivalents in other languages, for instance, act upon polar constraints, i.e., related to confirmation or disconfirmation as a relevant next action; cf. Drake, 2016). Consequently, jako, having been described both as conjunction and as a particle, might undergo a comparable process of transformation from conjunction to a pre-pausal or turn-final particle (cf. Mulder and Thompson, 2008). This could also provide an explanation for the previously mentioned apparent contradiction of jako signaling either precision or vagueness (cf. Section Descriptions of jako in Written and Spoken Czech). As the second element of the comparative relation set up by jako can but does not have to be systematically expressed, at least some instances of jako are very likely to mobilize a response. In order to reflect on this possible transformation process and the response-mobilizing potential of jako, a sequential and multimodal approach will be adopted in this contribution. Similar to the research that has been quoted in this section, I will consider the position of jako within its larger conversational context while simultaneously taking into account the precisely timed use of other audible and visible resources (cf. e.g., Goodwin, 1981; Streeck et al., 2011; Deppermann and Streeck, 2018; Mondada, 2018).




DATA DESCRIPTION

This study is based on video recordings of ordinary conversations among groups of two to four well-acquainted native speakers of Czech in private (i.e., at home) or public (i.e., cafés or bars) settings. The data was collected between 2013 and 20165, with each recorded event lasting between 55 and 180 min. The recordings were based on the informed written consent of all involved participants, allowing for their use for scientific purposes. The participants' names, other proper names, and forms of personal information have been systematically replaced with pseudonyms or otherwise anonymized. The overall data set used for this contribution consists of 11 communication events with 19 different participants and with a total duration of nearly 14 h. Using raw transcripts (based on the transcription conventions as suggested by Jefferson, 2004, and Kaderka and Svobodová, 20066) and the original recordings, a first overview of the occurrences of jako has been established. While it was initially planned to investigate the full data set and the overall distribution of jako regarding its sequential position (e.g., turn-initial, mid-turn or -unit, or turn-final), the sheer number of its occurrences and the need to systematically verify the transcription and utterance segmentation led me to adopt a more exploratory approach at this stage instead. Despite different frequencies according to the data sets (between 46 and 169 instances of jako in the first 30 min of each conversation), jako is overall very frequent, with more than 1,000 cases in less than half of the data set (5.5 h). Moreover, this item has a tendency to appear in clusters, that is, with multiple occurrences in longer multi-unit turns by one speaker, such as storytelling or explanations. I, therefore, focused on a qualitative analysis of about 30 selected excerpts, each containing several occurrences of jako in the immediate vicinity of hesitations and turn suspensions in multi-unit turns. I then investigated the speakers' embodied conduct throughout the utterances containing jako, and, more specifically, their co-participants' possible responsive conduct with regard to the occurrence of jako—that is, mostly minimal responsive conduct such as head nods or response tokens. The excerpts presented in Section Results of this contribution do not represent a traditional collection in the conversation analytic sense (cf. Sidnell, 2012). Instead, they will serve to illustrate a line of reasoning that shows both the polyfunctionality and flexibility of this lexical item and its possible development from an intrasentential and supposedly monological item to an interactional response-mobilizing particle. The selected occurrences of jako have been multimodally annotated using the Mondada (2019) transcription conventions. Screenshots of the video recordings used in the analysis (Figures) are referred to with hashtags and continuous numbering (i.e., #1, #2, #3), and have been positioned in the transcript at the exact moment they were taken. In addition to an idiomatic line-by-line translation of the transcripts, simple glosses (following the Leipzig glossing rules7) have been provided for selected lines in the transcripts.



RESULTS

This section is dedicated to the presentation of some of the most frequent uses of jako in spoken Czech as they appear in the abovementioned data set. Due to its complex inflectional system, word order in Czech is quite flexible (see Oloff and Havlík, 2018), and as a particle, jako can be positioned at nearly any point within an utterance, as shown in examples 1–3 below8. Note that in Example 3, jako is positioned at the end of a (grammatically unfinished) turn and that another speaker will self-select immediately after jako.


[image: Figure 1]
Example 1: jako in turn-initial position.



[image: Figure 2]
Example 2: jako in mid-turn position.



[image: Figure 3]
Example 3: jako in turn-final position.


From these short and decontextualized examples, it appears that jako does not take on any specific grammatical or semantic role with respect to the meaning of the utterance (contrary to the written examples that illustrate its traditional functions; see the beginning of Section Descriptions of jako in Written and Spoken Czech). In what follows, I will demonstrate that even these apparently dispensable occurrences of jako are suited to specific types of social action. First, the connection between jako and perturbations in the production of an utterance will be studied (section Indicating Uncertainty and Hesitation—or Projecting Precision?). Then, it will be shown how, through the use of jako, speakers can create or extend a slot for the responsive actions of their co-participants (section Creating a Slot for Responsive Action With jako). Finally, it will be argued that jako frequently occurs in bigger conversational packages relating to subjective reports or stances, in which it is used for mobilizing affiliative responses (section Mobilizing Affiliative Responses With jako).


Indicating Uncertainty and Hesitation—Or Projecting Precision?

Taking as an analytical starting point the understanding (as advanced by, e.g., Hoffmannová, 2010; Čermáková et al., 2019, p. 317–318) that jako is often related to the expression of uncertainty and hesitation or serves as an empty turn-final appendage, I suggest investigating different examples of jako in the vicinity of discursive perturbations without limiting the point of view to lexical content and syntactic structure. Instead, I will draw attention to non-lexical and other bodily resources co-occurring with jako or in its vicinity, and to the larger sequential context of its usage. By doing so, I wish to argue that jako does not a priori flag a word-search activity (i.e., it does not necessarily relate to the momentary cognitive unavailability of a specific word or expression from the point of view of the speaker). On the contrary, it projects an upcoming specification of some discursive element (in TCUs that are, for all practical purposes, not necessarily syntactically well-formed) in that it systematically provides for a specification of something previously stated or initiated.

jako is frequently positioned next to apparent perturbations in the production of speech, that is, hesitation particles, lexical fragments, and cut-offs, or pauses. However, there seems to be a distributional tendency: pauses are frequently positioned after jako (see Examples 6–7 below), while other types of perturbation instead cluster before jako (see Examples 4–5 below). Nevertheless, jako seems to mark the beginning of some specification or exemplification (cf. Examples 4–5) of what has preceded (see functions a–f of Hoffmannová, 2010; cf. section Descriptions of jako in Written and Spoken Czech), in the form of, for instance, a nominal phrase (Examples 4, 5), an adjectival phrase (Example 6), or even a complex sentence (Example 7).


[image: Figure 4]
Examples 4–7: jako in the vicinity of utterance perturbations.


While the distribution in the examples given above—jako either preceded by audible perturbations or followed by a pause—could hint at a functional difference, the following analyses will demonstrate that a sequential and multimodal perspective on the same examples might lead to a more holistic understanding of what jako is used for in everyday communication. Rather than treating cut-off words or pauses as exclusively connected to a decontextualized speaker-related trouble, we can also relate these to the interactive management of recipiency and intersubjectivity (as has been masterfully shown in classic studies such as Goodwin, 1979, 1981; Schegloff, 1979; Goodwin C., 1980; Goodwin M. H., 1980; see also Drew, 1997; Schegloff, 2010, cf. section Hesitations, Turn-Suspensions, and “Incomplete” Turns in Social Interaction, and Their Response-Mobilizing Potential).

Let us first take a look at the larger sequential context of Example 4, which is now Example 8. The two friends Lucie (LUC) and Radka (RAD) are meeting at a café. At this point in the conversation, Lucie is talking about the latest play she attended, a piece by Havel, and now reports that she initially hesitated to attend it. This decision process and weighing of different arguments for and against going to the theater are multimodally formatted.


[image: Figure 5]
Example 8: MamaCoff_003527_divadlo.


Lucie introduces a second argument here (“on the other hand,” l.01). While she seems to use jako for framing reported speech or thought (“I told myself,” l.01, “I thought,” l.03), it can be noticed that both instances of jako actually also frame an evaluation, first of the reputation of the theater, then of the author of the play. The multimodal annotation shows that preceding the first jako, Lucie holds up the palm of her right hand, nods, and shrugs, then, on the jako, starts frowning, and finally, while pronouncing the name of the theater, starts shaking her head. While the theater is being evaluated rather positively (“well okay,” l.03), the play is introduced contrastively by sice, “although.” Lucie again produces a headshake, but this time screws up both her eyes and mouth (Figure 1). This negative evaluation is then further formulated in the rest of her turn (i.e., the choice of play is not very original and thus it might not be worth attending, l.03–04). Interestingly, her interlocutor Radka, who is continuously gazing at her, accompanies the parts of the turn that are framed by jako with small head nods, thereby minimally responding to the offered assessments (l.02–03).

Although in the next example (previously Example 5), jako is not straightforwardly related to an assessment, it illustrates that this particle frames parts in the speaking turn that are relevant for responsive action from the interlocutor. Here, Jana (JAN) and her acquaintances, Nora (NOR) and Anna (ANN), discuss the possibilities for keeping or obtaining dual nationality for Czechs living abroad.


[image: Figure 6]
Example 9: SOUSED_000524_obcanstvi.mov.


Jana, living with her family in Germany, informs her interlocutors that she did not have to yield her Czech nationality (l.01). She then formulates the inference, that is, that she, therefore, has both Czech and German nationality (l.02). Shortly after this inference introduced by jako, Nora nods in response, then self-selects in order to provide another example of dual nationality, namely, her grandson Martin, living with his parents in Italy (l.03–04). Using a recognitional (Schegloff, 1996) to introduce the grandson sets up its confirmation as a next relevant action. However, as Jana is still slightly nodding in order to manage Anna's visible response after her last turn (see the change of Jana's gaze orientation, l.02–04), this nodding does not provide a clear answer from Nora's perspective. Indeed, she does not proceed with her example but initiates self-repair regarding the proper name (ten syn, “the son,” then replaced by vnuk, “grandson,” l.04). Although Jana adapts her responsive conduct immediately by increasing the amplitude of her nodding, then by blinking (Hömke et al., 2017), Nora proceeds with her self-repair. This jako precedes the most suitable replacement for the proper name (vnuk) and thus marks the resumption of Nora's previously projected turn-construction. Concurrently with jako, Nora's open palm gesture toward Jana reaches its apex (Figure 2), and from this moment on, she accompanies her turn with rhythmical head nods. Jana upgrades her responsive conduct once again, now by using a response token (l.04–05; notice the exact overlap onset with Nora's jako) by increasing the tempo of her nodding and shortly afterward by formulating a candidate understanding in overlap, blinking once again and producing two more response tokens (l.07). Jana's next responsive conduct again coincides with Nora's second jako: Jana blinks twice and produces yet another response token (l.06–08): Jana blinks twice and produces yet another response token (l.06–08). It should be noted that this response token, jo, is positioned rather precisely in the small pause between the jako and the resumption of Nora's turn (the infinitive vyřizovat, “to manage,” l.09).

While it cannot be completely excluded that the pause between jako and the resumption of the TCU and turn in l.09 (also) relates to trouble in speech production or processing, there still seems to be a remarkable co-occurrence of the current speaker's jako and the recipient's responsive conduct. This can be further corroborated by excerpt 10 (previously Example 6), in which Lenka (LEN) visibly designs her turn for possible responsive action from Jana (JAN), who is sitting to her left. Beforehand, the participants were talking about different places to spend their holidays.


[image: Figure 7]
Example 10: FLOW2_004158_snobske.mov.


Just before the beginning of the excerpt, Jana and Lenka have discussed a new and rather high-priced holiday resort. After having agreed that the high prices were related to the prestige and that this precisely attracted certain customers, Jana now states that she considered this resort first, but ended up booking a simpler cottage (l.01–02). While this turn reports on some factual action from her side and contains no jako, in her next turn, Jana accounts for her decision, and this personal evaluation (of the holiday resort not being suitable for children) is again framed by the use of jako (l.05–06; see also Lenka's responsive no, l.07). The more interesting occurrence of jako in this example is then produced by Lenka. She affiliates with Jana's account and thus her decision regarding the cottage by stating that “normal people” might also spend their holidays there (l.07–08). Jana does not seize the first opportunity to respond (see the TCU-final tag že, “right” and the following pause, l.08)—and Lenka then continues with a reformulated version of her previous statement. She also stops looking at her smartphone (cf. Figure 3a) and then, simultaneously with jako, enacts the yet-to-come adjective snobské, “posh”: she lifts her head, her chin, and her left hand so as to imitate a posture of “pride” (Figure 3b)9. She maintains this posture and looks at Jana throughout the following 0.6-s pause (cf. Figure 3c). As Jana is unfortunately excluded from the camera perspective, her embodied conduct cannot be analyzed; it is, however, certain that she does not formulate any audible response during this pause. Consequently, Lenka dissolves her posture and completes her turn with the adjective “posh.” That a response from Jana was indeed a relevant next action is shown by Jana's following repair-initiation and Lenka's repair (l.09–10). If one compares Jana's and Lenka's use of jako in this excerpt, the two previously described formats can be distinguished; on the one hand, perturbations followed by jako + phrase or clause, and on the other hand, no specific audible perturbations before the jako, followed by a pause and a resumption of the turn. The first three full examples (Examples 8–10) have illustrated that jako can indeed be used to provide more details and examples, that it often frames assessments, and that the discursive elements framed or accompanied by jako are treated as response-relevant by both the speakers and their recipients.



Creating a Slot for Responsive Action With jako

This section will elaborate on the idea that jako opens up an opportunity space for co-participation. One of the affordances of jako is its flexibility with respect to its position within a syntactic structure; that is, as a particle it can be used ad-hoc at any moment in an emerging turn or TCU (cf. Examples 1–3). The downside of this positional flexibility is that, despite its capacity to project a slot for the co-participants' possible responsive action, jako might not be very precise with respect to the type of response that should follow. Indeed, by simply opening up a slot for a “next,” the exact type of projected next is then to be interpreted in-situ by the interlocutors (cf. section Hesitations, Turn-Suspensions, and “Incomplete” Turns in Social Interaction, and Their Response-Mobilizing Potential). Excerpts 11 and 12 will show two different types of responsive actions that co-participants might carry out in the post-positioned slot, namely, either response particles only or pre-emptive completions.

Preceding excerpt 11, Pavla (PAV, who is currently not in the room), Hana (HAN), and Jana (JAN) have been discussing the difficulty of staying slim beyond a certain age, and the fact that the absence of physical activity leads to an immediate weight gain. After Jana's complaint about this, Hana continues by relating her own experience regarding this issue.


[image: Figure 8]
Example 11: Pink1_000957_citit.mov.


Hana illustrates the contradiction between a slight but real weight gain and the fact that others do not necessarily perceive this (l.01–03). The first jako she uses (l.02) is actually related to the embodied completion (Olsher, 2004) of her TCU, embodying the noticing of her physical change: she first seeks Jana's gaze, then briefly positions her hands in front of her at the level of her stomach and simultaneously looks down, thus briefly pointing with both her head and hands to the body part that underwent a transformation “after Christmas.” In parallel, she continues her turn with a second observation—about others' perception of this change—looking back at Jana (cf. end of l.02). Note that this first jako thus completes a TCU, but it does not introduce the following reported speech here. Hana's second jako (together with ale, “but,” l.03) is latched onto the reported speech (“no you look great but like”) and initiates Hana's comment on this contradiction. Again, the emerging syntactical structure (starting with ale, “but”) is complemented by various embodied actions: Hana puts her hands closer to her stomach, and, precisely on jako, performs an eyebrow flash (see Figures 4–6). She then suspends her turn and immediately starts straightening her upper body, letting it go limp, straightening up again, and so on. This dynamic body movement visibly connects this jako to her turn resumption in l.06. Hana's visible assessment (cf. Goodwin and Goodwin, 1987) and her steady gaze to Jana strongly project a response from Jana. Jana had indeed already reacted to Hana's turn beginning by producing an affiliative gesture—a “palm addressed” gesture with her left hand in Hana's direction (cf. l.03)—thereby displaying her agreement (Kendon, 2004, p. 271–273). Before repeating this gesture (l.06), Jana produces a response token, which due to its lengthening and high, rising pitch is formatted as highly affiliative (cf. Figure 7; cf. Sørensen, 2021). It is well-timed with respect to Hana's turn suspension and embodied display. Hana then continues her turn by reformulating and transforming its initial part in a different order (“it's a fact”—“one can feel it”—then she provides a concrete example by pointing to her stomach, l.01–02—is transformed into “one really doesn't notice”—a concrete example, here, closing the zipper—and finally, “it's a fact,” l.06–07), these resembling statements flanking the opportunity space opened up by jako. Pausing right after a first assessment (here, jako + embodied display, l.03–04) also prevents Jana's affiliative responsive action from overlapping with too much of Hana's subsequent turn continuation (see Goodwin, 1986, p. 209–214).

The presence or type of a potential response slot, however, largely hinges on the way that jako is multimodally framed; thus, the response following jako can vary accordingly. Indeed, if hitches and perturbations also occur in its immediate vicinity, recipients might interpret the jako as being not primarily related to an assessment and to the projection of a response slot, but rather to an ongoing word search. The next example—with the same participants as in Example 11, but taken from a different encounter—shows that in such an ambiguous case, the co-participants can suggest a pre-emptive completion (instead of a response token only). Here, Jana reports on the previous evening, when she met up with Pavla and other former classmates at a bar. She complains about the waitress's unprofessional conduct, as the latter scolded the guests arriving one by one for ordering their drinks late. When the waitress showed up for the fourth time, Jana finally ordered “this bottle” (l.02), from which point the waitress finally stopped being rude. After having finished this report, Jana starts expressing her evaluation of the waitress's conduct (l.04–05).


[image: Figure 9]
Example 12: PINK2_0414_neprijemna.mov.


