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This study draws on multimodal conversation analysis to emically account for moments in second lan­
guage (L2) English interaction in which speakers appear to be visualizing text as they talk. One way they 
do this is by slotting out elements of a turn-in-progress in the air, shifting their hand in a slotting gesture 
from left to right as they say each word to display to their recipient that they are visualizing certain ele­
ments of the turn . In other cases, participants use their fingers to 'write' elements of the turn-in-progress 
on their palms or in the air. The embodied practices of visualizing a turn component by component as 
it is formulated therefore make public the temporality of its in situ grammatical production. These mul­
timodally accomplished visualizations also provide the speaker with access to a recalled text that helps 
them produce the spoken equivalent. The study suggests that English-as-a-foreign language (EFL) learn­
ers may therefore support their spoken interaction by visualizing written grammar or lexical items, and 
that multimodal practices such as the precision-timed deployment of gaze and gesture make a seem­
ingly intrapsychological process like visualization a social matter. The data are taken from a corpus of94 
video-recorded paired discussion tests among EFL learners whose first language (Ll) was Japanese. 

Keywords: second language interaction; interactional competence; oral assessment; turn construction; 
multimodal conversation analysis 

LANGUAGE AND ITS DEVELOPMENT ARE 
both deeply rooted in sociality and the way people 
interpret their worlds. The structures oflanguage 
emerge through social interaction and become 
routinized within a repertoire of practices for ac­
complishing social actions (Hall , 2018; Pekarek 
Daehler & Balaman, 2021; Pekarek Daehler & Es­
kildsen, 2022, this issue) . In spoken interaction, 
the way a turn unfurls across time (its temporality) 
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can be observed via its step-by-step development 
and the way its design is adapted in situ according 
to local contingencies. The syntactic emergence 
of a turn projects and constricts various next items 
and sequentially due follow-up turns, and so ac­
counting for linguistic structures in relation to 
timing and temporality is a central concern for in­
teractional linguistic research (Mush in & Pekarek 
Daehler, 2021). 

At the same time, social action is also achieved 
th rough co-occurrent embodiment, including 
gaze, gesture, and proximity, and these embod­
ied features both shape and become accountable 
to the specific contingencies of the local inter­
actional ecology (Mondada, 2021). In addition, 
emergent body movements can enable recipients 
to project the development of a turn event be­
fore it has ended (Depperman & Gunthner, 2015; 
Keevallik, 2018; Mondada, 2021). Embodied ele­
ments of a learner's interactional repertoire are 
often drawn on to help accomplish meaning, par­
ticularly in the early stages of learning a second 
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language (L2). On occasion, for example, speak­
ers will produce a series of beat gestures (Mc­
Neill, 1992) or parsing gestures (Kendon, 2004; 
Streeck, 2008) during the realization of a turn­
constructional unit (TCU) . Unlike iconic gestures 
that are designed to convey semantic information, 
these gestures instead assist in illustrating speech 
structure, pacing its delivery and drawing empha­
sis via movements of the hand timed more or less 
simultaneously with words or phrases. Among the 
beginning learners of English in our data, we also 
see hybrid versions of these gestures that more 
clearly depict written forms of a turn-in-progress. 
At times these gestures seem to represent syntac­
tic slo ts or entire words, since the speaker po­
sitions their hand with the thumb and forefin­
ger apart and moves it progressively across the 
table as they produce their turn. As they do this, 
their gaze is usually averted away from their part­
ner and/ or toward the gesturing hand. The em­
bodied progression stops during any silence, sug­
gesting that the speaker is "doing visualizing" ' a 
written version of the sentence as it unfolds. In 
other cases, speakers use their fingers to 'write ' 
e lements of the turn-in-progress on their hands 
or in the air by tracing the shapes of recalled 
orthographic forms. These multimodal visualiza­
tion practices both signal to the recipient that a 
search is underway and provide the speaker with 
step-by-step access to the temporal emergence of 
a publicly imagined text that helps them arrive 
at the spoken equivalent. Our study suggests that 
English-as-a-foreign-language (EFL) learners can 
therefore support their spoken interaction by vi­
sualizing written grammar and lexical items. Par­
ticipants orient to the temporal organization of 
grammar in interaction via multimodal practices 
such as the precision-timed deployment of gaze 
and gesture, and these resources make unfolding 
action trajectories projectable. 

We begin with an overview of previous research 
on visualization within interaction and, after out­
lining the study's dataset, we offer a sequential 
analysis of seven cases from our collection to il­
lustrate the microgenesis of turns-at-talk as they 
emerge in and through interaction. The overar­
ching aim of the study, then, is to account for how 
novice English users deploy multimodal resources 
to temporally render grammar a shared object of 
visualization. 

VISUALIZATION IN INTERACTION 

Our focus in this study is not on text visu­
alization in a literal sense, such as that experi­
enced by so-called tickertape synesthetes (Holm, 
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Eilertsen, & Price, 2015) or when readers de­
code visibly available writing on a page in front 
of them (Gough, 1972). In fact, we adopt an an­
alytically agnostic stance toward what the partic­
ipant is actually seeing during moments of text 
visualization. Our interest in this phenomenon 
is instead purely interactional, or "outside the 
skull" (Kasper, 2009). That is, our focus is on 
the grammar-body interface (Mushin & Pekarek 
Doebler, 2021) and how speakers can, through 
the carefully timed deployment of embodied re­
sources, display that they are seeing ( or imagining 
or recalling or searching for) lexical or syntactic 
elements of a developing turn. These temporally 
grounded practices have real-time consequences 
for the interaction, displaying that the speaker is 
working on their formulation of the tum and thus 
observably accounting for breaks in progressivity. 
We are therefore not so much concerned with 
what the individual is actually seeing, but the way 
they "do seeing" and how that becomes locally es­
tablished as a relevant practice for social interac­
tion, particularly for speakers using an unfamiliar 
language. 

Like cognition or identity, vision is something 
that undeniably takes place within the head of 
an individual. Even so, it is also regularly made 
public via the vocal or aural modality (i.e., the 
organization of talk) and the visuospatial modal­
ity of embodiment (Stivers & Sidnell, 2005). 
Speakers visibly orient to certain things as rele­
vant, and people around them properly demon­
strate they understand this to be the case. In 
this way, vision can be considered a socially dis­
tributed phenomenon. lnteractants can make 
use of semiotic resources like spoken utterances, 
embodiment, and the physical environment, in­
corporating them into laminated actions (Good­
win, 2013), gesture- speech ensembles or utter­
ance packages (Kendon, 2004), or complex mul­
ti modal gestalts (Mondada, 2014) to invite their 
recipients to see and understand an action as it 
unfolds. Interaction is therefore made up of both 
auditory and visible events (Goodwin, 1994): In 
co-present situations, interaction can best be un­
derstood by considering visibly available elements 
like space, gaze, and bodily movements that mu­
tually constitute it (Duranti, 1992). For example, 
part of what makes up a person's "professional 
vision" (Goodwin, 1994) is not just the abili ty to 
see things, but to make those things 'seeable' 
to others via the organization of social action: 
An archeologist on a dig can trace, inscribe, and 
highlight certain sections of the ground to make 
them noticeable to an apprentice (Goodwin, 
1994), or a violin teacher can use her thumb and 
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forefinger to show her student which part of 
the bow to use (Nishizaka, 2006). Such environ­
mentally coupled gestures thus become part of a 
laminated action that seamlessly comprises talk, 
space, bodily movement, gaze, and the like-and 
this may ultimately become the medium through 
which learning takes place. 