After a global and rather fluently formulated first evaluation (“this should not happen,” l.04), Jana seems to encounter some formulation difficulties (see also her abandoned construction at the end of l.02). The cut-off adjectives after the first and second jako in l.05, along with her baton gesture (with her left hand moving up and down, cf. Figures 8, 9; note that again, she is not fully visible in the video frame), hint at a possible formulation difficulty, although by shaking her head, Jana simultaneously indicates an emerging negative assessment (l.04–05). Pavla, who has continuously been monitoring her, now first offers the possibly sought-for adjective nepříjemná, “unpleasant” (l.06). The fact that Jana carries out a full repeat of the suggested item also supports the understanding of the perturbations as possibly related to a word search (Oloff, 2014). But as Pavla then also adds a response token, she carries out a double responsive action, orienting both to the possible lack of a suitable lexical item and the presence of a responsive slot following jako (see also her supplementary response after Jana's repeat, l.07). However, it can be noted that—contrary to what happened in excerpt 11—Pavla's response may well be aligned but is not affiliative (cf. Stivers, 2008). She acknowledges Jana's negative assessment, but she does not explicitly agree with it (cf. also her gaze away from Jana in l.06, the absence of any specific prosodic emphasis on the acknowledgment token in l.07, and the absence of any affiliative facial expressions; cf. Figure 10). It is thus not surprising that Jana subsequently provides a reformulated version of her assessment (l.09–11), offering it once again for a possibly affiliative response. Note also that the 0.9-s pause in l.10 represents a slot in which Jana's co-participants could, but do not, self-select. Furthermore, the unfinished part of the syntactic construction introduced by jako projects a negative assessment of the waitress that is vocalized only after the pause (l.11). Audible and visible perturbations in the vicinity of jako can make it more difficult for co-participants to recognize the type of specific response projected by jako, such that instead of responding with a response token only, recipients might first provide a pre-emptive completion to the emerging turn instead.



Mobilizing Affiliative Responses With jako

The last two excerpts will illustrate that jako can be utilized to create interactive opportunities for affiliative responsive action by extending a previously recognizable TRP. While this mobilizing of affiliative responses is not always successful, it can be systematically linked with specific key moments within bigger conversational packages. In excerpt 13, the four friends Anton (ANT), Milan (MIL), Karel (KAR), and Pavel (PAV) are having a drink after a joint amateur soccer match and are currently recalling their successful shots during today's match and previous ones. Karel now reports on a lucky streak in which he was prominently involved, having scored the second and third goal.


[image: Figure 10]
Example 13: HAM_001119_dvagoly.mov.


Karel starts his sports report by explicitly drawing a parallel between two matches (the first jako in l.01, therefore, seems to relate to a comparison, and also opens up to a subjective report). Looking to Anton across the table, Karel then formulates what happened next, namely, that it was him scoring the next two goals (l.07). He multimodally frames this event as something positive and remarkable: while talking, he starts nodding, adopts a smiley voice, raises his eyebrows, and carries out an open palm gesture toward his co-participants (l.07, Figure 11). He then adds further “remarkable” information, specifically that it took him only 5 min to score these goals (l.08). During this continuation, he briefly reorients to Milan to his right and starts smiling. Milan is the first to produce an affiliative response, with a loud, lengthened, and then multiplied response token (l.09) and multiple head nods, thus participating in Karel's remembrance. Still in overlap, Karel begins the next unit with to, “this,” but suspends it soon thereafter. At this point, he visibly reorients to a next recipient who has not yet produced an audible response to his telling, Anton. Although Karel continues nodding and smiling after having suspended his emerging turn on jako (Figure 12), Anton does not seize this opportunity space to produce a verbal response, restricting himself to a more visible smile (precisely timed with the end of the previous TCU and thus clearly responsive). Not having obtained a more developed response from Anton, Karel now turns to Pavel (l.10, Figure 13), then produces some laughter particles, and resumes his suspended TCU (l.11, “this like (pause) I have to mention”), again with a smiley voice. Thus, a TCU suspended on jako can be resumed if the recipients fail to provide an appropriate uptake (cf. also Koivisto's analysis of some instances of turn-final että; Koivisto, 2014: p. 233–235, and section Hesitations, Turn-Suspensions, and “Incomplete” Turns in Social Interaction, and Their Response-Mobilizing Potential).

That Karel indeed seeks to mobilize affiliative responses from both Anton and Pavel can be seen in his subsequent conduct: he again reorients to Anton and produces some laughter particles, inviting the others to join (l.12, cf. Glenn, 2003). But Anton does not audibly join at this moment either, withdrawing his gaze from Karel and stopping to smile (l.16; note however that he keeps up his smile for the full length of this response opportunity slot). Pavel, on his part, apparently responds to the invitation to laugh (l.13), but without looking at Karel (cf. Figure 14), therefore producing an aligned but not affiliative response. Karel still tries to mobilize a possibly more developed uptake by producing yet another laughter token and continuously smiling (l.16–17). Not having obtained any further response, he continues his report, now giving more details on how he was able to realize one of these goals (l.18–19), namely thanks to Anton's pass. The fact that Anton rather mechanically and minimally acknowledges this detail (l.20), lets a long pause of 1.2 s pass (l.21), and finally—and in a late position—initiates repair regarding Karel's previous turn (l.23) demonstrates that he was not highly involved in Karel's telling at this moment. As a consequence, it can be stated that Karel's attempts to obtain affiliative responses have not been truly successful at this moment. However, this illustrates a large variety of practices for mobilizing affiliative responses: producing laughter particles, gazing at the respective co-participants one after another, incrementally producing different units that provide new details, and pausing in between in order to offer possible slots for responsive action. This clearly shows that a turn suspension on jako is not the only practice in Czech for generating response opportunities for co-participants. At the same time, it also illustrates the specificity of jako: it is the first practice to be implemented after an assessable has been offered to the participants. The fact that the turn construction is systematically resumed shows that it is specifically designed for providing a slot for responsive action within the current speaker's turn space—not afterward (cf. Iwasaki's interactive turn space, Iwasaki, 2009). The jako is therefore systematically accompanied by a full embodied display (here, smiling, nodding, and continuously gazing at a potential next recipient) that specifies the not yet formulated assessment, thereby giving the co-participants an extended opportunity to affiliate.

The fact that jako can be exploited to create and extend slots for affiliative action explains why it is especially frequent in moments in which speakers deliver some piece of subjective, personal, or even delicate news. In the last example, excerpt 14, Erika (ERI) is relating a difficult moment of her life to her friend Valerie (VAL). Lately, Erika has been watching a movie in which one of the characters dies slowly and painfully, triggering memories of her brother-in-law who passed away due to cancer. Here, Erika transforms the rather impersonal telling of the movie's storyline into a moment of self-disclosure, making relevant emphatic displays from Valerie's side (Kupetz, 2013). While reporting on the similarity of the movie to her relative's fate, Erika makes use of jako several times. In order to guarantee full anonymity to the participants in this specific case, no figures will be shown in the analysis.


[image: Figure 11]
Example 14: ANOCZ_005720_slzy.


Beforehand, Erika has already stated that the actor's performance did not captivate her. She now adds a further argument for why she did not like the movie, introducing its monotonous and rather depressing storyline in a three-part list (Jefferson, 1990) introduced by jako: weight loss, taking of strong medication, and the fact that in the end, the latter does not even help (l.01–02). While in the beginning, she is looking away, she turns her gaze to Valerie on the second item of the list (morfium), and both engage in mutual gaze until the end of the excerpt. Valerie responds to the first element of the list, referring and aligning to the overall negative opinion about the movie (l.03), also visible in her following remark on the “whole thing” (l.05), during which she even starts smiling. While Valerie is clearly pursuing the “neutral” topic, that is, the movie, Erika in the meantime is drawing a parallel with her personal experience (l.04). She now introduces her brother-in-law with his nickname, “Kuba.” Although she formats this part of her multi-unit turn as new and meaningful (raising her eyebrows and using an open palm gesture of her right hand; cf. Kendon, 2004, p. 265–271), Valerie does not display any recognition of the referent. Erika thus holds her gesture, and, similarly to what has been observed in excerpt 9, introduces a specification of the referent with jako (l.04, 06). During this turn, Valerie visibly grasps the new topical focus, as she suddenly stops smiling, adopts a serious expression, and, with a circular head movement, expresses her recognition of the referent and her understanding of the self-disclosing dimension of the talk (l.07).

In what follows (l.09–16), Erika recycles the list she established with respect to the movie (l.01–02), now applying it to the situation of her brother-in-law. Valerie affiliates with various and upgraded displays of empathy. Already during the first list item, the weight loss, Valerie starts nodding and then adopts a “suffering” facial expression simultaneously with Erika using jako for the second time (l.10). While weight loss in itself is neither specifically positive nor negative, the next description of Kuba's situation is indeed more serious (“he couldn't eat anything anymore”), which can be seen by Erika wrinkling her nose and contracting her eyebrows during this description. She adopts the same facial expression before and during the next jako (l.11). Despite this TCU being syntactically incomplete (“all the time the weight like”), Valerie upgrades her empathy display precisely in overlap with this jako by producing a lip smack, throwing back her head, and starting to nod again (l.12), which illustrates that jako indeed contributes to the extension of a responsive slot. Erika then recycles the second element of her former list: she introduces again the medication morfium and, using jako, starts specifying it (l.13). Once again, we can see that both participants simultaneously adapt their visible conduct at this moment, Erika by frowning and wrinkling her nose once again and Valerie by slowly and deeply breathing in. Only afterward does Valerie also respond audibly (by producing a response cry in l.15, a second step in the stepwise display of empathy, and then by more consistent turns in l.17; cf. Kupetz, 2013, p. 28). The summary of the telling (l.16, “in short all this dying again”) is again visibly framed, on Erika's side by the previously used wrinkling and frowning combination, on Valerie's side by closing her eyes during her mumbled utterance. The absence of jako in both this summary (l.16–17) and the beginning of the telling (see its first TCU, l.09) shows that jako does not seem to be used for openings and closings; that is, jako, in itself, does not project a possibly delicate “big package” (Jefferson, 1988) such as troubles-talk, complaints, narratives, or reports. However, it frequently occurs within such larger conversational units and is precisely positioned at moments in which the interlocutor's affiliative involvement has been made relevant, as shown by the coincidence of jako with affiliative responsive actions in this last example.




DISCUSSION

This contribution has aimed at investigating the use of the particle jako, “like” in naturally occurring Czech conversation. Both in publicly available corpora and in the dataset used in this article, the token jako was found to be extremely frequent. Its traditional function, as a conjunction that connects, compares, or states more precisely a pre-positioned discursive element, has been said to be marginal in spoken discourse. Previous corpus-based studies have described jako in spoken Czech as a polyfunctional particle, accomplishing various and different functions with respect to the initial conjunction: this particle seems to be able to operate both on the content of the utterance and on its structure. At the same time, most descriptions of its “communicative functions” hint at an apparent contradiction, as on the one hand, jako seems to introduce a specification or clarification (e.g., additional information, correction, result), while on the other hand, it seems to signal uncertainty and hesitation and has also been described as a “parasitic” or “filler” word. These eclectic and possibly contradictory functional categories underscore the need to investigate jako in spoken discourse in a more detailed way. Moreover, previous research has studied jako mainly on the basis of single decontextualized utterances, disregarding their larger sequential context, possible responses to these utterances, and the participants' overall visible conduct, all of which might contribute to a more thorough understanding of the pervasiveness of jako in social interaction.

The starting point of this analysis was to take a closer look at instances of jako in the vicinity of speech perturbations by adopting the analytical framework of multimodal interaction analysis. The data shows that jako does indeed frequently occur in the surroundings of utterance perturbations. But instead of automatically connecting jako to the existence of perturbations—for example, by viewing it as an actual signal of trouble regarding utterance progressivity—a closer look at some typical interactional environments illustrates that jako appears when a response by the interlocutor(s) has been made relevant, and, more specifically, that it is frequently connected to the delivery of subjective stances, decisions, or assessments. Indeed, the co-occurrence of jako with visible or audible responsive conduct by the current speaker's recipient is striking. While this response can be positioned in precise overlap with jako (indicating the recipient's recognition of a TRP), a specific practice demonstrates the use of this particle for actively inviting responsive conduct. In these cases, it is positioned at the end of a TCU (sometimes together with a fragment of a subsequent TCU), followed by a pause, and preceded or accompanied by embodied displays related to both assessment and uptake (such as nods, headshakes, evaluative facial expressions, and baton or open palm gestures). By combining jako with this type of embodied display, a participant appears to open up a slot for their co-participants in which responsive action can take place. During the pause, the recipients typically produce an affiliative response token, and the current speaker then resumes their previously suspended TCU.

This practice strongly resembles the interactive turn spaces described for Japanese interaction by Iwasaki (2009). Obviously, Czech and Japanese grammars do not provide the same grammatical resources for this type of practice, and I have suggested that jako has both specific advantages and disadvantages with respect to the mobilization of responsive action. On the one hand, due to its particle character, it can be positioned at any point in an emerging TCU, thereby providing a highly flexible resource for managing responsive conduct ad-hoc. On the other hand, jako itself does not provide specific grammatical information about the type of elements that are to follow. Moreover, on the semantic level, it merely projects a “next.” This means that—especially if it is positioned in the vicinity of utterance perturbations—co-participants might just as well interpret the action carried out by the current speaker as being a word search, and thus respond by suggesting a pre-emptive completion of the momentarily incomplete turn. Consequently, the way that jako is multimodally and lexically framed seems to be highly important, in that these resources can disambiguate which kind of responsive action should follow this particle. This could possibly be connected to its most frequent collocations, that is, tak, “so,” ale, “but,” to, “that,” fakt, “really,” prostě, “simply” or “just,” and nějak, “somehow” (Čermáková et al., 2019, p. 318); however, this would need to be investigated in a thorough qualitative study.

Another aspect that previous studies on jako did not clearly bring up is its link to specific types of conversational activities, such as stories, reports, and complaints. These big packages consist of multi-unit turns and usually involve a specific responsive involvement from the recipients' side. Once a current speaker obtains the go-ahead for such a conversational big package from their recipients, this makes relevant strategically placed displays of understanding, affiliation, or empathy. jako clusters remarkably within specific stretches of talk in a given conversation; that is, it is not distributed evenly or randomly, nor according to individual speakers (thereby refuting the “filler word” hypothesis). A closer look at these clusters shows that they are positioned within sequences in which a speaker elaborates on some personal event, decision process, complaint, or similar—that is, sequences in which the speaker is likely to disclose a personal assessment or stance at certain points, and to which the recipient should preferably affiliate. This connects with the general idea (corroborated in several crosslinguistic studies on incomplete utterances, pre-emptive completions, and pre-pausal or turn-final particles) that jako, in combination with a delay in turn progressivity, is a suitable lexical resource for mobilizing affiliative responses in potentially delicate environments. In order to verify this on a larger scale, one would have to systematically take into account quite a large lexical context for this token; that is, a more thorough quantitative study would first and foremost require an in-depth qualitative analysis of longer stretches of talk.

Now, how can the preceding observations be related to the initial function as conjunction and to the overall pervasiveness of the particle jako in spoken Czech? I would like to argue that this particle relies on the same semantic basis as the initial conjunction, that is, comparison, similarly to what has been shown for the quotative use of jako and comparable items in other languages. From traditional descriptions, it can be understood that jako basically establishes a relation of equivalence between two discursive elements, the first positioned before and the second after jako, i.e., X jako Y. The second element, Y, usually represents either a specification or another type of the first element, X. Consequently, once jako appears in an utterance, it marks the preceding elements as the first element of a comparative relation, simultaneously projecting a related second element, Y, that is yet to come. For this reason, jako usually flags an upcoming precision that aims at resolving a possible vagueness in the preceding parts of the utterance (and it can thus also anticipate other-initiations of repair, for example regarding the missing recognition of proper names). As jako projects an immediate next, its interactional scope is narrow rather than large, which in turn explains why it can be used repeatedly and in any position of an utterance or turn. Thus, its projective force is purely structural: jako can draw the recipient's attention to a preceding part of the utterance, thereby showing that what preceded is still relevant (even if the previous TCU has reached a TRP) and will be relevant for a second element to follow. This basic structural pattern seems to be exploited by Czech speakers in a more abstract sense as well. Jako does project a next, and if this next is not immediately delivered by the current speaker, this slot can be filled by the recipient, albeit with the constraint that the next is expected to directly relate to the first element. For this reason, jako is a highly suitable lexical resource for mobilizing aligned and affiliative responses in turn-final or unit-final position, especially if a first opportunity to respond (i.e., a preceding TRP) has not been immediately seized by the recipient. In that sense, jako can be used similarly to a tag, having transformed from an initial structure, “X jako > Y,” to “X jako > response to X.” More systematic analyses will have to be carried out in order to support this hypothesis and to tackle the precise role of embodied and other lexical resources in different occurrences of jako in natural conversation. More specifically, supplementary studies should aim to contrast the presence and absence of this particle in similar sequential environments (e.g., when is quotation introduced by items other than jako, and in which kind of multi-unit turns is jako used vs. not used?), and also consider, with respect to language change, whether certain types of uses or sequences involving jako will become more pervasive in the future.
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FOOTNOTES

1See https://prirucka.ujc.cas.cz/?slovo=jako (accessed December 15, 2021), including links to jako's entries in two main Czech dictionaries.

2A simple search in the Czech National Corpus (https://www.korpus.cz/slovo-v-kostce/search/cs/jako, including both the default corpora “SYN2015” and “oral_v1”; accessed December 15, 2021) reveals 13,683 instances per million (IPM) words in spoken language, 4,324 IPM in fictional texts, 3,550 IPM in specialist literature texts, and 2,715 IPM in journalistic texts. According to Táborský (2010, p. 295), jako appears to be the most frequent particle in spoken Czech after no, “yes, well, right”.

3The oral_v1 corpus of the Czech National Corpus (cf. Kopřivová et al., 2017), a collection of mainly informal conversations collected between 2002 and 2011 from well-acquainted speakers from all regions of the Czech Republic, currently contains 6,361,707 tokens. For a thorough description of the oral_v1 corpus, please consult: https://wiki.korpus.cz/doku.php/en:cnk:oral (accessed December 15, 2021).

4My translation. Original quote: “[Často se slovo jako objevuje po pauze,] která naznačuje, že mluvčí zřejmě váhá nad formulací, a současně signalizuje neurčitost představy mluvčího o tom, co by chtěl vyjádřit.” (Kolářová, 1994, p. 168).

5This data was initially collected within the project “The epistemics of grammar: a comparative study of co-constructions in Czech, French, and German” (SNSF Ambizione funding, project number 148146, 2014–2016).

6In addition to the usual Jeffersonian signs for indicating intonation (. /, / ?), the semicolon (;) has been used to mark a slightly falling intonation (cf. Selting et al., 2009). The absence of any of the four aforementioned signs in TCU- or turn-final position implies level intonation (Jefferson, 2004, p. 27).

7The current version of the Leipzig glossing rules (revised version of February 2008, last changes on May 31, 2015) can be found here: https://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/resources/glossing-rules.php (accessed December 15, 2021).

8In this sense, jako behaves quite similarly to other multiposition and multifunctional conjunctions and particles, such as Finnish että, “that” (Koivisto, 2014, p. 225; see also Laury and Seppänen, 2008, and section Hesitations, Turn-Suspensions, and “Incomplete” Turns in Social Interaction, and Their Response-Mobilizing Potential of this contribution).

9See also Keevallik's analysis (Keevallik, 2017) of Swedish and Estonian “but” in dance classes being accompanied by an embodied enactment. In her cases, the description and enactment of an incorrect dance movement is then followed by the conjunction “but” and the simultaneous or subsequent correct performance of the movement.
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Although requests constitute a type of action that have been widely discussed within conversation analysis-oriented work, they have only recently begun to be explored in relation to the situated and multimodal dimensions in which they occur. The contribution of this paper resides in the integration of bodily-visual conduct (gaze and facial expression, gesture and locomotion, object manipulation) into a more grammatical account of requesting. Drawing on video recordings collected in two different hair salons located in the French-speaking part of Switzerland and in France (23 h in total), this paper analyzes clients’ negative requests by exploring how they interface with the participants’ embodied conducts. Contrary to what the literature describes for positively formulated requests, with negative requests clients challenge an expectable next action (or ongoing action) by the hairdresser. One linguistic format constitutes the focus of this article, roughly glossable as ‘You don’t do [action X] too much (huh)’. Our analysis of a consistent collection of such formatted turns will show that clients present them (and hairdressers tend to treat them) in different ways, depending on how they relate to embodied conduct: When these turns are used by the client as instructions, they are accompanied by manipulations of the client’s own hair and tend to occur toward the initial phase of the encounter, at a stage when hairdressers and clients collaboratively negotiate the service in prospect. When uttered as directives, these turns are not accompanied by any touching practices from the client and are typically observable in subsequent phases of the encounter, making relevant an immediate linguistic or/and bodily response from the professional, as shown by the client who is actively pursuing mutual gaze with him/her. Therefore, an action cannot be distinguished from another on the basis of the turn format alone: Its sequential placement and the participants’ co-occurring embodied conduct contribute to its situated and shared understanding. By analyzing the clients’ use of a specific linguistic format conjointly with the deployment of specific embodied resources, this study will advance our understanding of how verbal resources and embodiment operate in concert with each other in the formation and understanding of actions, thereby feeding into new areas of research on the grammar-body interface.
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INTRODUCTION

Research on requests is prolific within conversation analysis-oriented work, as evidenced in several recent publications, among which most notably Drew and Couper-Kuhlen’s (2014) volume Requesting in Social Interaction (but see also Curl and Drew, 2008; Rossi, 2015; Kendrick and Drew, 2016; Zinken, 2016).1 Although requests constitute a type of action that have been widely discussed in the literature, they have only recently begun to be explored in relation to the speakers’ co-occurring embodied conducts (Fox and Heinemann, 2016; Mondada, 2018, 2019). These aspects are here tackled in relation to a specific environment—the hair salon—in which the professional service deals with the clients’ physical appearance, thereby involving the participants’ bodies in crucial ways.

Drawing on multimodal conversation analysis (Streeck et al., 2011) and interactional linguistics (Selting and Couper-Kuhlen, 2001; Couper-Kuhlen and Selting, 2018), this paper investigates moments in which a hairdresser’s embodied (future) action is challenged by the client, who self-selects and displays a certain degree of authority over how her/his hair should be treated, cut, or styled: (vous) coupez quand même pas tro:p hein ‘(you) don’t cut too much huh’/vous faites pas trop de p’tites boucles hein ‘you don’t make too many little curls huh,’ etc. While the grammatical features of these turns are strikingly similar, clients may carry out different kinds of actions with these turns, which can be presented (and interpreted) as instructions (i.e., later requests, being relevant for the future treatment), or directives (i.e., urgent requests, calling for immediate compliance).2 The analysis suggests that clients display by their co-occurring embodied conducts what type of action they are accomplishing with these turns. As will be shown later, we can define and recognize these different social actions by considering the embodied formation of the client’s action, but also the timing of the client’s action with relation to the ongoing activity (consultation phase vs. hair-treatment phase). The analysis will also reveal that the hairdressers respond to an instruction by displaying their compliance, whereas they respond to a directive by modifying their ongoing embodied action. The research questions stemming from this study are thus as follows: What new insights can be gained when investigating a specific grammatical format in relation to the speakers’ co-occurring bodily-visual conducts? How do the recipients come to understand these combinations as implementing specific actions?

This paper contributes to four domains: (1) It sheds light on the complex interplay between grammar and embodied conduct in action formation; (2) it contributes to current research on request formats and issues of expertise and entitlement, by analyzing a setting in which delicate negotiations regarding the clients’ tastes and personal preferences are at stake; (3) it reflects current concerns with respect to institutional talk and its specific organization, by adding to our understanding of what ‘servicing’ the clients—with its constraints and complexities—means in this setting of interaction; and (4) it focuses on French and thus brings variety into the field of interactional linguistics, which is still dominated by research on English.



REQUESTS

Requests are basic and crucial actions in social interaction. For the purpose of this study, a request is defined as a social action, accomplished by means of a set of linguistic and embodied resources, by which a participant solicits someone to do something (e.g., providing a service, information, help, etc.). Requests are first actions that project compliance as seconds (= the requested action; Mondada, 2014).

Section ‘Requests’ is organized as follows: section ‘Requests and Other Actions: Action Formation and Ascription’ discusses requests along with other first actions, providing some insights on action formation and ascription in social interaction. Section ‘Requests in (Hairdressing) Service Encounters’ reviews works that have dealt with requests in service encounters, including studies focusing on requests in hair salons, showing that, in this setting, the professional service deals with the clients’ bodies, and most specifically, their heads (see section ‘Touching the Body’). This aspect is consequential for how asymmetries and institutional categories are negotiated on the basis of specific rights and obligations (see section ‘Expert-Novice Categories’).


Requests and Other Actions: Action Formation and Ascription

Research in conversation analysis and interactional linguistics has discussed requests along with other first actions: instructions (Deppermann, 2015, 2018), blames/complaints (Schegloff, 2005; Heinemann and Traverso, 2009), orders/directives (Goodwin, 2006; Cekaite, 2010; Craven and Potter, 2010; Mondada, 2011, 2013b,2017), critiques (Mondada, 2013a, b), etc. Schegloff (2007, p. xiv) presents the action formation problem in this way: “How are the resources of the language, the body, the environment of the interaction, and position in the interaction fashioned into conformations designed to be recognized by recipients as particular actions?” If language is an important resource, grammar alone is not sufficient for action recognition (Kent and Kendrick, 2016). A directive may be realized by a great number of different grammatical formats, and namely, a declarative (Skogmyr Marian, 2018). A request may take the form of a statement of need or desire (Vinkhuyzen and Szymanski, 2005; Rønneberg and Svennevig, 2010). Social actions thus cannot be distinguished in terms of their lexical, morphosyntactic, and prosodic patterning. In addition, some utterances may allow implementing two actions at the same time, one action serving as a vehicle for another “primary” (Levinson, 2013, p. 127) action (on the double-barreled nature of actions, see also Schegloff, 2007, p. 76; Rossi, 2018). Again, this raises the much-debated question of how words relate to action (Levinson, 2013; Couper-Kuhlen, 2014; Sidnell, 2017; Enfield and Sidnell, 2017).

In talk-in-interaction, it is through second actions that participants display their understanding of a preceding first action, for instance as a request. While conversation analysis uses the next-turn proof procedure (Sacks et al., 1974), relying on the recipient’s next action is “not always a source of unequivocal validation” (Heritage, 2012, p. 80; on action ascription, see also Levinson, 2013; Deppermann and Haugh, 2022). In addition, Heritage (2012) introduces epistemic status as an unavoidable component of the production and recognition of social actions (see, however, Lindwall et al., 2016 for a discussion). In this view, turns-at-talk formatted with modal verbs may still be recognized as directives projecting unquestionable compliance if uttered by a highly entitled participant. Reversely, turns-at-talk formatted with imperatives may be interpreted as proposals keeping compliance negotiable to some extent if uttered by a less entitled speaker (on grammatical format and entitlement, see also Heinemann, 2006; Craven and Potter, 2010; Antaki and Kent, 2012).

More recently, the focus on the body in research on social interaction (Nevile, 2015) has shown that embodied aspects of human conduct are consequential for the formation and interpretation of actions (see Kärkkäinen and Keisanen, 2012 for offers, Skogmyr Marian, 2021 for complaints, Sorjonen and Raevaara, 2014 for requests). However, previous research has not shown the ways in which the same grammatical format may deliver different interpretations to the type of action being implemented, depending on the speakers’ distinctive co-occurring embodied conducts. By exploring how a grammatical format interfaces with the participants’ embodied conducts in beauty care encounters, this study hopes to make a significant step forward in understanding how verbal resources and embodiment work in concert with each other in the realization and interpretation of specific actions (requests, but also instructions, directives, etc.), thereby feeding into new areas of research on the grammar-body interface (Pekarek Doehler, 2016, 2019; Couper-Kuhlen, 2018; Keevallik, 2018; Streeck, 2018; Maschler et al., 2020).



Requests in (Hairdressing) Service Encounters

Requests are ubiquitous in previous research on service encounters (Merritt, 1976; Aston, 1988; Félix-Brasdefer, 2015). They are documented in settings such as convenience stores (Sorjonen and Raevaara, 2014; Mondada and Sorjonen, 2016), cheese shops (Mondada, 2018), shoe repair shops (Fox and Heinemann, 2015, 2016, 2021), beauty supply stores (Ryoo, 2005), restaurants (Kuroshima, 2010), public bars and coffeehouses (Richardson and Stokoe, 2014; De Stefani, 2019), and bookstores (Aston, 1988; Mansfield, 1988). Requests have also been investigated in other settings, such as public employment services (Asmuß, 2007), train station counters (Hausendorf and Mondada, 2017), theater box offices (Lindström et al., 2017), university help desks (Mortensen and Hazel, 2014), and service phone calls, ranging from emergency calls (Wahlen and Zimmerman, 1990; Fele, 2006; Drew and Walker, 2010) to advice and mediation helplines (Emmison and Firth, 2012; Sikveland and Stokoe, 2016). In all these settings, request formats (e.g., need/want-declaratives, can-interrogatives, wonder-clauses, Fox and Heinemann, 2016)—sometimes composed by a unique word (e.g., the name of a product or a demonstrative with a pointing gesture, Mondada, 2019) may vary with respect to the nature of the service that is requested, the grantability of the request, the requester’s degree of entitlement to make the request, and so on (see Fox and Heinemann, 2016 for a summary; see also Lindström, 2005; Zinken and Ogiermann, 2011; Fox, 2015). However, previous work has mainly studied settings in which the service consists in buying a product (object transaction) or in seeking assistance, information, or advice (counseling). Yet another part of our everyday service encounters involves clients’ physical and mental well-being, such as hairdressing (Oshima, 2009, 2014, 2018; Greer, 2013; Oshima and Streeck, 2015; Nizameddin, 2016; Heinrichsmeier, 2020), fitness training (Bolin, 1992; Gimlin, 2002), facial care (Toerien and Kitzinger, 2007a,b), massage, relaxation (Nishizaka and Sunaga, 2015), manicure (Nizameddin, 2016), and others. Despite the social and financial impact of these services, beauty and wellness treatment interactions remain largely understudied. This paper contributes to filling this gap in current research by analyzing requests in the interaction between service providers and clients in hairdressing service encounters.

A large amount of the clients’ requests in hairdressing service encounters concern issues related to revision (see pioneering work by Oshima, 2009). Clients are expected to trust their professionals but at the same time they are co-responsible for the outcome of the service. The ways in which clients identify potential problems located on their heads and how hairdressers achieve the identification of the different problematic areas/objects that clients make visible to them is not a straightforward issue (Horlacher and De Stefani, 2017). Clients do not always explain verbally what a problem is with their hair. The professionals might already interpret the clients’ touching their own hair and displacing some strands as a request for revision. This suggests that requests in hair salons need to be identified also on the basis of recurrent, embodied conduct (see section ‘Introduction’).

Other studies on hairstyling have shown that during episodes of chat (on small talk, see e.g., Holmes, 2000), the client may initiate a concurrent, task-related first action, typically by producing a request, thereby prioritizing the professional activity at hand (De Stefani and Horlacher, 2018; Horlacher, forthcoming). The hairdresser complies with the client’s request, after which the interactants resume chatting. The hairdressers’ work includes managing the dual demands of conversational talk and professional activity (Heinrichsmeier, 2020). The ways in which practitioners adjust their professional practices in order to face contingent and unplanned situations lies at the core of the service they offer to their clients (LeBaron and Jones, 2002; Nizameddin, 2016).

Negative requests have come up tangentially in Horlacher (2017), in which we investigate the lexico-syntactic formats of the clients’ requests and show how they may be related to the participants’ rights and obligations. Clients can be seen to challenge the hairdressers’ taken-for-granted authority, as well as their professional expertise and social identity through negative requests. Other studies conducted in different settings have analyzed question-like formats as challenges (Heritage, 2002; Koshik, 2003). To give but one example, Monzoni (2009) analyzes negatively framed questions with declarative syntax in institutional calls to the ambulance emergency service, arguing that the negative format is challenging in Italian. In her data, negative-formatted turns (such as i pazienti, oggi domani non li andate a prendere? ‘the patients, today tomorrow you don’t go and pick them up?’) are produced as direct complaints (but see also Heinemann, 2006 for another highly relevant study on ‘negative interrogative requests’ and issues of entitlement).

In this paper about hairdressing, we further expand this line of interest about negative-formatted turns by focusing on one singular format used by the clients (‘You don’t do [action X] too much (huh)’). We show how this specific linguistic format may be related to the clients’ ‘expertise’ and entitlement, and we analyze the recurrent combination of this format with an observable embodied conduct.


Touching the Body

In beauty treatment encounters, the professional service deals with the clients’ physical appearance. Requests in this environment thus involve the bodies of the participants in significant ways, just as requests occurring during tattoo sessions (Nizameddin, 2016) or encounters between clients and photographers (Tekin, 2017; Mondada and Tekin, 2020). The client requests a specific service through different linguistic and embodied practices, while granting the request requires the professional to delicately touch and manipulate the client’s hair and the head.3 Hence, requesting in this setting most often involves a fairly intimate dimension (Cekaite and Mondada, 2020), even though participants tend to treat haptic contacts as a manifestation of professional touch (Mondada and Tekin, 2020). If, for the professional, the client’s body is ‘objectified’ as a working space on which he/she performs technical tasks, for the client, the professional’s interventions on these body-parts goes hand in hand with negotiations of requests, decisions, and entitlements. Moreover, the service deals with irreversible (Horlacher, 2017) body modifications such as hair cutting, coloring, and removal. The ways in which the hairdressers understand the clients’ demands are crucial for a successful service.



Expert-Novice Categories

In hairdressing service encounters, participants display their membership categories, which accord them specific rights and obligations (Sacks, 1984, 1992). Typically, if clients visit hair salons, they assume hairdressers to be competent in satisfying their demands (see Tekin, 2017 for a related argument in encounters between clients and photographers). However, the client’s initial request is progressively shaped and transformed in accordance with the beauty specialist’s expertise and professional vision (Goodwin, 1994). On the one hand, clients are entitled to their own opinions about their appearance. On the other hand, professionals are expected to listen to the clients’ desires about the outcome of the service, but have the responsibility to tell them whether their requests can be granted or not (on non-granting requests in commercial service encounters, see also Lee, 2011). Clients can resist the advice given by professionals and initiate competing actions, thereby reversing the participants’ asymmetric relations (Mondada and Keel, 2017; Tekin, 2017). Hence, we can hardly categorize clients in beauty treatment encounters as ‘non-experts,’ given that “they endorse expert stances that may contradict their normative role expectations as service recipients” (Jacobs-Huey, 1996, p. 47). Likewise, professionals must juggle their status of beauty experts and service providers (Oshima, 2009), while aligning with the client’s concerns. In sum, in the service encounters analyzed here, the clients entrust their bodies and heads to a professional, while at the same time claiming authority over their bodies and remaining entitled to their own opinions about their appearance. All these aspects highlight the specificity of the ‘You don’t do [action X] too much (huh)’ format as it is used by the clients in our data.





DATA, METHODS, AND SKETCH OF THE ANALYSIS

The data on which this article is based consist of 23 h of video recordings collected in 2010, 2013, and 2018 in two different hair salons located in the French-speaking part of Switzerland and in France. Both hair salons in which the recordings took place are local businesses run by male owners who are themselves working in the salon, while supervising a team of three to four other certified hairdressers. The excerpts selected for this paper show interactions taking place between the two owners of their respective salons and four different regular male and female clients (ex. 3 and ex. 4 involve the same client).

Working on our hairdressing data, we came across 10 negative-formatted turns through which clients express what they do not want instead of what they do want. In the 10 excerpts identified in our corpus, the clients orient toward a possible negative outcome of the hairdressers’ ongoing or projected action. One might argue that the ‘you don’t do [action X] too much (huh)’ seems to be quite a rare practice if it occurs every 2 h or so. However, the data at our disposal consist of 13 sessions lasting 1–2 h each, involving 13 clients. Therefore, these numbers suggest that almost every client (CLI) makes one negative request by mobilizing this format during her or his encounter with the hairdresser (HAI). Taking this particular request format as a starting point, we selected five excerpts and decided to investigate CLIs’ negative-formatted turns in accordance with four relevant dimensions: (a) grammar, by looking at the linguistic (morpho-syntactic, lexical) resources that CLIs use when formatting their turns; (b) temporality, by paying attention to when these turns occur with regard to temporal contingencies; (c) sequentiality, by analyzing how HAIs respond to CLIs’ turns; and (d) bodily-visual conduct, by investigating the participants’ co-occurring embodied conducts when these turns are uttered. The analysis will show that by using similar verbal turns accompanied by different embodied resources in different interactional contexts, the participants accomplish different social actions.