Visualizing text is therefore one particular type 
of seeing. By design, text is an artifact of the bod­
ily movements that produced it, whether via the 
affordance of a pen , brush, or printer (Mondada 
& Svinhufvud, 2016). The path that a line of ink 
inscribes on paper constitutes a historical rem­
nant of earlier human action, yet the purpose of 
any inscribed object is partly a matter of how it is 
put to use (Day & Mortensen, 2017). When writ­
ing happens through the movement of a finger in 
the air, the product is highly ephemeral, leaving 
the viewer to interpret the strokes in conjunction 
with any other available semiotic resources in real 
time. Such air-writing is fairly common among 
Japanese speakers (Thomas, 2015), whose com­
plex logographic script (kanj£) does not possess 
a simple means of spelling out words verbally. In­
stead, speakers often trace out orthography in the 
air or on the hand to facilitate repair during con­
versation (Cibulka, 2013) or to reflect on the way 
a kanji character should best be written (Arano, 
2020). Understanding such writing is, therefore, 
primarily a temporally grounded spatiovisual act 
that straddles the border between speaking and 
writing. Our study takes up Ci1i llo's (2019) call 
for further scrutiny of the relationship between 
text and talk and responds to Stevanovic & Mon­
zoni 's (2016) appeal for a move away from logo­
centric categorizations of social action (i.e., anal­
ysis that focuses only on language). In doing so, 
it offers a systematic account for the complex in­
terplay of semiotic resources that come together 
when novice English users represent text through 
gestures as they talk. 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

By undertaking a systematic temporal analysis 
of interaction between novice English learners in 
a paired discussion test, we aim to emically ac­
count for instances of the embodied practice of 
text visualization . Our interest in the target phe­
nomena emerged from extensive "unmotivated 
looking" (Sacks, 1992) at video recordings of the 
test data, which led us to pose two questions. First, 
what are the spoken and embodied practices that 
inform a recipient that a speaker is visualizing 
text, and what repercussions does this have for the 
ongoing talk? Second, what can text visualization 
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in interaction tell us about the real-time manner 
in which novice EFL language users plan and pro­
duce a turn-at-talk? 

In exploring these questions, our analysis will 
contribute to the growing body ofresearch within 
interactional linguistics that uncovers the inter­
play of language structure, temporality, emer­
gence, and projection (Auer, 2015; Deppermann 
& Gunthner, 2015; Hopper, 2011) and respond 
to Mushin & Pekarek Doehler's (2021) call for 
further investigation into the grammar-body in­
terface. Our microgenetic analysis of emergent 
turns will suggest that spoken interaction can be 
buttressed by the visualization of written gram­
mar, and that multimodal practices, such as the 
precision-timed deployment of gaze and gesture 
display, render such textual visualization a pub­
licly available and thus interactionally salient so­
cial practice. 

DATA 

The interactional data to be examined all come 
from a corpus we call the Kobe Test of Oral Profi­
ciency (KTOP; Greer, 2019). This collection of 93 
peer-to-peer discussion tests was video recorded 
among first- and second-year students at a uni­
versity in western Japan as one of the assessment 
requirements for a core English communication 
class. All participants gave written consent for 
their recordings to be studied and the research 
satisfied ethical approval conditions from the na­
tional research body, the Japan Society for the 
Promotion of Science (JSPS). Even though most 
Japanese university students have learned English 
at secondary school for 6 years, many of them do 
not actively speak it, so we refer to these partici­
pants as novice language users. Although the av­
erage proficiency level of the participants in our 
broader dataset is Bl on the Common European 
Frame of Reference for Languages (CEFR) scale, 
those who feature prominently in our analysis are 
more likely at the A2 level. 

At the point the recordings were collected, the 
students had participated in 7 weeks of an oral 
English class that focused on developing their 
spoken fluency through pair and group discus­
sions, including topics such as travel, marriage, 
share-housing, and extended fami ly. Pairs of test­
takers were randomly assigned one of these top­
ics by selecting a card just prior to the start of 
the test. They were then required to talk freely in 
English about that topic for 4 minutes. The test 
took place in a room near their regular classroom 
and the class teacher was not present: A proctor 
video recorded the interaction and the teacher 
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FIGURE 1 
The Seating Arrangement During the Kobe Test of 
Oral Proficiency [Color figure can be viewed at 
wileyonlinelibrary.com] 

later graded it according to a performance-based 
rubric that included fluency, accuracy, and com­
plexity. The test accounted for 20% of the stu­
dents' final grade. 

The test takers were seated across from each 
other, as shown in Figure 1. Throughout the anal­
ysis, and across different dyads, we will identify the 
test taker on the left as "A" and the person on the 
right as "B." On the table, there was a prompt card 
that consisted of only one or two words- the topic 
that the students randomly selected (e.g., "travel" 
or 'jobs"). 

METHOD 

Conversation Analysis 

Following Firth & Wagner's (1997) call for 
greater sensitivity to participant-centered perspec­
tives within the study of second language acquisi­
tion (SLA) research, conversation analysis (CA) 
has been widely used to investigate L2 conversa­
tion and interactional competence in the class­
room and beyond. CA constitutes both a method 
of analysis and a sociological theory in its own 
right (Heritage, 1984). Its aim is to uncover the 
interactional practices used by participants to or­
ganize talk-in-in teraction and account for these 
practices in terms of the participants' own orien­
tations. To this end, CA's analytic concern is with 
the microdetails of talk. Recurring interactional 
practices are gathered via audio and video record­
ings and sorted into collections of cases based on 
their sequential and action-relevant properties. 
CA findings involve a detailed, emic description 
of the focal phenomena. For the current analysis, 
an initial collection of candidate cases was identi­
fied from the dataset; these were transcribed in 
detail, and common features of these excerpts 
were identified. The collection included 12 cases 
of visualizing individual words through air-writing 
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and 14 cases in which the speaker mapped out 
syntactic units. Of these, seven representative ex­
cerpts will be analyzed here. 

Transcription 

Spoken elements of the interaction have been 
transcribed according to Jeffersonian conven­
tions (Jefferson, 2004) with embodied features in­
dicated in gray. Following a simplified version of 
Mondada's (2018) approach, each embodied tier 
is identified with the participant's initial and a 
code indicating the locus of embodiment (e.g., 
"-gz" for gaze, "-px" for proximity, "-bh" for both 
hands, and so on). The onset of the embodied ac­
tion is located relative to the talk tier via a ho1izon­
tal bar (I). See the Appendix for further details. 