The study combines methods of conversation analysis (Sacks et al., 1974), interactional linguistics (Ochs et al., 1996; Hakulinen and Selting, 2005; Couper-Kuhlen and Selting, 2018), and the analysis of embodied interaction (Streeck et al., 2011). Working toward a holistic understanding of language, these methods have been undertaken to analyze grammar as inextricably intertwined with other semiotic resources such as gesture, gaze, body posture, and object manipulation. More importantly, the analysis aims to show the ways in which embodied conduct plays into such fundamental issues as action formation and ascription. In doing so, the approach seeks to identify multimodal action packages (Goodwin, 2007), i.e., recurrent co-occurring constellations of verbal-prosodic-embodied features (Pekarek Doehler, 2019) that allow for a better understanding of the interplay between grammar and embodiment in the processes whereby participants accomplish, coordinate, and interpret their respective actions.

In the remainder of section ‘Data, Methods, and Sketch of the Analysis,’ we briefly comment on the lexico-syntactic features of the clients’ turns (see section ‘Grammatical Features of Clients’ Requests’) and their temporality (see section ‘Sequential Environments of Clients’ Requests’). The other dimensions will be thoroughly discussed in the analysis (see section ‘Analysis’).


Grammatical Features of Clients’ Requests

The five negative-formatted turns that we are interested in are reproduced below. CLIs each point to an action that may have irrevocable consequences. All these turns are treated by HAIs as being prescriptive but have a declarative syntax (see, however, ex. 4). In Excerpt 4, indeed, the initial (vous) ‘(you)’ is hearable only very tentatively. If it is not there, CLI’s turn would be more recognizable as an imperative. Interestingly, almost all turns (except ex. 1) are formatted with turn-final hein, which may be described as an interrogative particle in French (Mondada, 2013a)45:

Excerpt 1

[image: image]

Excerpt 2

[image: image]

Excerpt 3
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Excerpt 4
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Excerpt 5
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The CLIs’ turns are built:


•as a negative declarative (or imperative; see ex. 4)

•in present tense6

•with second person singular (tu ‘you’) or plural (polite) form (vous ‘you’) as subjects of the clause

•including verbs like ‘to cut’ or ‘to do’ (i.e., relating to possibly irreversible actions)

•including a quantifier associated to the verb (but see ex. 2)

•with huh as a turn-closing device (but see ex. 1)



CLIs’ negative requests emerge as first actions, sometimes after a silence of more than 30 s. The second action in these turns consists for the professionals not in doing something but in not doing something (about negative directives, see Mondada, 2011, 2013b; about negative declaratives, see Keevallik, 2009; Monzoni, 2009; Seuren and Huiskes, 2017). In these encounters, however, negative requests are sometimes formulated in response to the hairdressing activity (ex. 3, 4, and 5). In that sense, it might be peculiar to think of first actions as responding to something. A sequential analysis will show how, as first actions, these negative requests are embedded into the wider contextual circumstances in which they occur, being finely tuned to the temporal unfolding of the hairdressing activity.

In what concerns the negative form, in all excerpts CLIs face a ‘risky’ situation: They are expecting an action from HAIs which they interpret as negative. CLIs’ use of the negation does not primarily relate to preceding talk (but see ex. 1), as the nominated actions have not been negotiated in the prior discussion. This suggests again that the negative formulation seems to be linked to what is happening (or projected) in the hairdressing activity at that moment, more than to what the participants have been talking about in their prior turns. In some cases (ex. 1, 2, 5), however, it will be difficult to claim that CLIs’ negative requests take into account possible misunderstandings or problems arising in the hairdressing activity, as the professional has not yet initiated the action to which CLIs orient at that moment. Therefore, CLIs’ negative requests may also rely on the participants’ past history, previous services, common beliefs, and shared assumptions7 (see Deppermann and De Stefani, 2019 on the role of negation in definition activities).



Sequential Environments of Clients’ Requests

Apart from their grammatical realization, another relevant aspect when describing CLIs’ turns is their occurrence with regard to temporal contingencies.

CLIs’ negative requests typically occur during the initial phase of the encounter (ex. 1 and 2) when HAIs and CLIs negotiate the service to be delivered. At this stage of the encounter, both participants are engaged in the talking part vs. the doing part (Lindwall et al., 2015) of the request, that is, the CLIs’ requests are not immediately turned into courses of actions. These negative requests can be described as instructions (Lindwall et al., 2015) whereby the clients make the professionals understand what they are supposed to do with their hair. Instructions are relevant for the whole treatment. Their aim is not just to make the hairdresser perform a certain action at a particular moment.

Occurrences of negative requests are also observable in subsequent phases of the encounter (ex. 3, 4, 5), in the midst of the procedure. At this stage, these negative requests can be described as directives (Craven and Potter, 2010), as they have to be complied with urgently (on later and now-directives, see Vine, 2009).

In both cases, CLIs have to evaluate when the point of no return is reached. All these turns are preventive in some sense, but the analysis will further define the urgency in the CLIs’ turns. In some excerpts, CLI self-selects well before the nominated action whereas, in others, the HAI’s action is imminent or already underway. The analysis will further identify the type of action CLIs’ turns are brought to accomplish in precise sequential environments. It will also look at how this specific turn format and embodied resources combine to constitute either instructions or directives.




ANALYSIS

In what follows, we show that when CLIs’ turns are later requests (see section ‘Later Requests and Self-Touching Practices’), they are typically accompanied by manipulations of CLI’s own hair. These later requests can be described as instructions (ex. 1), sometimes tainted with criticism (ex. 2). By contrast, when CLIs’ requests require immediate action (see section ‘Urgent Requests and Gaze Search’), they can be described as directives and are not associated with any touching practices from CLI. What we observe is that CLI is closely monitoring HAI’s activity, and actively pursuing mutual gaze with the professional, thereby seeking compliance with the action that is called for (ex. 3, 4, and 5). Therefore, the ways in which CLIs’ embodied conducts may affect action formation and ascription are issues that are most relevant to address in this context.


Later Requests and Self-Touching Practices

Excerpt 1 occurs toward the initial phase of the encounter. CLI makes the professional understand---both verbally and manually---how much he is supposed to cut. The consultation phase is not the only opportunity that CLI has in negotiating the service but it is the first moment in which he or she gives instructions to the professional, like in the following excerpt8 :


[image: image]

EXCERPT 1.


When the excerpt begins, CLI formulates an instruction (ll. 01-02), requiring HAI to remove the equivalence of 2 months of hair growth, which he tentatively reformulates in 2 cm (l. 02). While combing the hair (Figure 1), HAI intervenes in overlap by soliciting CLI’s approval about the correct parting of his hair, to which CLI responds positively (ll. 04, 06, 09). Parting the hair on the correct side (Figure 2) is an action with professional-practical relevance. HAI orients to the upcoming cutting activity by putting CLI’s hair in its right shape. In this part of the encounter, CLI uses talk to instruct HAI about the amount of hair to be cut; no manual resources are observable. It is noteworthy that HAI is already working on the head, which is not available for CLI’s manual access.

The sequence could be complete at line 11. HAI turns to the trolley (Figure 3) where he takes a cutting collar. The spatial placement of this object around CLI’s neck (Figure 4) further progresses the hairdressing activity toward cutting. At this moment, CLI elaborates on his preceding instruction, asking HAI not to cut too short9 (l. 13)—a description that he relativizes immediately by requesting a good trim around the ears (l. 14). CLI’s negative request relates to his prior instruction (ll. 01–02) and serves as retracting his own overstatement (Couper-Kuhlen and Thompson, 2005). The positive formulation afterward (l. 14) comes as a new instruction concerning a specific zone on the head (i.e., the ears). CLI starts to lift his hand from under the cape while formulating the negative instruction about the amount of hair to be cut (Figure 3 has been captured slightly after the start of CLI’s hand movement). CLI then touches his left side while delivering the positive instruction about the ears (the onset of CLI’s hand movement is simultaneous with the syllable les: ‘the,’ l. 14). We identify different components within CLI’s self-touching practice: It has a deictic component (Goodwin, 2014), in that it delimits a specific area, as well as an iconic component (McNeill, 1985), because it mimics the shape (Figure 6) of the expected outcome of his haircut (on environmentally coupled gestures, see Goodwin, 2007). Focusing on one or the other component would not end in different descriptions of CLI’s actions at lines 13 and 14: CLI makes the professional understand what to do with his hair by mobilizing different linguistic and embodied resources. This seems to confirm that gesture is a primary resource in the situated accomplishment of instructions (De Stefani and Gazin, 2014; Deppermann, 2018).

This excerpt has shown an example of CLI using a negative format during the consultation phase. CLI’s negative-formatted turn is delivered and treated as an instruction. It is sequentially embedded in a series of other instructions and tied to the larger activity of the consultation. In this moment, both participants actively build intersubjectivity by collaboratively delineating the haircut in prospect using talk and manual resources. In sum, the sequential placement of CLI’s negative-formatted turn toward the beginning of the encounter and its co-occurrence with specific manual practices within a broader instructional sequence argue in favor of a specific grammatical-sequential-praxeological-embodied package (on grammar-body package, see Kärkkäinen and Thompson, 2018).

Excerpt 2 also occurs toward the initial phase of the encounter, and more precisely, at the very beginning of the visit. HAI has just arrived behind CLI with his trolley and launches the beginning of the hairdressing action (l. 01). CLI needs to have her roots done. She says in overlap that she does not want an orange strand, probably accompanying her turn with manual resources.10 CLI is not satisfied with her last color service. In this case, her instruction is also delivering a strong criticism:
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EXCERPT 2.


We understand from this excerpt that some of CLI’s strands after her last service went orange, whereas she likes them blond. CLI uses a negative format (l. 2) well before HAI’s referred-to action and possibly manipulates her hair simultaneously (see note 10). Captured slightly after her negative-formatted turn, Figure 1 shows that CLI seizes a strand of hair and stretches it, thereby maximizing its visibility and offering to HAI a visible account for her dissatisfaction (see Streeck’s, 2009, p. 49–57 notion of dynamic grasp). The fact that CLI initiates her request so early not only shows the familiarity between the two participants; CLI also displays that this is a follow-up visit, that is, her criticism is directly related to her previous visit. She exhibits that HAI has a personal responsibility in the matter. CLI’s turn is said in a lower voice, which could be oriented to the microphone, as if CLI wanted to report HAI’s fault to a third party (on delicate formulations, see Lerner, 2013). However, her laughter at line 04 allows CLI to mitigate her criticism “managing the socially delicate but institutionally required” (Raclaw and Ford, 2017, p. 1) voicing of a dissatisfaction. In the subsequent turn, HAI first takes the criticism upon himself (l. 05), but then laughs in overlap with CLI (Figure 2), showing that he does not orient to CLI’s turn as a serious matter. By so doing, he does not strongly disaffiliate with the criticism produced by CLI at line 02 (see Holt, 2012), but at the same time he aligns with CLI’s stance at line 04 by joining the laughter. At that moment, HAI has repositioned himself next to CLI (precisely on the side where she manipulated her hair) in a way that allows him to identify the problem (Figure 2). At line 08, HAI is even exaggerating by asking CLI how many orange strands she wants (l. 08), which shows some teasing going on. Concerning color issues, HAIs have the tendency not to treat the outcome of the coloring as their fault as professionals but as a possible result which is never entirely predictable (Horlacher, 2017). Teasing and laughing here open up the possibility that CLI was not entitled to do the criticism (at least, HAI downgrades his responsibility); laughing has also been described as doing some sort of relational work to remedy a previous transgression (Jefferson et al., 1987). At line 11, HAI is doing a re-beginning but CLI responds in relation to the previous sequence (l. 13). CLI is still focused on the color whereas HAI seems to initiate something else. CLI delivers the solicited instruction by expressing what she wants (blond and normal, l. 13), and what she does not want—with reference to her last visit. Again, the criticism is made obvious in her turn (ll. 13–15). CLI makes it clear that she does not want the same outcome as last time. She does not produce any further hair manipulations at that point, which can be accounted for by the fact that HAI has now diagnosed the problem and is working on the head.

To sum up: A close look at Excerpt 2 reveals that CLI’s negative-formatted turn does not exactly occupy the same sequential position as in Excerpt 1. CLI utters her turn at the very first occasion, while no words have been yet exchanged with HAI. This earliness might suggest that CLI’s turn is not a mere instruction in this case—an interpretation that is further supported by the prosodical shaping of her turn (and namely, CLI’s whispering voice) and HAI’s reaction.

We have seen so far that when coupled with a prevalent embodied conduct, namely hair manipulations, CLIs’ negative-formatted turns are presented and interpreted as instructions. During the consultation phase, hair manipulations from CLIs allow them to give instructions about specific areas or objects, pointing to them, delimiting them, or mimicking the shape of an expected outcome. Moreover, Excerpt 2 has shown that CLI’s turn is delivering a criticism. HAI’s reaction also supports this analysis: Unlike Excerpt 1, HAI treats CLI’s turn as laughable (Glenn, 2003) in Excerpt 2, and it might be precisely an appropriate response when avoiding criticism (see Holt, 2012 about laugh responses to defuse complaints).

In what follows (see section ‘Urgent Requests and Gaze Search’), CLIs can also be seen to challenge HAIs’ professional expertise through the use of negative requests. However, CLIs’ turns do not occur during the consultation but in a later phase of the encounter when HAI is already cutting or brushing CLI’s hair. In this case, they require an immediate response from HAI and are accompanied by different embodied conducts by the participants, namely CLI’s gaze search. CLI’s pursuit of mutual gaze with the professional seems to be seeking confirmation from HAI of the receipt of the directive and commitment of HAI to comply with the directive. Therefore, although CLIs’ grammatical formats look similar to Excerpts 1, 2, they do not constitute the same action. In Excerpts 3–5, CLIs’ turns are mostly delivered and interpreted as directives (and possibly as warnings, see ex. 5). This suggests that we can identify different interactional jobs that CLIs’ turns are brought to accomplish because of their different sequential environments, but also because of the participants’ different co-occurring embodied conducts.



Urgent Requests and Gaze Search

In Excerpt 3, HAI has just switched on the hair-dryer and started to brush CLI’s hair by making a first curl. CLI closely monitors and challenges that action (l. 01).
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EXCERPT 3.


Through the same syntactic format described earlier, CLI demands that HAI not make too many little curls (l. 02). Near the end of her turn, CLI gazes at HAI in the mirror, raising her eyebrows, thereby actively soliciting a response (Figure 2). On fait pas? ‘we don’t?’ is a response to CLI’s turn by which HAI displays surprise and unexpectedness. As he was indeed making a little curl, HAI modifies the ongoing action as a response to CLI’s turn. By taking another brush on the trolley, he displays compliance with the action that is called for. His turn (l. 03) is at the same time treated by CLI as a first pair part initiating repair. A negotiation follows (ll. 05–10) in which CLI re-negotiates the quantification (l. 05) and the size of the curls (l. 07), as well as the degree of curliness (l. 08–10).

The sequence could be complete at line 11. The problem is solved, at least for HAI, who links back (De Stefani and Horlacher, 2008) to a discussion topic he has initiated before the sequence (on chatting in service encounters, see De Stefani and Horlacher, 2018; Horlacher, forthcoming). At that moment, CLI comes in overlap providing an account for why she prefers to not have too many curls: She associates little curls with grandmothers. Clients are entitled to their own opinions and choices about their appearance. Legitimate directives should not require further explanations. However, by accounting for her directive, CLI retrospectively softens her action and orients to being accountable for interfering in the implementation of the service, which is HAI’s field of expertise.

The analysis of Excerpt 3 has shown that CLI’s turn is a directive by means of which she imposes a change in the ongoing trajectory of action. The response-mobilizing potential of the negative format is enhanced by CLI’s embodied conduct soliciting a prompt reaction from HAI, in that case: The immediate suspension of the action that is called for. HAI immediately adjusts his professional practice in order to come to an agreement with CLI, thereby treating the requested action as legitimate.

Like Excerpt 3, Excerpt 4 will further illustrate that when CLI’s turn is a directive, it is associated with a distinct embodied conduct other than observed in Excerpts 1, 2. The excerpt occurs in the midst of a hair treatment. CLI demands HAI not to cut too much, while prompting a response by actively looking through the mirror, searching for HAI’s gaze (l. 02).
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EXCERPT 4.


CLI demands that HAI not cut too much, mobilizing again a ‘you don’t do [action X] too much huh?’ format.11 Like in the preceding excerpt, CLI’s turn is associated with a typical embodied conduct: She slightly frowns (Figure 3) and stares through the mirror (Figure 4), trying to establish mutual gaze with HAI and to prompt a response. The professional delivers a ‘no’ in the subsequent turn, thereby showing that he treats CLI’s turn as a confirmation request. He then uses a specialized term replacing ‘to cut’ used by CLI by ‘to layer cut’ (l. 03). By using a different verb, HAI indicates that he is not doing the nominated action and CLI’s concern is unnecessary. He is done with the cutting and it is too late for CLI to negotiate or change the action trajectory. HAI further provides an account for his action (l. 04). At line 05, CLI provides a strong agreement, turning her head to HAI (Figure 5). She does not interact through the mirror anymore but establishes a reciprocal gaze with him. Through her embodied conduct, she thus continues to display what she had initiated at line 02, that is, the pursuit of a mutual gaze in a moment where intersubjectivity and trust are at stake. The sequence could be complete here but HAI keeps on giving explanations through lines 07 and 14. HAI provides an embodied representation of the length he has cut (Figure 6). This fits into a more general account that can possibly reassure CLI. By producing accounts (l. 04, ll. 10–14), HAI also displays his expertise concerning the hairdressing actions. He orients to being accountable for the service and works toward constructing shared understanding between the participants for a successful outcome of the haircut.

To sum up: What is CLI doing with her turn in line 02 in this excerpt? It first looks like a directive oriented to the suspension of HAI’s action. This interpretation is also supported by CLI’s embodied conduct. She frowns while uttering her negative-formatted turn and actively pursues a response from HAI, trying to establish mutual gaze through the mirror. From HAI’s perspective, however, it is impossible to comply with CLI’s demand because he is not cutting anymore. HAI treats CLI’s turn as a clarification request. However, it is noteworthy that HAI stops layer-cutting CLI’s hair at the back after this episode.

The last excerpt occurs at the end of a hair treatment. CLI had her hair brushed. The final step of her treatment consists in cutting the fringe. HAI has just seized a pair of scissors in his hand; it implies some risks. CLI demands HAI not to cut much, gazing insistently at him.
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EXCERPT 5.


When the excerpt begins, CLI closely monitors HAI’s action (Figure 1). HAI has just taken scissors in his hand. He then combs CLI’s fringe, holding it between his index and middle finger (Figure 2). The action projected by HAI is imminent—as opposed to Excerpt 3 in which the action had just started, or to Excerpt 4 in which HAI’s action was under way (and even finished). Due to these temporal contingencies, CLI’s turn at line 02 in this excerpt could be interpreted as a warning, and CLI prefigures some blame if HAI fails to comply with it. Figure 3 shows that CLI is gazing at HAI when uttering her turn, thereby soliciting a response. However, HAI does not verbally answer. Instead, he indicates with the scissors a length to be cut which is certainly too short for CLI. Figure 4 shows that he is enacting precisely what CLI has said she does not want—as a joke. HAI embodies a possible non-compliance. CLI’s oh putain ‘oh damn it’ at line 05 treats HAI’s manual response as exaggerated and inappropriate. CLI’s turn was not a joke, as shown in line 07. However, HAI’s embodied response to CLI’s turn might also display a specific kind of relationship between the two participants. There is some teasing going on (see also ex. 2). It is excluded that HAI cuts the fringe that short. CLI’s oh putain ‘oh damn it’ while smiling (rather than a response to a genuine threat) shows exactly that. The apprentice who attends the scene is also smiling (Figure 5). At line 09, HAI’s response to CLI ‘sh be quiet,’ is so exaggerated that it is interpreted as a joke. At this point, CLI no longer negotiates on the forthcoming hairdressing action but lets HAI continue. If she did not trust HAI, she could have continued the negotiation on the matter. By producing the ironical j’te fais tellement confiance ‘I trust you so much’ (l. 13), CLI (jokingly) might be seen to account for her previous directive (‘you don’t cut much huh?’).

In this last excerpt, CLI gives her turn an urgent character, an analysis which is supported by her co-occurring embodied conduct, namely an insistent gaze search with HAI. CLI’s turn almost comes across like a warning. HAI takes into account CLI’s directive—not verbally but through an exaggerated gesture—teasing her. In other words, he produces an exaggerated gesture against the directive and later, a verbal joke, thus further teasing CLI.

To sum up: In the later phase of the encounter, CLI who produces the turn ‘you don’t do [action X] too much (huh)’ does not touch or lift her hands near her hair, which is now HAI’s working space. Instead, she gazes at HAI, soliciting a response, and seeking compliance. In Excerpts 3–5, CLI’s action is interpreted as a directive that directs HAI’s incipient or ongoing embodied action. As a response, HAI either modifies his ongoing embodied action or denies having acted in the nominated way, accounting for his ongoing embodied action.




CONCLUSION

This paper set out to analyze clients’ use of a specific negative request format conjointly with the deployment of specific embodied resources in hair salons. The analysis has shown that when formatting their turns, clients can display by their co-occurring embodied conducts what type of action they are accomplishing.

Hair salons provide an original setting for the study of requests and allow for an innovative approach to service encounters. This study has taken into account the embodied realization of requests and investigated how the participants’ gaze, gestures, and manipulation of specific body parts are systemically implicated in the production and recognition of social actions. By focusing on the interplay between grammar and embodiment, we have highlighted the way a specific grammatical format ‘You don’t do [action X] too much (huh)’ is coupled with precise embodied resources for accomplishing particular actions: an instruction (sometimes tainted with criticism) or a directive (and possibly a warning). Focusing on where and how the clients’ negative-formatted turns are manifested and interpreted has delivered important insights on action formation and ascription in this type of encounter.

The main findings suggest that there is a tendency for the speakers to couple the ‘you don’t do [action X] too much (huh)’ with manual resources when accomplishing an instruction (ex. 1 and 2), whereas speakers use the same format as a directive with a different co-occurring embodied conduct: gaze search (ex. 3, 4, and 5). In the initial phase of the encounter when the participants negotiate on the forthcoming service, the client who produces the turn ‘you don’t do [action X] too much (huh)’ also reaches for his or her head and manipulates her or his own hair. In these cases, the client’s action is interpreted as an instruction concerning the hairdresser’s embodied future action. The hairdresser responds and displays his compliance with the instruction (or negotiates further on the topic) by using verbal means. In contrast, in the later phase of the encounter, when the professional is already engaged in the cutting or brushing activity, the client who produces the turn ‘you don’t do [action X] too much (huh)’ directs the hairdresser’s incipient or ongoing embodied action. In this second case, the clients’ turns are delivered and treated as urgent, precisely with regards to their timely position with relation to the hairdresser’s ongoing or projected embodied action. Urgent requests are thus deeply tied to the activities in which they are accomplished at a particular moment and clients self-select in response to a threat in the ongoing (or projected) professional’s hairdressing activity. As a response, the hairdresser modifies his ongoing embodied action or denies having acted in the nominated way. He can also respond with laughter or exaggerated gestures. However, it is very unlikely that the hairdresser does not comply with the client’s directive since it is obviously his interest that the client is happy with the outcome of the service. Hence, teasing and laughing might be appropriate responses when renegotiating expert-novice categories.

In sum, although the grammatical formats of the client’s turns are strikingly similar, the analysis has shown that the same syntactic format can be treated in very different ways. This shows how the formation/interpretation of social action is dependent on multiple factors: language (grammatical format) and the sequential environment in which it occurs with relation to the ongoing activity and embodied action. In doing so, the present article provides several empirical examples of the complexity of human action, and most specifically, adds to the understanding of human sociality as not limited to the use of language. Despite the currently increasing interest in the interrelation between language and participants’ embodied conduct, conversation analysis and interactional linguistics have not yet sufficiently dealt with this interplay in action formation. The present study about the distinct embodied conducts associated with later and urgent requests implies the need for other research in other settings, in order to further illustrate the distinction of how people do requesting in interaction.
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FOOTNOTES

1We consider requesting as the overarching activity through which a participant solicits another participant. As for requests, they are the forms/the resources/the actions through which this activity is realized.

2We use the action type ‘request’ as an umbrella term (‘umbrella action type’) and interpret the clients’ actions with the linguistic format ‘you don’t do [action X] too much (huh)’ as requests. We then go on dividing these ‘requests’ into ‘instructions’ and ‘directives.’ Not all CA researchers describe the action types ‘request,’ ‘instruction,’ and ‘directive’ in a similar way. Some scholars may use the action type ‘directive’ or ‘directive action’ as an umbrella term (Goodwin, 2006, p. 515; Rauniomaa, 2017, p. 326), but others may not. In his study on driving lessons, Deppermann (2018, p. 267) uses the umbrella term ‘instructions’ to describe actions produced by the instructor to advance the student’s learning process, and then distinguishes between instructions formulated as directives, requests, explanations, or descriptions.

3Practices of touching have recently received increasing attention in different settings of interaction (see pioneering work by Cekaite, 2010; Nishizaka, 2011; Goodwin, 2017, but also Heath, 1986 on medical practitioners’ touching the patients’ bodies).

4Turn-final hein is used a bit like a question tag, whereby speakers ask for confirmation of a previous assertion. Although it is not systematically accompanied with high rising intonation, this particle in French is strongly addressed to the interlocutor (Mondada, 2013a).

5In transcription conventions for French (see convention ICOR, 2013: http://icar.cnrs.fr/projets/corinte/documents/2013_Conv_ICOR_250313.pdf), ‘tsk’ (translated to ‘smack’ in English) is used to indicate the sound that speakers sometimes make when opening the mouth.

6We have translated these turns in English with a simple present but the going-to-future or the simple future would maybe be more natural if we imagine a declarative syntax here.

7It is a common belief that hairdressers always chop off too much. A quick visit to different hair forums and hair disaster websites supports this view of ‘scissor happy’ hairdressers.

8The participants’ embodied conducts have been noted according to the transcription conventions developed by Mondada (latest version: 2019): https://www.lorenzamondada.net/multimodal-transcription.

9In French, negation is formed with ne + conjugated verb + pas, while the particle ne is almost never pronounced in oral speech (Gadet, 1989). For this reason, it is unclear whether line 13 should be translated ‘you don’t do too short’ [negative form of the verb + too short] or ‘you do not too short’ [‘positive form of the verb + not too short’], depending if the negation affects the verb or the adjective. The 2.2 s pause in line 13 could argue for the first interpretation. Should we have a positive or negative formulation of the verb here, the whole turn remains a negatively formulated request.

10Unfortunately, the first 5 s of the encounter have not been video recorded. They were captured by the audio-recorder placed on the table and by the wireless microphones but not by a camera. Since CLI is seen to be manipulating her hair right after uttering her negative-formatted turn (see Figure 1), we can reasonably infer that manual resources were already accompanying her action at line 02.

11CLI’s turn possibly occurs in an imperative mode here (see section ‘Grammatical Features of Clients’ Requests’), whereas CLI uses the present tense in all other occurrences. There seems to be a correspondence between tense and specific temporal contingencies. Here, a more timely response is needed, since HAI’s action has been underway for quite a while. In Excerpts 1, 2, the nominated action has not yet started, whereas in Excerpt 3, CLI self-selects right after HAI makes a first curl.
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Excerpt 5 (Symphony_coiffure_07052010_coupes_pas_beaucoup_26:59)

01 (28.0)#(5.0)*(1.2)#(0.8)
hai *combs fringe, holds it btw index & middle fing.--->
fig #1 #2

02 CLI Atu coupes pas beaucoup #hein?
you don’t cut much huh?

Araises eyes to HAI

fig #3
03 A#(3.0) *#(0.8) *:
el Araises eyes to fringe
hai -->*stabilizes scissors on a line*,,,>
fig #4 #5

Fig. 3
04 (0.3)
05 CLI oh putain.*

oh damn it.

hai RTTT 0 T B
06 *(1.2) *(0.8) *(0.4) *
hai *combs fringe*stabilizes fingers*opens scissors without cutting*
07 CLI *non c’est- j’ suis sérieuse hein?
no it’s- I’m serious huh?
hai *leans CLI's head backwards--->
08 (0.3)
09 HAI .h chut
.h shh
10 (0.9)*
hai e
11 HAI *silence
be quiet
*combs fringe, holding it btw index & middle finger--->
12 (1.6)
13 CLI ouais mais j’ te fais tellement confiance

yeah but I trust you so much
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Excerpt 4 (Symphony_coiffure_08022013_coupez_pas_trop_05:35)

01

03

04

05
06

07

08

09
10

11

12

13

14

HATI

CLI

fig

HATI

HAI

CLI

HATI

(5.6)#(1.8)#

#2

* (vous) Acoupez quand méme pas #tro:p A#hein?=
(you) don't cut too much huh?=

AAAAA CLI's hair several times--->

=non: non:, j’ dégrade un p’tit peu,

=no no, I layer cut a little bit,

parce qu’ils étaient un *p’tit peu lou:rds surtout hein.
because they were particularly a little bit heavy huh?
(.)

A#vous avez raison.

you are right.

Aturns to HAI

Aouais °et j’-° la longueur *j’ai coupé p’t-étre #ca, *
yeah °and I-° the length I’ve cut maybe that,

vith fingers*

Fig.

mais 1’ dégradé j’ai dégradé un p’tit peu.

but the layer cut I’ve layered a little bit.

(0.7)

parce qu’ c¢a écrase trop aprés,

because it is too flat afterwards,

on a tout 1’ (tour),

we’ve got the whole (circumference),

on a tout 1’ plat ¢’ qui desc[end.]

we’ve got the whole flat part that goes down.
[ben ] oui:
well yes

on n’a plus 1’ volume.

we don’t have volume anymore.
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Excerpt 3 (Symphony_coiffure_08022013_boucles_14:28)

01

02

03

04
05

06

07

08

09
10

11
12

13

14

fig:
CLI

fig

HAI

CLI

hai

fig

hai
CLI

HAI

CLI

HAT

CLI

(12.0)#(3.4)
#1
vous faites pas trop de p’tites boucles #hein?=
you don’t make too many little curls huh?=
#2

Fig. 1

=on fait *pas?
=we don’t?
L
(0.3)
pas *#trop. *
not too much.
....*changes brush*
#3

Fig. 3

(0.3)*(0.5)
!!!//*

pas trop petits.=
not too small.=

=pas trop.

=not too much. (i.e., not too tight)

(0.6)

non.

no.

(2.6)

ben on voit nous sur mon chemin, [y a eu pas mal de:]

well we see on my street, there are quite a lot of

[j’ suis déja assez] mamie,

I already look like a granny,
j’ veux pas encore plus.
I don’t want even more.
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Language of

n (% of 92) Workplace n (%of 92) Stroke

n (% of 92)
position

co-expression settings
Swedish or 40 (43.5%) Site
Swedish-

Norwegian

L2 Norwegian 29 (31.5%)
Norwegian 14 (15.2%) Office
Polish 9 (9.8%)

54 (58.7%) Pre-verbal 39 (42.4%)

Post-verbal 31 (33.7%)

38 (41.3%) Verb- 14 (15.2%)
synchronized
Cross- 8 (8.7%)

extending
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01 Tomasz:

tomasz

tomasz

04 Tomasz:

06 Tomasz:

08 Tomasz:

tomasz

tomasz
adam

11 Tomasz:

tomasz

tomasz
tomasz

tno 1i *i tam ida kurwa te:
PRT and and there go.IPFV-PRS.3PL fuck these
Fuck, and and there go these:

*points at the place--—------ >

*(0.5) do géry.* (0.8) jeszcze.
to up-GEN still

(0.5) upwards. (0.8) in addition.

*twirls arm--->*

(5.1)

tylko ze na:
only that on
But the thing is that o:n

.1

na:: rysunku  z deki  ich nie ma.
on drawing-LOC from deck-GEN they.GEN not have.PRS.3SG
they are not on the drawing of the deck

(3.7)

ale to dO:brze to je sie wiorzy
but then good-ADV then they-ACC REFL put.in.PFV-FUT.3SG
But it’s okay then one will put them in

+walks fud-->

tutaj podjedzie sie tym.
here = PFV.drive.up-FUT.3SG REFL this.INS
one will drive up here with this.

+(3.2)+ (2.4) +
————— >+looks down--->
+goes after tomasz+

tu  pod*jedzie sie liftem, (0.2)
here PFV.drive.up-FUT.3SG REFL lift-INS
Here one will drive up with the lift (0.2)

%(0.3) *i +od tej* strony sie be‘dziet
and from this side-GEN REFL be.FUT.3SG

(0.3) and from this side one will be
>+looks at Adam- >+

je wkiadalo.
they-ACC put.in.IPFV-PST-3SG.N
putting them in.





OPS/images/fcomm-06-662240/fcomm-06-662240-g011.gif





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-689292/fpsyg-12-689292-g013.jpg
points at the drawing-->
i halet dar,

in ho e

In the hole there,

(0.4)
——
*dar far  vi sitta *nan av d'e,
here get-PRS we put-INF some of those

There we can put some of those,

13 Tomasz:

14 Jonas:

1a jag=
1Oh yes;=

i*nér pa s& inte vé*rmen, .hh* (.)
-PL on so not heat-DEF
eneers so that the heat does not, .hh (.)

¥(0.4) blaser uxt,
blow-PRS out

(0.4) blow out,
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26 Tomasz: men *vi: vi hAr* ik‘ke pla*tse.

but we  we have-PRS not place
But we don’t have room.
tomasz *spreads out*....*spreads out*,,,,,,,
27 )
28 Ivar: nei, *
No,
tomasz reer®
29 (0.3) *(0.3)
ivar LI
30 Ivar: *men de begynner & ‘kjgre dekkebord i da‘g.=

but they begin-PRS to drive-INF table.formwork in day
But they begin to move the table formwork today.=
ivar *moves fwd & points*s-

31 Tomasz: ja:,
=Ye:s,
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01 Ivar:

ivar

ivar

03 Tomasz:

ivar

05 Tomasz:

07 Ivar:

ivar

08 Ivar:

ivar:

*vi ma rydde pa tak. (.) ette:r tobias
we must.PRS clean-INF on roof after NAME
We have to clean the roof. (.) After Tobias

*points forward

*gjor[de ve]ggerg*
do-pST wall-pL

made the wallsg
*moves left-----: >*

[m:g ]

Mhm;,

*(.)
*holds->

mig (.) mg
Mhmg (.) Mhm;

(0.3)
*sa har  vi *ingenting *a géra,
so have-PRSwe  nothing £o do-INF

So if we have nothing to do,
*irevveerrsee,*MOvVes right*holds->

*kan  vi riydde.
can.PRS we clean-INF

(0.1)* (0.3) *(0.2)

iva

14 1det* ex bria,
INTJ it-N be.PRS good
Oh, that’s good,

S*
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andreas
01 Andreas

andreas

tomasz

04 Tomasz:

tomasz

06 Andreas:

tomasz

07 Tomasz:

tomasz

09 Andreas:

*>>moves pointing arm right & left->
den som vi bérja med i gar. (0.9) det det
That which we begin.PST with in yesterday  that tha
That one we began yesterday. (0.9) that that

rackverket *ddr. (0.2)* (0.2) elle:r den.*
rail-DEF there or that
rail there. (0.4) or that one.

—————————— >*lowers arm*lifts & lowers arm*

(0.5) *(0.2)
*1ifts arm with index finger pointing->

*den?
That one?
*moves pointing arm right->

)
ja.x () (3a.
Yes. (.) (Yes.)
Y T

and dismantle-INF
'o/And dismantle?
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ivar
01 Ivar:

ivar

03 Tomasz:

05 Ivar:

ivar

Fig A

07 Tomasz:

ivar

13 Ivar:

>>points at the holiday schedule-->
har.
Here.

(1.2)* (0.1)

CRESE,

ska vi temp*ot,
shall.PRS we tempo-DEF
we will the tempo,
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAA *h-->

(0.1)*(0.9) % (0.1)
=28y ) s ¢ e

*3JEg vet.
I know.PRS
I know.

Frareriie>

)

*gd ne:r,*
go.INF down
go do:wn,
*52  dod

(0.4)

men hEr kommer bAre bAre gammel team.
but here come-PRS only only old team
But here comes only only the old team.