ANALYSIS 

Our analysis will focus on representative ex­
cerpts from our collection to account for three 
visualization practices: (a) flagging a word, (b) 
air-writing in forward-oriented repair, and (c) vi­
sualizing syntax through slotted gestures. Since 
space does not permit a detailed analysis of our 
complete dataset, we have selected sequences that 
most clearly demonstrate the focal phenomena. 
We begin by examining a case in which writing 
text in the air seems to flag the word for partic­
ular attention within the turn. Next, we account 
for similar visualization practices within forward­
oriented repair (i.e., word-search) sequences, sug­
gesting that these smaller writing gestures design 
the turn as a solitary word search. Finally, we con­
sider text visualizations during longer syntactic 
constructions by showing how speakers can visi­
bly slot out a sentence word by word across an en­
vironmentally available space. Common to each 
of these practices is that the speaker makes their 
visualization of text available to the recipient in 
order to demonstrate they are dealing with some 
difficulty in the timely production of the turn-in­
progress, and the grammar-in-interaction is lami­
nated through temporally sensitive embodiment. 

Flagging a Word 

One interactional locus in which air-writing can 
be found in our data is the flagging of a word for 
particular emphasis. This may be, for example, 
because the speaker is designing that segment 
of the turn as a somewhat atypical usage or as 
potentially unknown to the recipient, or to mark 
a Japanese word as possibly violating the institu­
tionally mandated language medium (English). 
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EXCERPT 1 

Marimo 

01 B 
02 
03 A 

a-rh 

04 A 

a-gz 
a-rh 
b-hd 

do you have any ~ts? 
(0 . 6) 
I ah : ( . ) I no I haven ' t . 

!waves left 

I tah- I ( . ) I demo ( . ) 
but 

Ito B ldown--------
lraises to chin 

lnods------1 

73 

05 A leh : i : - in fi : ve yea :: ( . )rs Iago , 
a-rh !thumb points right 

06 B luh[un] 
b-hd I nods 

07 A I [I : J I have . u ( . ) lmari(h)mo(h)? 
a moss ball 

a-rh I raises , extends index I air-writes "¼ ~ t (marimo) 
a-px !leans in slightly lsit back 
fig I 2A l_,,2_B.,.,,,------ .. .,.T 

08 B 
b-hd 

09 A 
a-hd 
a-rh 
fig 

10 B 
b-hd 

I llmarimo? 
I nods 

Ima (h) [ ri mo l 
I nods 
lair-writes *~ (mari) 
12C 

I [ ma(h) Jrimo . heh hah ha 
I nods 

Like "air quo tes" (Cirillo, 2019) , this type of air­
writing can pragmatically serve to highlight the 
vagueness of a referent or distance the speaker 
from its truth value. Cibulka (2013) referred to 
episodes of air-writing as framing and suggested 
that they differ from air quotes in that they are 
recognizable as text and therefore "underline the 
specificity of the given item" (p. 176). Excerpt 1 
is a case in point: Speaker A writes the J apanese 
word marimo 'moss ball' in the air as he says it. 

In line 1, B asks A if he has any pets, and 
after initially responding in the negative (3), A 

then goes on to qualify this by saying he used to 
own a marimo, a kind of moss ball found in lakes 
throughout Japan and sometimes sold in stores as 
a low-maintenance "pet."2 However, A displays his 
orientation to the atypicality of his answer in line 
7 via a brief delay and then laughed-through deliv­
ery of the word "marimo" with upwardly intoned 
"try-marking" (Sacks & Schegloff, 1979) . 

It is at this point that A also writes "marimo" 
in the air. During the first part of his turn in 
line 7, he raises his hand to roughly chest height 
with his index finger extended where it is clearly 
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visible to B, readying his hand to air-write. As he 
does this, he leans forward slightly and says "I- I 
have," extending the vowel and following it with a 
micropause at a grammatically incomplete point. 
Both his grammar-in-interaction and his embod­
ied practices therefore make projectable to the re­
cipient that the upcoming word deserves particu­
lar attention. At the end of line 7, A completes 
the turn with "marimo," quickly flicking his in­
dex finger in the air as he says it. He writes ver­
tically in what appears to be Japanese, depicting it 
from his own perspective rather than from B's. His 
precision-timed delivery of the audible and visual 
elements make clear which word he is writing in 
the air, while the act of writing it fl ags his use of the 
Japanese word as marked within the institutional 
context of the English discussion test. Although 
clearly iconic, this gesture also shares some im­
portant characteristics with beat gestures, in that it 
seems to be emphasizing "something the speaker 
feels [is] important with respect to the larger dis­
course" (Mc eill, 1992, p. 40). 

Taken together, speaker A's laminated delivery 
of "marimo" in line 7 works to index the poten­
tial unexpected or laughable nature of his answer. 
In the next turn (8), B does indeed treat "ma­
rimo" as unexpected, with her high-pitched other­
repetition initiating repair in a news-marked man­
ner, occasioning another round of repetitions (9, 
10). A's confirmation in line 9 is accompanied by 
a partial reprise of his air-writing gesture in which 
he only completes the first two characters of the 
word. This second retrospective iteration further 
couples his embodied action to the word and ties 
this repetition to what came before. Because the 
gesture is not reproduced in full and its strokes 
are more subtle, its recognizability as writing is 
contingent on anaphoric reference to A's earlie r, 
more pronounced version. It is not that A needs 
to see it or negotiate it for himself but more that 
he is treating it as part of the joke (i.e., the depic­
tion of a plant as a pet) , and indeed it does receive 
more open laughter from Bin line 10. 

This form of air-writing is clearly designed for 
the recipient, produced in a space and man­
ner that is visible to both participants. The 
speaker launches a turn segment ("I have ... ," 7) 
that grammatically projects a slot in which the 
turn-completing object becomes sequentially due . 
When the (Ll Japanese + air-writing) formula­
tion hearably completes that turn in progress, the 
recipient is invited to see the air-writing as that 
of the spoken element with which it co-occurs. In 
short, this sort of air-writing is formulated as part 
of a multimodal gestalt that flags part of the turn 
as pote ntially problematic for the recipient. 
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Visualizing Text in Forward-Oriented Repair 

In other cases, the act of writing with a fin ­
ger or planning out a sentence on the table 
can be seen as primarily facilitating the turn 
construction for the current speaker, with the 
recipient orienting to it in that way by refraining 
from interrupting or through minimal uptake 
tokens upon its completion. The interactional 
locus in which this is most often found in our 
dataset was in word-search sequences, or what 
we refer to more broadly as forward-oriented 
repair (Schegloff, 1979) , since such moments 
may also involve a search for content (Hasegawa, 
2017) and the like. As outlined by Schegloff, 
Jefferson, & Sacks ( 1977) , the repair organization 
is a set of interactional practices for dealing with 
trouble in talk. While such trouble can be due to 
speaking, hearing, or understanding, the repair 
is most often backward-oriented, in that it seeks 
to retrospectively rectify some repairable that an 
interactant has identified in previous talk, even 
immediately prior elements of their own turn. 
In contrast, forward-oriented repair sequences 
target a trouble source in yet-to-be-produced talk, 
that is, the timely production of a word or some 
prospective linguistic element. As such, forward­
oriented repair is usually instigated by the current 
speaker (self-initiated) and therefore the repair 
proper is often completed by that same speaker, 
since they hold the floor. Although a common 
feature of L1 talk (Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986; 
Hayashi, 2003), such word-search sequences 
have also been shown to provide opportunities 
for language learning among novice language 
users (Brouwer, 2003; Duran, Kurhila, & Sert, 
2019; Koshik & Seo, 2012), where the situated, 
collaborative practice of searching for a word can 
lead to "learnables" (Eskildsen, 2018) that novice 
language users may later enlist in their talk. 