(0.3)

Ja.
Yes.
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01 Tomasz:

02
03 Jonas:
04
05 Jonas:
06
07 Tomasz:
08
09 Jonas:
10
jonas
11

12 Tomasz:

13 Jonas:

14

15 Jonas:

16 Tomasz:

17

18 Jonas:

jonas

19 Tomasz:

20 Jonas:

jonas

21

der er (0.3) masse beton.
there be.PRS a. concrete
There is (0.3) a lot of concrete there.

)
a, det & forti centimeter a sa
yes it be.PRS forty  centimet

Yeah, there are forty centimeter and winter.
(1.1)
s4 mEn=e jag tror

so but 1 Ehink
So but I think we will run the heating;

(0.3)

mig
\Mh:img

(0.4)
4 kanske vi kér varmen i en hel uke,

and maybe we drive.PRS heat-DEF in ART whole week
And perhaps we will run the heating for a week

(0.5) £*6r att kunna
for that could-INF
in order to be able

(0.3) *(0.5)* (0.2)

[3a,]
Yes,

(0.2) riva forta‘re.

£ast-COMP
to tear off faster.
——————— >*spreads arms------>*

(2.5)

det gar pa:, (0.4) det det [su- ]

it go-PRS on it it
It goes o:n, (0.4) it it

[a pa] neste uke,
on  next weex

And next week,
(0.7) e: (0.4) ikaldt elle:r,=
cold-N or

Cold or,

*=ja=heh# vet  i‘kke. [jeg* trolr

I w.PRS not I sy -PRS
I don’t know. I don’t think so.
*spreads arms---->*,,,,,,,,,*spreads arms->
[« )1
(.) *men=e blir  det k*allt.* (0.4)*
but become-PRS it cold-N
(.) But if it gets cold. (0.4)
----- *,,,s . *spreads arms------>*holds*,,,,,,*
“sa ‘maste’ vi ha va*rme pa.
so S we have.INF warmch on
then we have to run the heating.

FL St
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32 Ivar: ( ) det a flytta didr a- det *assa?
that and move.PST there that also
that one and moved there t- that too?

ivar *points fwd
33 (0.5)* (0.2)
ivar =S K i u s s
34 Tomasz: *her er rydde. (0.3) *(0.2)*e=jallas rydde.]*
here be-PRS clean.up-INF all-PL clean.up-INF
Here is clean up. (0.5) All of them clean up.
tomasz o IR TE S >
ivar *1lifts arm with thumb uvp---------—---------——- >>

35 Ivar: [veldig bra.]
Very good.
36 (0.3)
37 Ivar: [veldig bra.]
Very good.
38 Tomasz: *[a legge *leg*ge] *der.*

and lay-INF lay-INF there
And lay there.
tomasz EDDhsnassves 5 ft- B SRR -

39 (0.7)

40 Ivar: kanonbra.
Smashing.
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47 Tomasz: kanskje st*roppe oppe sgyle,
Maybe strap pillar on the top,

depiction *moves right hand round on the drawing->
48 (0.7)* (0.4)

depiction ---->%*
49 Georg: (°j:a::°) (0.6) det kan man gjgr- gjg[re.]

Yeah. (0.6) One can d- do that.
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4 Position

i Pre-verbal i Verb-synchronized i Post-verbal
| | |
Relevance I Action type | Particular action | Action specifics
Depiction | | |
features e e oo SR - | ,
Recipient’s | I y | >
attention :: + : Attraction potential : o5
\ Aim : Recognition of action : - : Understanding of action specifics
| | |
/ Base
L. Action |
Depiction depiction |
generation | | |
Syntax I ‘ ‘ : | Verbal affiliate | ‘
| | |
| | |

\ £ O S A

Time
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Extract /

01 C: tdd o >kans semmonen< keveempi toisinto,
this be also kind.of 1ight-COMP variant
this is also the kind of lighter variant,

02 (0.3) Pohjanmaalta.
FinnishCounty-ABL

from Pohjanmaa.

03 (1.9)

04 C: joo.
PRT
yeah.

05 (.)

06 C: -> {no ni? {(.) se on ihan ooko{o.
{Frame 1 {Frame 2 {Frame 3
PRT PRT it be PRT okay
il T
((raises her gaze))
1 1
((P raises her gaze.))
T iE
((P and C straighten their torso.))
okay (.) it is quite okay.

07 .hhhh mut tsit tota noin ninku (.)
PRT PRT PRT PRT PRT

but then uhm

08 tos kun kirkkokuoro mukana
there because church.choir with

because the church choir is there

Extract 7: Frame 1 (P=left, C=right) ~ Extract 7: Frame 2 Extract 7: Frame 3
| =

|
¢!






OPS/images/fcomm-06-660821/fcomm-06-660821-t007.jpg
Extract 8

01 C: Anyt kiitdn riemuite::n niin sy:d&min kuin kie::1lin
HymnLyrics
£ now I rejoice gratefully in my heart and through my tongue

02 han kuulee minua: ja kutsuu pojassaans
HymnLyrics

he hears me and calls me through his son #

03 -> t&& on ihan kiva.
this be PRT nice

this is quite nice.

04 (0.5)
05 P: tno nifi ]
PRT PRT
okay
i T
((P and C start to move the arms of their writing hands.))
06 C: -> [{se on ihan reipas{o]tteista (0.4) {virrevveisuuta.
{Frame 1 {Frame 2 {Frame 3
it be PRT lively-PAR hymn.singing-PAR
it T

((C starts writing.))
T T
((P starts writing.))

it is quite lively (0.4) hymn singing

07 (2.6)

08 C: .h katotaan nyt sit
see-PASS PRT PRT

now let’s see if

Extract 8: Frame 1 (P=left, C=right) ~Extract 8: Frame 2 Extract 8: Frame 3
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: «hh chais pa:s guastres memol::res-£L

dunno

four

essays

mini-mémoires a écrire et c'est Q*°(hm-hm)° #(0.7)
mini-essays

——>%

[heheht

to write

]

and

it’s

Qgazes down—-->>
*pistol gesture to temple-->
#1
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bxtract 2

01 C: Paivd vain ja hetki kerrallansa
HymnName

Day by Day and With Each Passing Moment

02 P: -> se on kylld ihan hyv{a, (0.8) ihan hyv& alkuvirsi etta?
{Frame 1
it be PRT PRT good PRT good opening.hymn PRT

it is certainly quite good, (0.8) quite a good opening hymn

03 (1.0) { (1.0)
{Frame 2

Tt
((C drops her gaze.))

04 C: .thh sitte tuolla on t&amménen Nyt kiitdn riemuiten
PRT there be this.kind.of HymnName

.thh then there is this kind of Now thank we all our god

05 °tommonen® aika%, (0.4) valoisa (2.0) #alkuvirsi taalla myds#,
that.kind.of quite bright opening.hymn here also

that kind of quite, (0.4) bright (2.0) an opening hymn here too.

Extract 2: Frame 1 (P=left, C=right) Extract 2: Frame 2
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Extract 5

01 P: .hhhh ni (.) laulettas pari virttd hh,
PRT sing-PASS-COND couple hymn-PAR

.hhhh so () a couple of hymns would be sung,

02 (0.3)
03 C: joo.=
PRT
yeah.=
04 P: =mit- mit- [mitk]& mitka on ninku

which-PL which-PL be PRT
=whi- whi- which which are like

05 C: [joo.]
PRT
yeah.
06 P: seuraavan paivan virsia.

next-GEN day-GEN hymn-PL-PAR
the hymns of the following day.

07 (0.3)

08 C: tjoo.
PRT
Tyeah.

09 (0.3)

10: €3 siis tkylla (.) koska itseasiassa ku td3d on nii
PRT PRT because actually because this be PRT

I'mean +yes (,) because actually because this is so,

11 (0.4) .hhh ttavallaa lyhyt hh (0.9) tsessio niin sitd
in.a.way short session PRT it-PAR

(0.4) .hhh in a way a short (0.9) session so that

162 tvirsipuolta mul on ollu joskus aika tv:aik#ee:#
hymn-side-PAR SG1-ADE be be-PPC sometimes quite difficult

the hymn side has sometimes been quite difficult for me

13 m:ahduttaa siihen ni,
squeeze-INF in.it PRT

to squeeze in into it,

14 -> .hhhhh (0.4) (0.3) {[se on] ihan {hyv{a
{Frame 1 {Frame 2
{Frame 3
it be PRT good
1 g T i
((hand gesture)) ((head shake))

.hhhhh (0.4)(0.3) it is quite good

15 P (=) 1

16 C: ja sit md aattelin et senhén vois tehd niinkin et
and PRT SG1 think-PST-1 PRT it-GEN-CLI could do-INF also.like PRT

and then I thought that it could also be done in the way that

Extract 5: Frame 1 (P=left, Extract 5: Frame 2 Extract 5: Frame 3
C=right)
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bExtract 6

01, iCe kayta armovoimassa,
HymnLyrics
use in the power of grace,

02 (0.3)
03 P: mm-m,
PRT
mhm
04 (0.2)
05 C: -> {tno ni (.) se o thy[vd{ ] se o ihan hyva {si[ihe.]
{Frame 1 {Frame 2 {Frame 3
PRT PRT it be good it be PRT good it-ILL
1 T
((raises her gaze from the hymnal))
T T

((C and P lean backwards.))
okay (.) it is good (.) it is quite good there

06 P: [hyva] [joo,]
good PRT
good yeah,

07 C: joo,

PRT
yeah,
08 (0.4)
09 P: sitten, hh
PRT
then, hh

Extract 6: Frame 1 (P=left, C=right)  Extract 6: Frame 2

Extract 6: Frame 3
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Extract 3

01 C: ja sielta sitten paimenet ja, hh joku
and from.there PRT shepherd-PL and some
and from there then the shepherds and, hh some

02 laulu miss& on paimenet niin,
song where be shepherd-PL PRT

song where the shepherds are like,

03 P: mm.
PRT
mm.
04 C: palautuis naa tjoululaulut [sit, ]

recover-COND these Christmas.song-PL PRT
one would get reminded of these Christmas songs then,

05 P: [mm, ]
PRT
mm,
06 (o)
07 P: => m{m, (.) [td& on iha® hyvad ide{a.]
{Frame 1 {Frame 2
PRT this be PRT good idea

mm (.) this is quite a good idea.

08 C: [ja 1luokka kiertédis ] naissa.
and class circulate-COND in.these

and the classroom would circulate in these

09 kaikki tapahtus aina, h .h eri huoneissa
all happen-COND always different room-PL-INE

everything would happen always, h .h in different rooms
10 ((11-23 lines removed, during which C elaborates her idea.]]

24 C: .h meilld on usein hirveen isotéisia #ollu nama
we-ADE be often terribly laborious-PL-PAR be-PPC these

.h we have often had these as very laborous
25 ettd on sitte kaikki ndyttelijat#,.hhh #o::11:uj ja:#,
PRT be PRT all actor-PL be-PPC and
so that then there have been all actors

26 (0.5)
27 i€ mut ettd, (0.7) mut et ihan ninku tén tyyppinen,
but PRT but PRT PRT PRT this-GEN type.of

but that, (0.7) but that just like this type of (thing),

28 P: mm-m, (.) mm-m,
PRT PRT
mhm, (.) mhm,

29 ()

30 P: si[ta taytyy ruvel]ta syksylla sittle,]
it-PAR must start autumn-ADE PRT

then in the autumn one must start,

31 €: [t&n tyyppinen, ] [tnlii,
this-GEN this.of
this type of (thing), 1yeah,
32 (0.8)
33 P: sylksylla kehittad],

autumn-ADE develop-INF
in the autumn to develop

34 C: [tuli vaan yht]end tuota, (1.2) tiltana mieleen
come-PST PRT one-ESS PRT evening-ESS mind-ILL
it just occurred to me, (1.2) one night

35 tuommonen tuot[a,]
that.kind.of PRT

that kind of (an idea) uh

36 P: [kh] kh joo.=
PRT
kh kh yeah.=
37 Cs =joo.
PRT
=yeah.
38 (.)
39 C: mutta tkiitos[::]
but thank.you
but thank you,
40 P: [no] ni,
PRT PRT
okay,
41 C: =oikein paljon ni oli:,

very much PRT be-PST

=very much so it was:,
42 (0.4)

43 P: lpalaamme,
com.back-PL1

we’ll come back (to this),

Extract 3: Frame 1 (P=left, C=right) Extract 3: Frame 2
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Extract 4

01 ¢ me on ajateltu sellasta et niis ois semmoset
we be think-PPPC that.kind-PAR PRT they-INE be-COND that.kind-PL
then we have been thinking that uhm, .hhh there would be the kind of

02 teemanime:t  ettd tuot#a: esimerkiks# (.)#md oksalla ylimm&lla
theme.name-PL PRT PRT for.example SongName

theme names so that uhm for example (.) Sitting on the Top Branch

03 yhden ja#, (0.5) ja tota joku onnelliset ja n&in, .hh[h ni]in
one-GEN and and PRT some SongName and like.this PRT
for one and (0.5) and uhm like The Happy and like this, .hhh so

04 P: [joo.]
PRT
yea.

05 C: tammoéset ninku teemat. =mitd mieltéd oot siita h.

this.kind-PL PRT theme-PL what mind-PAR be-2 it-PAR
these kinds of themes.=what is your opinion about it.

06 (0.3)

07 P: -> {.hhh no se on ihan {hyva [joo.
{Frame 1 {Frame 2
PRT it be PRT good PRT
T T
((raises his eye brows and turns his head and gaze away from C)
.mnh well it is quite good yeah.

08 C: [niin se t&dllai
PRT it like.this
so that it will

09 ninku ik&anku houkuttelee e:hka: vielad: e-
PRT as.if entice perhaps still
1 1

((P returns his gaze back to C.))
kind of like entices perhaps still m-

10 P: >se taval[laan antaa sen, 1<
it in.a.way give it-GEN
>it in a way gives the,<

s [l S [ihmisia enemman] ninku semmosta,
people-PAR more PRT that.kind.of

more people like the kind of,

12 P: se tavallaan antaa sille puheellekkin sitten, (0.8) sisdllon
it in.a.way give for.it talk-ALL-CLI PRT content-GEN
it in a way gives for the speech then, (0.8) the content

3 ninku valmiiks et [tietdd m]ista léhtee kehittala,
PRT ready-TRA PRT know-INF from.where start develop-INF
already so that one knows from where to start develo[ping,

4 C: [pnddse 1 [joo.]
PRT PRT
yea:h. yea.

5 Cs kylla, .h[hh
PRT
yes, .hhh

6 P: [sita alku,

it-PAR beginning
the beginning,
L7 €3 e[li,
PRT
so,
18 P: [juttua,
thing-PAR
thing,
Extract 4: Frame 1 (P=left, C=right) Extract 4: Frame 2
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Ex. (10) Spagek, Dvojhlas 5

01 KOC =.hh jenomZe %&dn& (.) eh z my:ch bgvaly:ch avantyr Zenskgch
but none of my former adventure female
but none of my former female adventures
spa >>tgazes at KOC---->1.03
té odvahy .h aby sem pfisla *<se mn#ou>,

02 eh nebyla
to here came.F with me

NEG.was of.the courage

had the courage to join me
*gazes at SPA -->

fig #£ig.1
Fig. 1
03 (.) nahlas poho#vofit. o tét#ch [vét#cech.
loud speak of these things
to speak out about these things
spa --->tgazes down, closing eyesi
spa tgazes at his hands--->1.05
fig #£ig.2 #£ig.3  #fig. 4
04 SPA [ .hhhh

Flig. Fig. 3
05 SPA >no jé& nevim<# tkdybysme# *my dva spolu néco mElix
well I NEG.know if we two together something had
well I don’t know had we had something going on together

" S gaze at KOC-->>
*waves his right hand between himself and KOC*

Fig.5
06 *tak nevim jestli sem pfijdu.*
then NEG.know if here I.come
I don’t know if I come here
*points to himself with both hands*

07 *(0.2)# *(1.4)
koc *gaze at SPA*turns gaze away -->>
Fig #£ig.7

Fig. 7

08 KOC aha, noto si mé& urazil.
oh PRT PRT you.AUX me offended
oh there you offended me
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Ex. (9) BJ_R04_FF_20180621_V_Z0OO01_25'14"

01 QUN *women shi yigi zou shima.
1PL be together go be PRT
We are going there together right

*gazes d >

02 STR +keyiya-

OK PRT
OK
tgazes do -—>
03 huozhe ni bu fang+bian ye keyi zai nar jian.
or you NEG convenient also may at there meet

or we can it’s not convenient for you

04 dao[shihou2+
thlen
thlen
05 QUN [#wo buzhidao yinwei wo zhuzai shang*+di #neibian;*+

[I NEG know because I live in (NAME) that side
[I don’t know because I live near Shangdi

Fig.2
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Ex. (8) Pauscaf 9, 06:55

0l DAN *mais >j'pense< que <U#ne fois> il faudrait juste prendre
but I think that one time we would just need to take

02 un moment av*ec #la prof?
a moment with the professor

fig #£ig.1

Fig 1
03 (0.2)
04 DAN tu penses PAS?
don’t you think
05 >ge*nre<# avant de commencer les ana*ly:ses,
like before starting the analyses
#£ig.2
d
1
Fig2
06 ou #avant de [commencer un truc concret?]
or before starting a concrete thing
#£ig.3
v
Fig.3
07 PEN [*chais¥ pas c'est quand ses]
dunno it’s when her
fig #£ig.4
08 heures de rend*ez vous a elle?

reception hours

09 (0.5)

10 DAN ‘elle a des heures de rendez-vous tu penses®?
she has reception hours you think

11 (0.5)

12 PEN °j'pense®
I think

Fig 4
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Ex. (7) Hebrew_ 'Hungry'

01 EDE

ede
ede

02 LIT

ede

04 EDE

ede

fig

05
06
07
ede
ede
08
09 LIT

...%rotsa le'exol% “mashehu?”
want.prs.F.sG eat.INF something
...want to eat something?
$turns gaze to the right#%
“turns gaze to Lital”

%...'an=lo re'eva,
I=NE¢ hungry.r.sc

...I'm not hungry,

$gazes at Lital---> 1.04

'at re'evf#a?

yOu.r.s¢ hungry.r.sc

are you hungry?
#fig.1

(0.4)%*#(1.0) lo=ydat,
NEG=KNow.?®RS.F.SG
(0.4) (1.0) dunno,
—-———>%
“lowers her eyes, gazes at table--->1.07

#fig.2

lo 'axalti klum,
NEG eat.psT.1lsG¢ nothing
I haven’t eaten anything,

'ulay noxal mashehu?
maybe eat.rur.lpL something
maybe we'll eat something?