Unsurprisingly, gaze direction and embodi­
ment have been found to be highly relevant 
components of forward-oriented repair. When 
a speaker looks away from their audience after 
initiating forward-oriented repair, they are sig­
naling that they are attempting a solitary word 
search, and if they return their gaze to the recip­
ient without displaying that they have found the 
word, the recipient can then take this as an in­
vitation to join the search by proffering a candi­
date solution (Dressel, 2020; Goodwin & Good­
win, 1986). Recipient collaboration can also be 
mobilized through the use of prepositioned ges­
tures, which provide a projection space within 
the turn (Hayashi, 2003). The hands can be used 
to indicate an intended recipient or produce a 
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EXCERPT2 

Arima Spring 

01 B 

b-gz 
fig 

02 

luh- kita ku lis famous lfor uh : 
North ward 

lup---------------------l~~to A--> 
I 3A I 3B 

larima , larima[ :: ] lspring . u? 

75 

b-rh 
b-gz 
b-hd 

lindex swish lindex up and down slightly 
1------------l~~up----- l~~upward right 

ltilts left 
a-hd I nods 
fig 

03 A 
a-hd 

04 A arima spring . u , 

I [ah-] 
lnods 3 times 

gestural representation of the searched-for word 
(Taleghani- ikazm, 2015). We view air-writing as 
a particular sort of depictive gesture that focuses 
on the orthographic nature of the word rather 
than its physical likeness. 

In Excerpt 2, B enacts an episode of air-writing 
as he searches for the word "spring," which is part 
of his in situ translation of a Japanese place name 
(Ari ma Spring). 

B's telling is briefly put on hold as he searches 
for the word "spring" as part of a place name. 
His gaze during most of line 1 is up and away, 
but he turns back briefly to A as he produces the 
hesitation marker "uh." In line 2, he accesses the 
Japanese component of the name "Arima" with 
an initial swish of his index finger, but then re­
peats that word with a vowel extension as he again 
directs his gaze up and away from the recipient 
in a "thinking face" (Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986, 
p. 57) while air-writing with his index finger. The 
combined ( or laminated) effect of these spoken 
and visual turn components shows the recipient 
that B is doing thinking at this moment, and in 
particular that he is visualizing the written form of 
the place reference. Although B's TCU is hearably 
incomplete, the recipient displays recognition of 
"Arima" by producing a change-of-state token in 
partial overlap in line 3. 

While B's word search is a solitary one, this 
does not mean that A is not participating. Be­
cause of B's consistent shifts in gaze leading up 
to his word search, A was able to project and dis­
play alignment by maintaining her gaze on him 
without interrupting, thus allowing his search to 
continue. As Goodwin & Goodwin (1986) noted, 
when a recipient gazes at a speaker engaged in 
a word search, they evidence the fact that such 
practices are accomplished systematically by both 
parties via complex displays of co-participation in 
the ongoing talk. B eventually arrives at the word 
"spring," but tilts his head left as he utters the 
word with an upward intonation, indexing uncer­
tainty with his word choice (Seo & Koshik, 2010) . 
However, in the next turn, A treats this as rec­
ognizable by repeating "Arima Spring," and the 
talk moves forward. Just as air-writing became a 
means of marking the word "marimo" in Excerpt 
1, B's air-writing here projects issues with the word 
"spring." His gestures are partially self-directed, 
helping him visualize the word while also mak­
ing the trouble available to his interlocutor. Com­
pared to manmo (Excerpt 1), the air-writing in this 
excerpt is much lower and smaller, reflecting the 
largely solitary nature of the word search. 

Although the air-writing in these two examples 
was associated with Japanese words or names, this 
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FIGURE 2 
The Slotting Gesture Is Held Out Horizontally Over 
the Surface of a Table 

is by no means the case in our broader collec­
tion. We found it used also in relation to English 
words in other conversations (e .g., "so," "mar­
riage," "university") or to write numerals when 
they were calculating, translating, or remember­
ing someone's age . In Excerpt 2, B is most likely 
translating "spring" from the original place name 
( onsen), and so the air-writing could be helping 
him to arrive at the English, or at least inform his 
interlocutor that he is working on it. 

Visualizing Syntax Through Slotted Gestures 

Whereas the word searcher in the previous ex­
cerpt was clearly wiggling an extended index fin­
ger to do writing-and thereby orienting to a sin­
gle word-in other situations, participants use a 
slotting gesture and the affordance of the table to 
plot segments of sentences word by word. Canoni­
cally, this is done with thumb and forefinger held 
apart as shown in Figure 2 although other varia­
tions are possible. 

Rather than the shapes ofletters, in these cases 
each hand movement represents an entire word, 
and the speaker seems to be gesturally mapping 
grammar by parsing the sentence into its compo­
nents as they produce it. An initial case of this phe­
nomenon can be seen in Excerpt 3. Here, A and 
B are discussing jobs, and A slots out a sentence 
across the table as he formulates it. 

In this excerpt, we see the speaker processing 
language at the sentence level. He does not use 
his index finger as a symbolic pencil to write each 
word, but instead enlists the whole hand to 'place ' 
words onto the table, thus orienting to their syn­
tactic relationship as he positions them in an or­
dered manner. In line 1, he begins a turn segment 
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(part ofa telling sequence) that he links to earlier 
talk with "but I." He stops mid-sentence and shifts 
his gaze away from the recipient, then upward 
as he utters a seemingly self-addressed repair ini­
tiator ("hm?"), which projects trouble within the 
turn-in-progress (see Steinbach & Thorne, 2011, 
on the public face of self-directed speech). It is at 
this point that he mobilizes his hand to begin set­
ting out the sentence both grammatically and spa­
tiotemporally. In line 2, he holds his right hand 
in a slotting gesture as he (re)produces the turn­
initial element "I," placing it at the far-left side 
of the table. In other words, the recipient (B) is 
invited to see what A places on the table as the 
word "I." While still looking away, A then goes on 
to repeat the gesture word by word as he moves 
his hand across the table, shifting his gaze from 
the left side of the table to the timer, which is 
placed on the right side of the table. Produced 
with prosodic breaks between each component of 
the sentence, the slotted gesture suggests that the 
speaker's gaze is orienting to the textual nature 
of the turn-in-progress. He is doing seeing each 
word in his emergent syntactic construction and, 
moreover, is asking the recipient to see him doing 
it that way. This practice therefore gives rise to the 
microgenetic development of not only emergent 
syntactic structure but also of a shared object of 
imagination. 