...ba-ktan*~%tana?%
in.the-little~arr.F
«wsgust a Jittle little bit?2

$shifts gaze to Lital$

...m[a yesh po bi-xlal?
what there_is here in-general
...what do they have here anyway?

['ani be-diyeta.
I in-diet
I'm on diet.
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Ex. (6) Eben, Plovar 24

01 KLI ja myslim Ze ste mél taky v Zitvoté trapeni *ne#,
I think that you had PRT too in life torment TAG

‘I believe you had also torment in your life, didn’t you’

# fig. 1+2

fig
Fig.2: Klima
02 EBE #*no: +tak ja nevim*# imné to tak pr- #pfijde (.)
comes

well PRT I dunno to.me it so

Fig.4

03 pfijde mi to v dost 2znaéném nepoméru.
comes to.me it in rather important disproporition
‘well I don’t know i’m getting it in quite a disproportionate way
( (compared to you))’
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Ex. (5) (Pauscaf_13_cam2_ 1. 590, 0:11:01)

01 PAT

02

03 MAR

04

05 PAT
mar
fig

06

mar

07 MAR

fig

08

09 PAT

et si: il ne devait pas venir?
and what if he didn’t come
(2.5)

bon moi j'crois pas du tout aux relations a distance,
well I don’t believe at all in distant relations

donc euh: c'est-=
so it’s

=w*c'est#la chance de ta vie.*
it’s the chance of your life
wgazes at MAR--->>
*gazes at PAT---—-eeeeeeeeeeeee e >*
#fig.1

*(1.1)
*gazes up over PAT’s shoulder--->

ben: #chais*ptas j'peux pas te répondre comme ¢a,*
well  dunno I can’'t answer you like that

*c'est un truc qui (s'régle) quand on y [réfléchit?
it’s a thing that gets figured out when you think about it
*gazes at PAT --->>

[(yeah.)
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Ex. (4) Hebrew 'Office hour'

01 ALE $%ze lo ka-ze kef#.
this.u.s¢ Ne¢ like-this.m.sc fun
it's not such fun
ale $gazes at Dotan--->1.04
fig #fig. 1

Fig. 1
02 ...t=o0"de'a?
you=Kknow.PRS.M.SG
...y 'know?
dot * shifts gaze down--->1.05
03 DOT lama?
why?
04 ALE (0.11)%(0.11) 'an=lo=y#de'a,
I=NEG=KNOW.PRS.M.SG
(0.11) (0.11) I dunno,
ale —=--- >8gazes down in front of him-->1.07

#fig.2f

—_— Fig.2

05 ze lo kef."
this.u.sc Ne¢ fun
it's no fun.

dot  mmmmmmm e 2

06 DOT “.../tov *ma/
PRT what

«../well what/
dot “turns gaze to Alex--->>

07 ALE 'i%m hayiti yode'a ‘al ma ‘'ani m..daber#,
if Dbe.psr.1lsc know.prs.M.s6¢ on what I talk.PRS.M.SG
if I had known what I was talking about,

L ZO gazes at Baracha---->>

#fig.

Fig. 3

08 Y 1] haya ktsat yoter kef.
this.M.sc be.psT.3m.s¢ a_bit more fun
...it would have been a bit more fun.
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Ex. (3) [Corpus Stoenica (G&G)_02m14-02m37 warm water]

01 GRE £#no gi?
PRT and
£GRE and ANA gaze at each other----- >1.06
fig. #fig.1

figal
02 (0.4)
03 ANA si:: cred cd (0.9) ceva angajat
and (I) think that some employee
04 era in concediu Afcd: .h[h 1&
was in vacation because
gre Aretracts left hand from her face--->1.06
fig. #fig.2

fig.2
[unde?]
where

£A *nu fgtiu*# undeva unde era apa cal*dd"HA.h.h.h:
h don’t know somewhere where the water was warm
=2oSF

*gazes up, raising both hands from elbow*
*keeps gaze up and moves raised hands up&down*
*lowers hands and
gazes at GRE--->>

[ha: ha
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Ex. (2) (Coll_JSP_90)

01 MAR et- pourquoi.
and why

02 (0.8)

03 JUL be:n >ch’pas< je trouve c'est miTeux“he.
well dunno I think it’s Dbetter
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Ex. (1) 34 K2B2 (From Keevallik 2003)

01 ANN aga kus on séim.
but where is crib
‘but where is the crib’

02 (1.2)

03 ENE mai tea peaks olema Varjus kuskil.=
I.NEG know must.COND be.SPN NAME.INS somewhere
‘I don’t know (it) ought to be somewhere at Varju’
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Figure

ale tak- .h na dru*hou stranu Jjeem si  Zikala jo:, (.)
bt 50 on soconduice asdrace xe o sasder yos

but s0- b on the other hand I old myself huh, (.)

potag

+.._riland 1icted open pala:

>>gate 10C
- *to- +%0:%(0.140.3) vis, *Jako Krasnické divadlo;s
o o iooumsizie like (name))  theatzo
46 g er (0.)  yknow like the Keasnické theatre

gaze avay-
“headshake-----t

no: dobrg saic  *jakell jsem ikala' ten Hawel, no nevis,

B I T —
well okay,=although Jike I thought this avel vell I don't know,
squiats eyes & outh,,

najaxa snterpretace  Havia,é
again omesr intorprotation Havolsen
once again sase_interpretation of Havel,
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Kato action

1. kato directing to look and
elaborate, or noticing

2. kato directing to look and
assess, or showing

3. kato directing to look and do,
o prompt

4. kato as an attention getter or

explanatory connective

5. kato s a token of general
wondering

Al

Example from data

kato muulahaitpetd
“look an anthill”

it kato kuinka pajio meiké on
saanu jo

“mother look how many
{perries} | have already”

Katopa tossa
“look i there”

(as aresponse the recipient
picks a berry)

ei'saa. kato sua ossuu silimaan.
“do not do that. kato it will hit
you in the eye”

Kato. onko haaparousku
“Kato/well well. is it a pickle
mik-cap”

83

92

31

279
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Kato action

Kato noticing

Pointing, gaze and body orientation to
target, some distance to the target

Initiates new course of action

Kato showing

Holding or touching target, gaze and
body orientation to target, touching
target

Initiates evaluative course of action

kato prompt

Pointing or touching target, gaze and
body orientation to target, close to
target

Maintains ongoing course of action

Kato + syntactic object or deictic term in dynamic locative case

kato + object-NP (partitive case)

Kattokaa tuota vittu rantaa

“look at that fuck lakeside”

Katopa tuota. Risto se on muurahaisen silta sielld

“look at that. Risto it is an ant's bridge there”

Kato + clausal object

Katopa ku Risto téé on nuita puolukoitaki mutta eivét ole vielé kypsid

“look Risto how there are also those ingonberries here but {they) are
not ripe yet"

Kato miten on puu kaatunu tonne pédlle
“look how a tree has fallen down there over”

Kato + object-NP (partitive case)
Kattokaa sité veritysté sinéi

*look at the color there”

Kato + clausal object

i kato kuinka paljo meikéi on saanu jo

“mother look how many {berres} | have already”

kato + deictic term in dynamic locative case
o kato VainG ténne

“now look Vind to.here”

katopa Risto siihe

“look Risto to.there”

Kato + explanation

kato + NP explanation (nominative case in
singular)

kato muulahaitpetd

“look an anthill”

kato muurahaisen keko

“look an ant's hill"

hei kato mutta muttikka

*hey look a bwack bwuebewwy”

Kato + clausal explanation

katoppa téél on toinenki sieni

ook there is another mushroom here”
Kattokaa té on koiran jikid

“look there are dog tracks here”

Kato + NP explanation (nominative case in
singular)

None'

Kato + clausal explanation

té kato. téi on (aivan) hattun muotone
“dad look. this has a (totally) funny shape”
kato nyt on etana siellé

“look now there is a slug there”
kato + deictic term in static locative case

hei kato téléi
“hey look at here”
katopa tossa
“look in.there”
Katopa tissé
“look in.here”

"The only kato showing with a NP explanation n our data is (1sk&) kato partaa *(dad) look a piece of beard,” in which the explanation what o look at is exceptionall in the partitive
case because the noun parta *beard” is used as a mass noun or noncount noun. The recipient is shown a piece of beard lichen, which is described as “beard.” That s, the
participant producing the showing s not directing the recipient to look at a particular beard cf. kato (tuota) partaa Iook at the beard]. I a count noun was used to refer (o the target
(as an NP explanation, kato parta “look a beard"), the noun would be in the nominative case like in kato noticings (e.g., kato etana 0ok a slug’). This implies that kato showings do
ot typically introduce targets as such to the recipient, but rather introduce the target and invite the recipient to evaluate it
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2

h)

ben je trouve que c’e:st (0.4)

well T think that it’s  [embodied conduct]

apres je doi:s >envoy9r des e-mails et< (.) phkhhhh

then 1 haveto end ails and [vocalization + embodied conduct]
mais eu:::h pH

but [vocah/zmon + embodied conduct]

et donc pHHuhh .hhh (0

and so [vocalization + cmbodlcd conduct]

comme on nous donne des textes qu’on doit commenter la: derniére séance be:
since they  giveus exts d

parce qu'ici il y a quelques uns que
because here  there are me  whofthat [embodled conduct

et pour eh écrire .HHohh .hhohhh
and for writing  [vocalization + embodied conduct

et maintenant pffhhhhh.
and [vocalization + embodied conduct]
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Verbal initiation

Initiations
No. of
occurrences (%)

Summary
assessments/upshots
No. of occurrences (%)

C’est/c’était

it is’/‘it was’
Et/mais/donc
‘and’/‘but’/'so’
Dependent clause

Independent
clause + relative
pronoun

Time adverbial
Prepositional phrase
Other/unclear
TOTAL

6 (40%)

3 (20%)

2 (13%)
1(7%)

1(7%)
2 (13%)

15 (100%)

11 (50%)

9 (41%)

1 (4.5%)

1 (4.5%)

22 (100%)
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Verbal initiation
C’est/c’était
‘itis’/'it was’
Et/mais/donc
‘and’/‘but’/‘so’
Dependent clause

Independent
clause + relative
pronoun

Time adverbial

Prepositional
phrase

Other/unclear
TOTAL

No. of occurrences

19

14

]
42

Percentage

45%

33%

5%

5%

5%

5%

2%
100%

Note that some adverbs and negations occasionally occur primarily in the first two
formats (e.g., trés, ‘very,” pas, ‘not’).
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MAL: e::t (U.4) .hhh (U.4) *done Je— Je dol:s (.) *eh *change~™

and so I- I haveto change
mal *large gestures to left* *circles hands*

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

mal
mar

mal

mal

mal
mal
fig

mar
fig

mar
mal

mal

ZAR:

THE @

(0.4) eh une foi:s *(0.5) e:n- a mourin-la-Sville,*
one time in- in ((location))
*stretches LH far to her left--*

Sraises eyebrows-->1.6

et *>a friberne<,*
and in ((location))
*RH far right-*

>et *a aub-< bavey, *
and in ((location))
*points twd self*

et donc Q*pHHuhh# .hhh Q* (0.2)*

and so
Qgz up/around——Qgazes down-->1.7
*waving gestures*lowers hands to table*

#10
quand# £je s-£§ qua- quand je- j'arrive a la maison,
when I s- whe- when I- I arrive at home
__>§
#11

(0.4) je suis Stres tres Qfatiguée,
I am very very tired
§small nods-->
-—->Qgazes at MAR-->

et je s- je§ doi:s .hh Qe::h cuisiner par exe::mple,
and I s- I Thaveto cook for example

__>§
-->Qgazes down and around-->

e:h phhhhh comment dit (0.4) e::Q:h (0.3)
how to say

-->Qgazes up at coparticipants-->>

netto[yer, ]
clean

[ ne][ttoyer.]
clean

[ nettol]ye::r [pfhh.]
clean

[hm. 1
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01

02
03

05
06

07
08

09
10

41

18

19

20

CAT: ils n’'avalent >lrien Trien Trien rien< dit.

they had nothing nothing nothing nothing said
(0.7)
MAL: phhh no[:n °vraiSme:nt (xx)°]
no really (xx)
mal Sgazes at CAT-->>
CAT: [ et on doit payer 1 a 1l’avion deux cents francs chacun.
and we haveto pay to the plane two hundred francs each

(1 s 1)

CAT: deux cents francs.
two hundred francs

(0.5)
CAT: et le::s eh nous c’est 1l’inverse.

and the us it’s the other way around

(0.2)
CAT: on a: [eh quel]lques- quelques filles ont trouvé::&

we have some- some girls  found
MAL: [ oui:, ]

yes
CAT: &Qqu’en *bus,*
that with the bus

cat Qgazes at MAL-->
ca *small dwd gestures w RH*

soi*fxante *ffrancs.*

sixty francs
cat *dwd gs—-*closes fist*
§(0.7)8Q
mal Snods-$§
cat -=>Q

CAT: Q*°c’était® #(0.8)# *Q (0.5)#
it was

cat Qrolls eyes, blinks-Qgazes at MAL-->
cat *opens RH palm up--*flips RH onto table*
fig #7 #8 #9
MAL: oui,Q
yes
cat ==3>Q

CAT: ils ne comprend pas que- que quelques personnes ont

they do not understand  that- that some people have
des probléemes financiers ils ne comprend pas ca.
financial problems they do not understand that
*§(0.9) §*
cat *shakes head*
mal Snods-§

MAL: oui:, ((MAL continues))
yes
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01

02

03
04

D5
06
07

08

09

10

11

12

1.8

14

L5
16

CAS:

XIA:

CAS:

XIA:
CAS:

xia

lia

cas
cas
fig

.HH[H et j'étais ] toute contente,

and Iwas all happy
[c'est vrai::,]

it’s true
(0.6)
apres (.) tu fais un semestre en plus,
then you do a semester extra
(0.2)
£mh [hhf]

[et ] tous les cours qu'il te reste a faire,
and all the courses that you have left to do

£°heh® .hh ils ont tous les tr(h)avails(h) a é(h)criref
they all have written work

+fa la f(h)inf,
at the end
tgazes at CAS-->>

§£.hhh§ et c'est horrible parce que mai (h)ntenantf

and it’s horrible because now
§nods-§
£j'ai::: .hh chais pa:s gua:tres *mémol::res-£
I've dunno four essays

*taps RH on table*

Q*mini-mémoires* & écrire et c'est Q*°(hm-hm)° #(0.7)

mini-essays to write and  it’s
Qgazes at Ali-o=soosmamascomsanna Qgazes down—->
*1lifts & lowrs RH twd XIA¥* *pistol gesture to temple-->

#6

S£EHHh*$ [hehehf ]
$jerks bwd in seat$
__>*$

[*£.hhhH]HH£* [HHhhhQ]
*lowers RH-*
-—>Q

[ cassalndra:,

mais je pense (.) ftoufjours que tu travailles tres tres dure,
but I think always that you work very very hard
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ADR: £hhh [.hhh au nijJveau oral j’"al pas d’'probleme::&

at the oral level I don’t have any problem
AUR: [ouais ouais,]
yeah  yeah
ADR: &au niveau compréhension mais j’ai (.)
on the comprehension level but TI've
+autant probléme °pour® *li:#re,+ ((constricted voice))
somuch problem for reading
adr *holds hands like book-->
fig #4
.hh[h* ]
adr —=>%*
AUR: [t§>ouais] ouais<,
yeah yeah
aur tgazes down-->
aur Ssmall headshakes-->

ADR: et pour eh écrire [*+.HHohh .hhohhh+ ((constrict. voice)) ]

and for writing
adr *hands on cheeks, shakes head-->
AUR: [t>c’est #impossible c’est impossible<.§]
it’s impossible it’s impossible
aur -->tgazes up at ADR-->>
aur -=>§
fig #5
Adriana Aurelia
- = RN
o - ’? SN
N 7 14..7\‘
{}& 0N
) A s
\ A1 s -
\ A\ ) J i
W 3 Zrho |
Fig.4 Fig.5
ADR: c’est terrible:::,
it’s terrible
c’est f£terrible* j’écris comme (.) petit bébé: e:tf ((continues))
it’s terrible I write like small baby and

adr —_——S
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ZAR:

mal

((MAL and ZAR laugh: 2.68))

£(et) je:f£ (0.6) oui je pense que (1.0) mt e:::h (1.9)

(and) I yes 1 think that

°°tevery day+°° .h jour aprés jour? ((Eng.))

day after day

mm- [hm?]
[mm-]hm,
(0.3)
e:h je: (0.9) je- j’essaile eu:h mt j’essaie étudier
I - I try I try study
beaucou:p,
alot
(0.5) et écouter >beaucoup et beaucoup< mai:s
and listen alot and alot but
°£hhhh£°

.hh je pense que: £hhu hh Qquand je peux-£Q

I think that when I can-

Qgazes at MAR---Q

Qquand je veux .hh parler Qespécialement avec mon Qprof,Q

when I wantto speak (especially) with my prof(essor)
Qgazes into empty space---Qgazes at THE--—-—-——-———--- Qgz-MARQ
*Q .hhh# (0.4) .hhlh Q1 [ *HHHQhuhhh* ]

*drops hands, small headshakes*leans fwd,
Qrolls then closes eyesQ
#3

larger headshakes*

Qgazes at MAR then THE-->>

[f£c’est-] [trés diffici:lef,]

it’s- very difficult

[£ca marche pasf, ]

it doesn’t work

Fig.3

ZAR:

MAL:

[£.hhhf ]

[aujourd’ Jhui:,
today

(.) °en- en- e:n (.) en ce matin-13a°
in- in- in in (this morning there)

.hh eh <je voudrai:s (.) que dire>
I (only wanted to say)

(0.4) j'ai mi:s les papiers, ((continues))
I’'ve put the papers
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01
02
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04

05
06

07

08

09
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1.1,

12
13
14

15

MIA:
AUR:

MIA:

aur

AUR:

aur

AUR:

MIA:

MIA:
AUR:

> ¢ o ]

[ "mm°.