Another example of this phenomenon can be 
seen in Excerpt 4, in which the same speaker (A) 
is explaining his father's job. The text visualiza­
tion comes in line 11. 

As in the previous excerpt, in line 11 we again 
observe Speaker A slotting out a sentence across 
the desk. After telling B that his father is now mak­
ing CPS systems for cars (1-9, omitted), A then 
goes on to say that his father used to make tele­
visions (10-11 ). This then-and-now juxtaposition 
is accomplished through A's use of similar gram­
matical and lexical choices, as well as a repetition 
of some key gestural components. In line 10, A 
makes a swiping gesture with his right hand as 
he utters several hesitation markers and shifts his 
gaze up and away from B. This swipe may be in­
dicating that the previous talk (about his father's 
current work) has finished and that he is moving 
on to a different topic (his father's former job) , 
or it may be foregrounding the phrase that comes 
immediately after it, "one years ago" (11), in that 
it seems to be deictically placing it in the past. If 
this is the case, A's gesture may be the sort that 
helps him access the word he is searching for. 

In line 11 , A again taps out the sentence "one 
years ago he make a television" on the desk. As 
shown in the framegrabs, his gaze is up and away 
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EXCERPT 3 

Part-Time Job 

77 

01 A !but II : I (1. 0 ) !work- Ihm? (0 . 8) 
fig ISA ISB ISC 
a-gz ldown~lleft--------------l~~up/left 
a-rh !touches left shoulder 

lrh to table 
!lifts rh slightly 

02 A-+ II- I (0 . 8 ) !work lat !part time !job 
fig I SD I SE I SF I SG 
a-gz lup/left--------------l~~table/timer--> 
a-rh !touches table far left 

lrh motionless 
!touches table left 

!touches table near left 
!touches table center 

!holds still 

from the recipient during the early part of his turn 
production, again suggesting that he is visualizing 
the sentence as he says each word. His hand taps 
the desk on "years" and "ago," but the left-to-right 
progression is less pronounced in this instance, 
since he is touching his sleeve during "one" and 
"make." However, when he comes to the key 
content word of the sentence, the turn-final "tele­
vision," he first glances down and draws some­
thing on the desk before turning to B and saying 
"television" as he makes a circle on the desk. What 
he actually draws during the 0.5-second silence is 
unclear, but there are two possibilities: He could 
be writing the word "TV" as the speaker did with 
"marimo" in Excerpt 1, or he could be sketching 
a quick icon of a television to help him access the 
word. Either way, it is worth noting that A's ges­
ture changes subtly at this point, going from the 
slotting gesture (that represents the placement of 
a full word) to a single index finger that is used 
to spell out a word to be highlighted. His circling 
motion in the same part of the desk as he pro­
duces "television" supports this hypothesis that he 
is treating that as worthy of particular note. 

Continuing on directly after this, Excerpt 5 also 
shows how A treats the table as a space for vi­
sualizing a textual version of his spoken turn-in­
progress. 

In this excerpt, A uses an open-handed version 
of the slotted gesture to depict key words of his 
talk. In lines 14 and 15, he tells B where his fa­
ther works, again looking away for the majority 
of the turn as he hesitantly produces the initial 
grammar-intensive sections of the sentence and 
then turning to his recipient as he produces the 
turn-final token, "Panasonic" ( 15). As he does 
so, he again taps the desk with his thumb and 
forefinger roughly 10 centimeters apart and in 
the same vicinity of the desk where he had been 
visualizing text just earlier. There is nothing in 
particular about this gesture that would sug­
gest an iconic representation of the word "Pana­
sonic," so the recipient is left to understand 
the gesture as representing the word itself, 
or the slot in the visibly mapped sentence it 
occupies. 

A then goes on in lines 17-19 to reprise his 
earlier sentence, adding that his father makes 
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EXCERPT4 

Television 

10 A 

fig 
a-gz 
a-rh 

leh : t I (2 . 1) I 0 eh : to 0 (0 . 9) 
HM HM 

16A 168 
l~~downl~~up/left ----------> 
I swipes I , , , , , , I swipes 
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11 -+ lone I years Iago lhe make a I (0 . 5) I television . 
fig 
a-gz 
a-rh 

I 6C I 6D I 6E I 6F I 6G I 6H 
1-------------------------------l~~downl~~B------> 
lbeatl beat lbeat x~ !sleeve 

12 I (0 . 4) 
a-gz 1----> 

13 B loh-hohn 
fig 161 
b-hd I nods 

televisions and computer displays (i.e. , monitors). 
He looks down at the desk during the first part 
of his turn in line 17, then again looks to the left 
as he taps visualized words onto the table. The 
framegrabs in line 19 show how he spaces each 
element of the second half of his turn ("televi­
sion and eh computer display") across the table 
from left to right. His gaze meets B's on "televi­
sion," the word that ended A's earlier version of 
this turn, but then he looks away as he produces 
the incremental "and" and then taps out "com­
puter display" on the desk as he redirects his gaze 

to the rec1p1ent. The temporal development of 
the turn in progress is mediated not only through 
the grammar-in-interaction, but also through the 
speaker's visibly available embodied attention to 
each turn element as he accesses it. Those mo­
ments when he is looking away or at the table seem 
to be most directly related to the text visualiza­
tion in terms of individual cognitive processing, 
but the overall effect of gesturally setting out the 
sentence on the table is to show the recipient that 
he is dealing with the difficulty of accurately pro­
ducing the turn . 
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EXCERPT 5 

Panasonic 

14 A 

a-gz 
a-rh 
a-lh 

15 A -+ 
fig 
a-gz 
a-rh 

16 B 
b-hd 

17 A -+ 
fig 
a-gz 
a-rh 

18 B 

19 A-+ 

20 

21 

21 

fig 
a-gz 
a-rh 

a-gz 

B 
a-gz 
a-rh 

A 
a-gz 
b-hd 

loh et , lhe : (0 . 7) 'Itch' work lat : 
HM 

l>>~~~down/right----l~~up------ldown--> 
1-------1 ,,, under table-----------> 
!adjusts RH sleeve 

I (0 . 2) l>panasonic . < 
17A 

l------l~~B-------
1------l~~to table , index finger and thumb apart 

F. 7A 

i3 

loh 
lneck forward , nods 

I so : I [ I he : 
17B 

I (0 . 5) make (0 . 8) le : h (0 . 6) 
I 7C 

ldownl~~left------------------------l~~up----> 
ILH arm l~~to table , index finger and thumb apart 

l ,,, to lap--------l~~~to table-> 

[nice (job)] 

!>television< land I (0.9) eh :: lcompulter ldislplay . 
I 7D I 7E I 7F I 7G I 7H 
1-----------------------------ldown------l~~B-----
lslot left lslot lholds lslot slot !right 

I (0 . 5) 
l~~down 

I • ohn • 
l~~timer 
I ,, to lap--> 

I • un • 
l~~timer--> 
I nods 
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Despite this difficulty with formulation, 
Speaker A has been highly effective at hold­
ing the majority of the floor at this point, and his 
embodied practices have played a major role in 
this achievement. Having receipted his telling, 
this might be one point at which B could take a 
longer turn to reciprocate, but A again self-selects 
to continue his telling and text visualization 
practices. 