[il vy ] a deux cours,
there are two courses

e:t j’pense que (0.6) ca c’est un bon niveau j- je

and I think that that it’s a good level I- 1
voudrais faire eu:h ce cours-la,=
would like to do that course
=mm-hm,
Q(0.2)
Qgazes down-->1.8
mais en *fait (0.3)#*
but in  fact
*small headshakes-->
#2
non tu saisQ (.) plus Jje pense.*
no you know more I think
-—>Q
—-_>%
[tu sais- ]
you know-
[ (tu sais-)] (0.8) j’[aime ] pas le professeur.
(you know-) I don’t like the  teacher
[°tu s-°]
you s-
(0.6)
+i: [°see::°.+ 1 ((Eng.))
[je peux ] pa:s (.) Jje préfere parler parce que Jj-
I cannot I  prefer speaking because

je comprends rien.
I don’t understand anything
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PAT:

(0.3)

TThere+ are rings on this thing.
>+looks down@belayer
(0.3)

to hold #my+h(1.0)+(0.7)+#self in.
——>+RF up i
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0.4+
+adjusts body+
“gaze down-->

18 up----$Ld travelling-
A "gaze up>>
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Quin:

Quin:

AD:

Nothing ba:d Eijusts
+(0.7)4(0.3)+

‘wagnnal + () Tdot ER (0.2) & (bit more sgraceltully,

+RF slips+catches s

[hoh yeah.=Sure.]
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AD: that’s it,
*(0.8) .

QUI: *Ithat’s #no:t-3 ¢(.) tRE#m:u:chihhhhe
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03
04

05
06

07
08

09
10

1
12

GrE:

RISt

GrE:

GRE:

VAIL:

GRE:

RISt

vAL:

(HEI, TUOS  on  do pojat marjoja.  katsokaa.
PR in.there be.3sc already boy.ri berry. ru.ear look.iue.2ei
hey boys there are already berries there. look.
.0
(h)oho: Vains.
ohoh Vaind
(2.1)
nyt kerataan.
now we pick
)
Ayt keraatte. VAINO THAlaki.
now you pick. VainG here too
©.5)
tutle tanne.
come here
©.8)
(mullon jo yk- / mulleij 00 yh-), (0.7) imarja?
(I have already one / I don’t have any) berry
Klatopa tossa.
look.1wp.256.CLt  in.there
look there
[mullon kolme (marjaa jo.
I have three berries already

>j00,< () tuossaki. tossa.
yeah there too there





OPS/images/fcomm-06-660674/fcomm-06-660674-g006.gif





OPS/images/fcomm-06-660674/fcomm-06-660674-g005.gif





OPS/images/fcomm-06-660674/fcomm-06-660674-g004.gif





OPS/images/fcomm-06-661800/fcomm-06-661800-g012.gif





OPS/images/fcomm-06-660674/fcomm-06-660674-g014.gif





OPS/images/fcomm-06-661800/fcomm-06-661800-g013.gif





OPS/images/fcomm-06-660674/fcomm-06-660674-g013.gif





OPS/images/fcomm-06-661800/fcomm-06-661800-i001.gif
Example1: kann ~ ich s nomal proBIE]Ren,
can.1SG I=it.ACC again try-INF
can I try it once again

(taken from extract (3))
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Example2: DARF  ich?
may.15G 1sG
may I

(taken from extract (5))
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Excerpt 2

01 HAT alo[:rs], ok, a [nous ]
so, ok, it’s our turn
02 CLI [tsk] [°tu m’] fais pas une méche orange hein?°
smack °you don’t make me an orange highlight huh?°
03 (0.2)#(0.2) A
el >>manipulates a strand of hairA
fig #1

Fig. 1
04 CLI *((rire))
((laughter))
hai *repositions himself next to CLI
05 HATI non tu peux *1’ dire hein? #[((rire))]

no you can say it huh? ((laughter))
*manipulates hair with a comb-->

fig #2
06 CLI [((rire))]
((laughter))

07 (0.7)
08 HAT t’en veux combien? deux orange?

how many do you want? two orange ones?
09 CLI .h:: (0.2) (ouais)

.h:: (0.2) (yeah)
10 (1.2)
11 HATI .h (0.2) alors on veut f- tu veux faire quoi alors?

.h (0.2) so we want to d- what do you want to do then?
12 (0.2)

13 CLI .h (0.2) mais blond [je: (m-) nor]mal [mais] pa::s (eu:h)é&
.h (0.2) but blond [T (m-) normal but not (uh) &
14 HATI [on repren::d] [.h: ]
we remake .h:
15 CLI &’ que tu [m’as fait la dernié]re foi:s hein?

&what you did to me last time huh?
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Excerpt 1 (Gustav_coiffure_2018_deux_mois_2:32)

01

02

03

04

05

06

07
08

09

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

CLI
hai
fig
HAI

fig

CLI

HAI

CLI

HAI

CLI

HAI

hai
CLI

fig

fig

@li
HATI

vous coupez bien deux- (0.2)

you cut at least two- (0.2)
>>combs CLI's hair--->

deux mois #[enfin deux- deux cent-]
two months well two- two cent-

#1
[ on: avai:t 1 (.) #la r:aie,
we were (.) parting the hair,
#2

voil[la. 1

exactly.
[plu*tdét] de:: de [c’ cbté.]
-->*parts CLI's hair--->
rather on this side

[voila. ]
exactly.

(0.3)

[hein?]

huh?

[oui ] oui

yes yes

(0.9)*(0.4)

R

d’accord.

alright.

(0.7)*(0.2)

*turns to trolley & takes cutting collar

vous faites (x:) #(1.8) *(0.4) Apas #trop court,
you do () (N8 (0.4) not too short,

#3

Fig. 3

mais vous- vous dégagez #quand méme #Ales:: les orei*lles.
but you- you nonetheless clear the the ears

(0.4)A(0.4)

rrrrrh

mmh mmh, d’accord.
mh mh, alright.
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Language(and hours of recording) (I) Total IDK (1) Turn-initial (Il1a) Turn-initial particle-like IDK (llib) Thereof: tokens with
(without a particle-like IDK in in dispreferred responsive respondent’s gaze averted from
complement) responsive actions actions prior speaker
Czech (130 h) 776 47 43 39
French (20 h) 184 32 21 19
Hebrew (8 h) 108 29 22 20
Mandarin (17 h) 83 36 31 28
Romanian (1 h35) 31 4 2 2

The focal tokens for this study appear in bold.
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Language

Czech

French

Hebrew

Mandarin

Romanian

‘Canonical’ form

(ja) nevim

| NEG-know.1SG.PRS
canonical form [neizm] with a
long vowel iz, which is a
phonological distinction in
Czech

je (ne) sais pas

I NEG know.1SG.PRS NEG

’ani lo yode’a/yoda’at
I NEG know.SG.PRS.M/F

(wo) bu zhidao
I NEG know.1SG.PRS

(eu) nu stiu
| NEG know.1SG.PRS

Reduced form

[nevim] - > change in vowel
pronunciation and reduced
length, often change in
consonant pronunciation: [v]
instead of [v]

j’sais pas

chais pas

ch’pais - > 1 person pronoun
and the start of ‘know’ are
amalgamated to various
degrees

’ani lo yde’a

’anloyde’a

loyde’a

lo yoda’at

loyda’at

loydat

- > various degrees of
reduction, including elision of
first person pronoun and
amalgamation of the negator
and ‘know’

bu zhidao

nu stiu
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st
v

st
ezt
ey
a1

ey
ey
a1

ozt

ozt

#

H

H

val

poton tam furt fakili to jeho umizini NS Se hromnd hubme:

1748 6o nepominit
J1E% ok working anymorec

Ces {that Goomn' ¢ halp ssane}
T gae VAL

GB(: ale to presné bylo + s Kelbou:: ko s  times
but it oxactly was  with kubarierso like With oerinisiss

L[: but 1t was exactly the same with Kulba like withe

(20 to bylo cely vo + tom Ja)

that it was whole sbout o5z how

(20 the vhole thing vas abost that)
+..xaises oyebrov

.£Hand baton qusture, open pain hold-

Clomm e vagresmlesm
myivesss brother_in lewiiisis
Slay brother-n-lavl

+'serious' face, cizeular hesd mover
©.0

o von- o~ (.) *presind ttakhle strainé *zhubnu:l;

chat he exactly this_way terribly lose weight:mstidsc
that he e (.) exactly like that terribly lost weight;

a uE  vjake nemohl ne  jtetit
and anymore 1ike wes:can:rst: 35 nothing eatii
and he couldn’t eat anything anymore
wzinkles noss
+sutforing’ face-
B byler () furt  ta visha [N )
and was:3sesn constantly ot weight Like
and he was () all the time the weight [like ()

>sutfering face
>noda---+ +head up, nods->

i a to morfiumtt uf ‘jako “ten morfint fe mi pfe
and 52z orphine then like  osF morphine that him pre (scribed)

~+..visibly breathes in...+,, breathes out

>tsutforing" face-

=a %o uf [pak nEjaky bolesti %o uf ani morfin [neposihé- ]

=and then[auch a pain that even the morphine [doesn’t help-]
Lts e 1
es to

B t4pros(té celg to wmitreni)+ znova; Joi, (.) takhles

B in shlort all this dying ] again; huh, () like thiss
et H

surinkles nose
SERI+closes eves
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01 KAR  a to bylo mi- i minulej tejden podobny; jako (.)
Sna"ikvaa Ta. s ask veek . sumiier: like ()
o B o vysovaangs, () vpok dal Jasonts saky shodou
W e i, () hen dazon
xar Bt
okolnosti prvmi 961, “
Coinciduncs Do tizst Jork,

pak *sem tdal  <teda 3a tdva: vid,*

Then amcisc givestsso 1 two knowrasi2ic
then it was me who scored two you knov,
kar  >PAVS...gaze AN >
xar [Trop— >
xar “ods.
ane Sclosed smile->
o +bshen pé*ti (mitnutt: it to ) Jake, ((©)>
during five minuc it ke

in | five (ainutes  this] like,

(728 yoah yeah 1

Seyebros-t. ..

gaze MIL--t. .

“0.20+
m1 >nodst
Kax  eoogaze PAV->

IR CR hi® <ausin fi3pEiposency(hi)t, ((0))>

Fustids re
: h: T have to mention,
“ent:)
onl: )
{6 Jho; the, ho;

Mijan’

s

ne.
ane demile,,

n @4+

18 0% anton mi to- (.) faxt n- skvile  nanél poton,

Aaton to me- (1) reslly p- pextectly passed it then,
Kar  +.,gaze to the xight /MIL

1 e ten trets,
) o the thia oo,
20 ar 1
l
2
2008 om0 a, () taky, potoal: () jsea- )
ot and, (1) alse Then | () 3 )
2 n [podkes sea- 1(.) &4 nahéval 342
(oait was &€ )(.) me who passed it to you?
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AL EN .05 Wk pething ((emay) S @ i Jaha) (.} Mwimmia wiesimo,

fessochen " ((name)) ausd to ve dike () Bele nd wn oo
o 4 38 3sen toda objednala (1) tu  ld[hev,] & tu mi teda-
and T then ordered () Shie bot{sia’] ana that to m @aita- b
03 ma (mbn ]
06 I Gtosi mysiia fe by byt " strasns
bl T hapen e ex serribly
san “headabake. >
os TR (tmes () ) (aeptgemd )
B (vn () )(unplessent ] b
06 7 tnolspFssemns){ no,  x-]
ipleasantricse ot

10 yoan )

Figure 10
01 BV vemhei e,
pav
san
o8 O (0.41+810(0.6)++
v Seilte | inods-os
San
03 8 poton:: () mi pripadala taxov nommilat,

and that even though later (.) sho seesed sonshow normal
o so aji zasaila, ale Jako spofétku mi Uplné  takhle; (0.9)
She . even smiled but like at fizst o = this totally (0.9)
n strasnd nepfijemad mi pEipaldaia.

terribly unpleasant she sewmed [to me
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Gmx  Ju tofktistoJeaoltity = 3el, 36 jemfekn (9.2
it's a fact that one can feel it xight, I also (have) (0.2)

0 23istita B po  “vinocichejatko tak (jak)tkaidf Fikkt

found out that after Christmas=like so (how) everybody says

han >>qaze t/sight- gare downt. -gare IR

o ine: vypardds ++ doble,=ale
Mo lookimsi2ss good  but  like
80t you ook great,but  like

ban +...qaze JnN--
Ban  >hands t/side-+...hands t/stomach
ban oyebror £lash

b, duand fudt,
e
- difts torso

Figure 5
a2 )
tmiz ]

06 mn [*81otvak] ++ fakt *se  nei7icirti=rapnel  gatd-
human  really mriiacc NG:feel:3sc zip upi2ss pants
fone ] really dossn’t notice-you zip the pants up
han  >liftstrelaxest..lifts torso- ->
han  >hands...ttouch/Tehizt?,,,
han  >gaze JAN- *r0an

+..1Hand fud. oy
mim je tésndssi; Jo, e to fakt; no:
thoy are tighter; yeah, it's a fact right
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Ex. (12) The Chinese actress Zhang Ziyi_CS_VL_01:20:55 audio 01:33:29

01 LU0 ta danr tebie da.=
3sg hardy very much
She (zhang ziyi) is very bold

02 YAN = .h dui (.) ta2
= .h yes (.) 3sg
Yes she

03 zenme *yan +dou  keyi;*
how  perform all OK

(she) can do any type of acting

04 ni zenme (.) jiushi[rang ta zhege;
you how  (.) juSt be [ask  3sg this—CL
No matter how you ask her (to play) this

05 LU0 [(dui ta.)
[(right, she.)
06 YAN rang ta neige juese +[douxing:.
ask 3sg that-CL Character(all fine:.
(or) ask her (to play) that character she’s all fine

07 LU0 [yiding you neizhong renwu jiushi;
[must have that character just
There must be the type of character..

08 neizhong: chongtu tingda de renwu ta yangilai ye ting hao de.
that type conflict very big NOM character 3sg perform also very good PRT
that type of character with very big (internal) conflict. She can act that
very well.

09 xiang xiang zheige zheige niide ta yande jiu (click)
like 1like this this women 3SG act-COM just
Like like this this female character, her performance was just

10 YAN zheilimian ta ye zhengge jiushi yige yige chuanr ba.
this inside 3sg also entirely just be one-CL one-CL minor character PRT.
In the movie she entirely played a minor role

11 yige peijue.
one-CL supporting role.
a supporting role

12 LU0  #<<creaky>bu zhidaoc>#*[fanzheng wo juede yande jiu (ye):
NEG know fanyway 1 feel perform just
(I) don’t know anyway I think (her) acting is just

#£ig.2

Fig.2

13 YAN [ye mei banfa;
[also NEG solution;
[There is nothing (she could do).

14 LU0  [<<p>bushi te te.>
{ NEG be very very
[not very, very,

15 YAN [bu xian tade.
[NEG show her
[(It) doesn’t (allow) her (talent) to be shown

16 LUO  <<pp>tebie(.)tebie nasha.>
very (.)very that
very, very na sha

17 YAN  <<pp>en.>*
<<pp>umm.>
Umm

18 LUO  *xiang #<NAME:liming> *neiyang;
like <NAME:liming> that type
Like Li Ming

19 <NAME:liming> yizhi yan neizhong juese (wo juede);
<NAME:1liming> always perform that-CL character (I think):
(I think) Li Ming always plays that type of role
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0L JAN  JA sem se na to divala, a taky by tam i bylo to taky volné,
T hada look at it, and also there should er: it was alo free

0 a: nakonee sme se: zorhodii pro tu (zachova ] chatu.
a:nd i the end ve chose this  [((nase))] cottage
03 1 (ad v ]
(ad v )
o .0
05 o 2o 58 to njak- 34 Jako pro dbti mt to PELBL0 takovs,
“h that I found it someho- also like fox childsen it seamed 3 bit
o6 2o by tam nbjax melc: (.)3al¥o [nezapadiy;]
that they wouldn’t (much(.)1ilxe (£it in ]
o7 1 (*no" ] (amoink %) tem budow 1 normélnt
[yes ) land maybe) there will also be nomal
o8 1idi; 2a:,133(0.25) 0 nebude *tatkové *3aKo,#35(0.6) *13c"snobské.
peopie m L& masberrsdss suohix dike
people Tight, (0.25) it wow'tbe so  like  (0.6)  posh

len  >>gaze ssartphone-

*hosd up-t. .gare AN~

ey *shake®-head up-
ooy R
09 MM xde; (0.2) myelss [teavo- )
whoro  moancmsi2ec now
Where (0.2) you mean (now )
10 1 lo: tan ] “fo to Jo takove® pEijemabisi

for: thare] that it's sosehow a more confortable

Figare 3a, by ©
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Ex. (11) ‘Da’ nu stiu’ [Corpus Stoenica_10m36-11m19]

01 ANA

fig.

02 GRE

03 ANA

06 GRE

fig

09 GRE

10 ANA

12 ANA

13 GRE

fig.

§*si in septem[brie:: ] ©(0.9)~ deci avem #&:: campionatulé&
and in September so we have uh the world
g down, in fr f her 1.03
#fig.1
i Fig.1
[°cd mergi®]
that you go
&mondial la Vranje cu- (0.4) Sde precizia aterizidrii cu

championship at Vranje with- of landing precision with

parapanta si dupd aceea .h &:: o sa fie si campionatul
the paraglider and after that uh there will also be the skydiving

national de parasutism $§ca:lre
national championship which

=a[oleu. 1
oh boy
[ar trebui] si se §tind ~#tot la Dara.
should take place also in Dara
#t‘iq.z’

(0.5)«

tot la Dara?
also in Dara

da.
yes.
(0.7)
[si: m][:-
and Fig.3

*[..h ][da’ #>_<da’ in tard nu mai existd asa un club

but dunno but in the country there is no other club

#£ig.3

*&: stii sd zici ba uiti-te,
uh you know to say man look

bun & ii foarte bine c&-i la noi Astii?A

ok uh it’s very good that it’s at our place you know
Anods x2B

no chiar ma: bucur cd ca-i la noi,

PRT I'm even glad that it’s at our place

da’ asa zic nu mai existd s3 mai mergi in tard nu stiu,
but I just say couldn’t you still go in our country dunno
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01 JAN  €jsem se nemohl- nenamusel(a)- eem:.

Gf couldn  dida't have to sem
0z Zominob-  (0.2) Jake min Ceskét L (.)endmecl*iké; ]

£hat X have both- (0.2) 1ike T have the Crach and (()the Ger(aan one |
03 Nor (%o trelba ma

icnaybe has
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