A begins his turn in line 23 in Excerpt 6 with 
the connective "but" but immediately self-initiates 
open-class repair with un ("huh?"), which delays 
the turn progressivity as the activity again shifts to 

a word search. Interestingly, he places his hand 
on the left side of the table at this point, as if he 
was about to tap out another sentence across it, 
but during the 0.7-second silence that follows, his 
hand does not move, again providing evidence to 
suggest that this gesture represents the turn-in­
progress. When he resumes the sentence with "I 
see," his hand moves too. On "I," he does a swish­
ing gesture that seems to be initiating backward­
oriented repair. Retrospectively, it is possible to 
interpret this as an insertion repair: The "but" is 
put on hold while A inserts "I see his work," and 
then "but" is repeated (25) to continue the turn. 
In line 24, A again holds his hand over the table 
as his vocal and embodied conduct show B that 
he is dealing with some trouble in formulating the 
turn. The immobilization of the gestural progres­
sion signals that A has not yet visualized what he 
is trying to say, and the co-occurrent hesitation 
markers provide verbal evidence for this. Con­
versely, in line 25, it appears that he has arrived 
at a candidate completion to the turn and there­
fore continues to tap on the desk for "his work" be­
fore holding it again during the 0.9-second gap of 
silence. 

In line 27, A's turn reaches completion with 
"what he doing," but he immediately self-repairs 
this to "what he was doing." As can be seen in 
the framegrab, the initial completion is produced 
whi le establishing mutual gaze, but as A moves 
to repair it, he again looks away and sweeps his 
right hand to the left of the table, apparently as 
if erasing the words he has just said. This sort of 
backward-oriented repair, therefore , also provides 
evidence to suggest he is visualizing the words as 
he says them. However, it is unlikely that he is actu­
ally seeing words in the air; our claim is that he is 
making a display of visualizing the turn elements 
as he produces them, showing the recipient that 
he is working on getting the sentence out. The 
hand held in slotting position can project more 
to come or, with a move toward the left of the 
table, retrospectively address earlier parts of his 
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turn and thus becomes a locally established prac­
tice for the temporal organization of his talk. 

Backward-Oriented Repair 

These sorts of backward-oriented repair se­
quences are frequently combined with forward­
oriented repair in our dataset as the interactants 
work to formulate a turn in English, and as we 
have seen, their visualization of turn elements 
can become perceptible along with retrospective 
grammatical insertions, replacements, and aban­
donments. In Excerpt 7, speaker A is specifying 
the name of a place and abandons his turn to for­
mulate it with simpler grammar, synchronizing it 
with a combination of hand gestures that become 
an integral part of the multimodal gestalt (Mon­
dada, 2014) . 

This segment extends the talk we analyzed in 
Excerpt 3 (1) as A goes on to specify the name 
of the place he works (3- 4). He begins to say, "it 
takes so ... " (3), but then abandons this turn and 
replaces it with "this is a(t) Kumon" (4). His hand 
movement in line 3 is hesitant, wavering back and 
forth from left to right as he produces the initial 
turn segment. It then stops midair as he utters the 
cutoff "so" and directs his gaze away from B, indi­
cating some sort of interactional trouble. When 
he begins speaking again in line 4, he also starts 
tapping out each word across the table, initially 
with his gaze averted but subsequently redirected 
toward B by the end of the turn. His hand stops 
on "a" and he shakes it slightly during the 0.5-
second gap, again suggesting hesitancy. Finally, 
the turn ends with the key word "Kumon" (the 
name of a school). When he produces this final 
token, A's hand is no longer open-palmed as it 
was while he was tapping out each word; instead, 
he positions it as though he is gripping a pencil 
and gives a couple of quick swishes above the desk 
as he says it. Although not absolutely clear from 
the video recording, one way to interpret these 
strokes is as writing, in particular the Japanese 
katakana character for "ku" ( -J) , the first sym­
bol in the word "Kumon." Similar to the way the 
speaker in Excerpt 1 flagged a word by writing it, 
A's intonation and gesture here seem to be mark­
ing "Kumon" as possibly unknown to B. If this is 
indeed the case, this instance represents a com­
bination of each of the visualization practices we 
have discussed: tapping across the desk during 
forward-oriented repair, pausing and rewinding 
the progression of such tapping during moments 
of backward-oriented repair, and flagging a word 
with a written gesture. 
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EXCERPT6 

His Work 

23 A -, lbut lun? I (0 . 7) 
huh? 

fig IBA IBB 

II see I (0. 3 ) 

IBC 
a-gz 1----l~~leftl---------------------
a-rh I~~~ I slot ILH sleeve I swish !sleeve 

24 I (1. 1 ) lh- lun? 
huh? 

fig I BE I BF 
a-gz 1------------l~~up/left--> 
a-rh 1------lslot lholds above table--> 

25 lhis lwork , 1(0 . 9 ) lbut I 
fig I BG I BH 

Itch 

IBD 

lslot 

a-gz 1-------------------l~~down/center➔ 
a-rh lslot lbeat lhold---l~~to L shoulder--> 

2 6 I ( 0 . 3 ) I don ' t know 
fig I BI 
a-gz 1---------------> 
a-rh 1---------------> 

I 

n~ know 

27 lwhat lhe doing . l>what he< was ldoing . 
fig I BJ I BK 
a-gz 1---- l~~B------ l~~up/left---- l~~B-
a-rh 1--------- ,,,,,, I swipes across table R to L 

he doing 

to table 
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EXCERPT7 

Kuman 
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01 A -+ 

a-gz 
a-rh 

II- I (0 . 8 ) lwork lat lpart time job 
lup/left--------------l~~table/timer--> 
!touches table far left 

lrh motionless 
!touches table left 

02 

!touches table near left 
!touches table center 

I (0 . 4) 
a-gz 

03 A 
fig 
a-gz 
a-rh 

l~~down/left--> 

Jeh (0 .5) lit takes lso- um I (0 . 9 ) 
19A 198 

1-------------------l~~up/left--> 
!raises above table/right 

!sweeps L to R 
ltaps index finger 

lholds still ,, 

04 -+ I this lis la (tl I (0 . 5) lkumonc, 
company 

fig l9C 19D 19E l9F 
a-gz ----------~~!~~down/center l~~B--
a-rh L Jtap C I shakes 

05 B I' kumon I [ oh' 
b-hd I raises brow I nods 

06 A I [ 'kumon'] 
a-gz l~~timer--> 
a-hd I nods 

DISCUSSIO 

Our observations on this dataset have docu­
mented several multimodal interactional prac­
tices that novice L2 users of English incorporate 
into their turn construction to indicate they are vi­
sualizing syntactic elements of a turn as they pro­
duce it. The practices involve both sophisticated 
gaze management and precisely timed embodied 
representations of text via enactments of writing 

name 

(katakana ku?/7) 

or depictions of inserting words within an emer­
gent TCU. Whether or not the speakers are ac­
tually seeing these words is not at issue: They are 
doing visualizing them and therefore signaling to 
their partner that they are working on the turn. 
There is emic evidence to suggest that the recipi­
ents also view it this way in that they do not begin 
talking while a text visualization is in progress: By 
not saying anything, the recipients are contribut­
ing to the accomplishment of the solitary word 
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search sequence. These practices therefore afford 
what Mushin & Pekarek Daehler (2021) called so­
cial coordination, that is, the real-time, mutually 
adaptive and highly situated ways in which partic­
ipants synchronize their conduct. 

Although these visualization practices are pub­
licly available to both interactants, they can be di­
rected primarily to either self or other to vary­
ing extents (see Dressel, 2020; Skogmyr Marian & 
Pekarek Daehler, 2022) . When a speaker enacts 
writing in a minor way, such as by using small or 
truncated strokes and positioning it low on the ta­
ble or on their palm (Excerpt 2), what they are 
writing becomes less relevant (to the recipient) 
than the fact that they are writing and therefore 
conducting a solitary word search. This is particu­
larly th e case when the speaker's gaze is directed 
away. However, if the speaker writes in the air with 
larger letters that are designed to be visible to the 
recipient, as A did with "marimo" in Excerpt 1, it is 
more clearly a case of enactment oriented to the 
other, such as to accomplish mutual recognition 
of the referent. The speaker's gaze is directed to­
ward the recipient and the word is written within 
the recipient's field of vision (cf. Cibulka, 2013). 
The recipient treats these as designed for them by 
providing uptake, whereas the smaller visualiza­
tion gestures do not get this sort of uptake, sug­
gesting that the recipient also views them as pri­
maiily self-addressed. 

A related but different practice involved deliv­
ering a sentence word by word by plotting each 
token across the table. Here , the word is repre­
sented gesturally as a unit, such as by inviting 
the recipient to see it positioned between the 
speaker's thumb and forefinger, under an open­
palmed hand. Orthographic details of the word 
are not included as they were when a speaker air­
wrote a single word. Instead, the speaker is 01i­
en ted to temporally slotting out syntax. They are 
building a sentence, and therefore each gesture 
is doing more than just beating out the rhythm­
the recipient is encouraged to 'see ' the turn­
in-progress as they hear it and to interpret the 
speaker as dealing carefully and deliberately with 
the turn construction . Further, speakers do not 
deploy these practices for every turn , suggesting 
special significance for turns in which they do. 
Their gaze direction displays text visualization: It 
is up and/ or away from the recipient <luting the 
early part of the turn but shifts toward the recip­
ient by the end. This indicates that the early part 
of such turns is primarily for the benefit of the 
speakers themselves, as they work out what to say 
or how to say it (forward-oriented repair or con­
tent searching). In some cases, this also led to 
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brief episodes of self-initiated backward-oriented 
repair, in which the current speaker adapted the 
turn on the fly, and this was reflected both in the 
spoken production and the speakers' pausing and 
revision of their embodied action. 

In terms of L2 learning, these practices seem to 
represent outward manifestations of internal cog­
nitive processing. While we would not be as na'ive 
to dispute that people need to think about what 
they are saying-particularly when they are unfa­
miliar with the language they are speaking-we 
offer no speculation on the nature of what is hap­
pening at the neurolinguistic level during these 
episodes of multimodal visualization. Instead , in 
line with the CA approach to socially distributed 
cognition (Kasper, 2009), we limit our observa­
tions to externally available aspects of thought 
and language use, since that is all that is avail­
able to the recipient in real time as well. This 
is not a limitation to our study, but a strength. 
Any appeal to internal language processing would 
involve conjecture, whereas the visible and au­
dible availability of interaction allow us as ana­
lysts to comment on behavior that is accessible 
to the recipient as well. Moreover, those same 
practices that are obtainable through microanal­
ysis of sociality can point to the speaker's real­
time orientations to emergent turn construction. 
Where the turn is delayed, paused, or revised , we 
are able to gain publicly available access to the 
speaker's own orientations toward language pro­
duction through the interactional organization of 
repair. 

IMPLICATIO S FOR PRACTICE 

Awareness of Visual Cues to W01d Searches 

The data we have analyzed originate from a 
paired EFL speaking-proficiency test, and this 
peer-to-peer format has been gathering attention 
from assessment researchers, particularly from a 
CA perspective (e.g. , May, 2011). Such settings 
can give rise to more natural interaction than 
that found in expert-novice tests, where the tester 
is often required to refrain from pursuing in­
tersubjectivity by the test protocol (Seedhouse, 
2013) . The paired format also provides the test 
takers with the affordance of embodied interac­
tion, including gestural orientations to text that 
may straddle more than one language. This poses 
a challenge for test raters in assessing interac­
tional competence, and there is a need to further 
consider how best to incorporate such embodied 
practices into interactional competence rubrics 
(Burch & Kley, 2020; Sandlund & Greer, 2020). 

"' 0 

"' -"' 
-~ 



15404781, 2022, S1, Downloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com

/doi/10.1111/m
odl.12748. By Kobe University, W

iley Online Library on [13/09/2023]. See the Term
s and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com

/term
s-and-conditions)

on W
iley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Com

m
ons License

84 

In identifying and documenting the embodied 
practices of text visualization, this study enables 
such visualization to be taken into consideration 
in testing situations, both formal and informal. 
Moreover, an awareness of such practices can then 
be passed on to the learners themselves, and by 
reflecting on their purpose, students can better 
incorporate a range of methods for maintaining 
intersubjectivity and progressivity in their L2 En­
glish talk more generally. 

The Intersection Between Writing and Speaking 

In addition, the study has provided further in­
sight into the relationship between spoken and 
written genres (Cirillo, 2019), and the analysis of 
these practices suggests that some novice English 
users are relying on their memory of written text 
during speaking tasks. This may be particularly 
the case for learners who have been taught largely 
through reading English rather than speaking it, 
as was the case for these Japanese students. It 
could be that pedagogical approaches that em­
phasize written grammar are apt to give rise to text 
visualization in spoken interaction, at least in the 
early stages of L2 learning. Inscribing a word in 
the air can give novice language users a chance 
to reflect on grammar before they use it, and slot­
ting out sentences by visualizing their component 
language may help them to plan and implement 
a turn-in-progress while making these endeavors 
available to their co-interactants. These practices 
can also help enhance recipient comprehension 
by embodying the practice of turn decomposi­
tion (Svennevig, 2018). By using gestures in con­
cert with carefully coordinated prosodic breaks, 
longer turns can be divided into smaller, easier­
to-understand components. 

Conversely, we should also consider that the 
visualization of text and its instantiation in 
particular cases can lead to a better understand­
ing of an individual language user's current un­
derstanding of English grammar, or of the tem­
poral unraveling of a particular tum-at-talk. This 
might be something that teachers and testers can 
make use of in assessing a student's interactional 
competence. 

CONCLUSION 

Visualizing text and using it to construct a 
turn is by no means a practice limited to L2 
interaction-in fact, we have seen that these 
speakers do the same thing with lexical items 
from their LlJapanese (e.g. , Excerpt 1). However, 
since it is a phenomenon clustered around the 
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machinery of self-repair, it is likely that text visual­
ization is particularly relevant for novice language 
users. It is apparent that careful mapping out of a 
sentence allows for a token-by-token examination 
of a turn segment as it is produced, and therefore 
becomes a useful affordance in moments of atten­
tion to correctness. 

Although the nature of the dataset does not 
provide for longitudinal observations, it is worth 
noting that none of the cases we collected orig­
inated from what we would consider the rela­
tively advanced English speakers in this cohort. 
This suggests cross-sectionally that text visual­
ization becomes less frequent as interactional 
competence increases, as is the case with depictive 
gestures in L2 word-search sequences (Skogmyr 
Marian & Pekarek Doehler, 2022), and indeed 
with gestures in general (Eskildsen & Wagner, 
2015). While additional research is needed, it is 
likely that as linguistic resources emerge through 
experience, a speaker's reliance on embodied re­
sources lessens, providing further evidence that 
L2 resources evolve through and for social in­
teraction. Alternatively, it could be that the use 
of text visualization practices might be one fac­
tor that makes us see its user as less proficient, 
since they are visibly concentrating on grammar. 
If so, testers could incorporate this into their as­
sessment as one indication of beginning-level pro­
ficiency. 

In addition, it is possible to view the prac­
tice as becoming established microlongitudinally 
(Greer, 2016; Kotilainen & Kurhila, 2020; Mar­
kee, 2011) as a part of the speaker's expanding 
interactional repertoire. In Excerpts 3-7, for in­
stance, the same speaker uses text visualization 
to augment his turn design in multiple succes­
sive instances, and although we do not see any 
significant changes in the way he does this, we 
do find it reasonable to assume that the recipi­
ent (B) becomes increasingly aware that this prac­
tice is a regular part of this speaker's (A's) in­
teractional repertoire. Consideration of multiple 
occurrences across minutes rather than months 
can therefore still illustrate the in situ emergence 
of interactional competence as a co-accomplished 
phenomenon. 

We would suggest that our study also offers ev­
idence of development at the turn level-not so 
much in terms of learning but certainly in terms 
of the temporal progression of utterance produc­
tion. A turn that started in a rather hesitant man­
ner becomes progressively fluent as it is mapped 
out across the table, or a turn that is progress­
ing smoothly reaches a grammatical impasse with­
out the timely availability of a lexical item that 
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is due, which leads to a delay in its production 
that is solved, in part, with an air-wri tten gesture. 
Here, we are not considering the development 
of the speaker's interactional competence or an 
inventory of resources that they are able to ex­
pand, but the microdevelopment of a particular 
locally emergent utterance and the role that em­
bodiment can play in achieving its production. In 
line with the CA approach , such a take on devel­
opment focuses the observations firmly on the in­
teraction rather than the speaker. 

Even if text visualiza tion is seen as a crutch 
or support, ultimately, it enables the speaker to 
get the turn out. It shows the recipient that the 
speaker is having trouble but is also dealing with 
it, and it generally leads to understanding. We 
view these microgenetic moments of intersubjec­
tive success as the building blocks for eventual de­
velopment. 

This study has proposed that, although publicly 
available, these writing gestures are often largely 
self-directed, as evidenced by the high speed of 
their production, smaller gestural strokes, averted 
gaze, and the fact that they are produced in a 
less focal space (e.g. , low on the table or behind 
a hand) . Additionally, at such times, the recipi­
ents do not visibly attend to these gestures. How­
ever, text visualizations can also be designed to be 
viewed by the recipient in order to display an ori­
entation to a word as potentially out of place or 
requiring special attention . Either way, such writ­
ing gestures make word searches co-constructed 
achievements by placing them in the visible pub­
lic domain. If analyzed as audio recordings alone, 
these moments would appear to be pauses and 
therefore disfluencies, but the video recordings 
reveal how the speakers are dealing with trouble 
and how the recipients are attending to these mat­
ters via gaze and by refraining from interrupting. 

Our analysis, therefore, is in accord with re­
searchers like Keevallik (2018) , who see grammar 
as a function of not just language but the en tire 
body. Visualizing text is designed to be seen as 
a medium overlaid on the talk, much like movie 
subti tles. It provides an additional layer to the in­
teraction and yet is still laminated with the other 
modalities such that it constitutes an ensemble 
that exceeds the sum of its parts. 
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NOTES 

1 In Sacks's (1984) seminal paper "On Doing Being 
Ordinary," he focuses on the public observabi li ty of 
members' conduct. It is not that people 'are' this or that, 
but rather that such states can be attributed to them by 
others based on what they 'do.' Similarly, here we are 
concerned not with participants' internal visualization, 
but rather how they "do visualizing" as a publicly observ­
able practice. 

2 Sphere-shaped green algae ( aegagrofJila linnaez), ma­
rimo have been the subject of several fads in Japan and 
are commonly sold in pet stores to be kept in small 
tanks similar to goldfish. Marimo are thus thought of as 
a kind of pet by Japanese people, but in a loose sense. 
Their "petness" is somewhat mitigated by their immo­
bile, silent algal qualities. T hey are a pet you can keep 
even if your landlord disallows pets or if you are too busy 
to take care of something more substantial. In that there 
is no better word in English for marimo, A's use of the 
term here may also constitute a "motjuste codeswitch" 
(Greer, 2018). 
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APPENDIX 

Transcription Conventions 

The transcripts follow standard Jeffersonian conventions (Jefferson , 2004), with embodied elements 
shown via a m odified version of the conventions d eveloped by Mondada (2018). 
J effersonian transcription symbols: 

? 

l 

t / ttword 
.h 

[] 

w(h)ord 
word 
0 word0 

> word< 
(word) 
(0.2) 

(. ) 

Rising intonation on previous syllable 
Slightly rising intonation on previous syllable 
Falling intonation on previous syllable 
Continuing intonation on previous syllable 
Shift to high/ very high pitch 
In-breath 
Prolongation of a sound 
Overlapped talk 
Laughed-through word 
Stressed syllable 
Audibly softer than surrounding talk 
Faster than surrounding talk 
Uncertain transcription 
Silence measured in seconds 
Micropause (less than 0.2 second) 

The embodied elements are positioned in a series of tiers relative to the talk and rendered in gray. 

I I 

1--> 
--> I 
>> 
--> 

SHIN 

Descriptions of embodied actions are delimited between vertical 
bars 
The action described continues across subsequent lines 
The action reaches its conclusion 
The action commences prior to the excerpt 
The action continues after the excerpt 
Preparation of the action 
The apex of the action is reached and maintained 
Retraction of the action 
The action moves or transforms in some way 
The current speaker is identified with capital letters 

Participants carrying out embodied action a re ide ntified relative to the talk by their initial in lower case 
in another tier, along with o ne of the following codes for the action: 

-gz gaze 
-lh left hand 
-rh right hand 
-bh both hands 
-px proximi ty 
-hd head 
-gs gesture 

Framegrabs are positioned within the transcript relative to the moment at which they were taken. 
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