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Abstract

It has been thoroughly demonstrated, that gestutdadily conduct are parts of the
interactional organization, especially when it cert@the organization of sequences
and overall activities. When it comes to the lirggigi structure of utterancehough
only few researchers have focused on demonstratinggestures are part of the
linguistic structure of utterances in interactiBnom a conversation analytic
perspective this article will demonstrate how gesgare parts of the turn
constructional unit, and how they are deployed/asyttechniques to connect
utterances over time, not only ensuring coherent@lso constructing obvious
cohesion. The examples are taken from a largeatéiection based on video
recordings of everyday conversatiaml workplace interactions.

Keywords: Interaction, Embodiment, Tying techniques, Cohestumversation
Analysis

Though coming from a different field, | was origilyanspired by Armstrong, Stokoe
& Wilcox (1995). The analysis in this article i®skly connected to their belief that
an analysis of the physical structure of visiblstgee provides insight into the origin
of syntax. With the important difference, thoudimttI’'m not interested in the origin
of syntax. | am interested in how gesture is arenlable part of syntax of a single
ongoing turn constructional unit (TCU), and in haw may come to speak of an
embodied grammar, here and now. It will be demarestkthat gesture is a systematic
part of a single TCU, and thus part of an intecal grammar (e.g. Ford, Fox &
Thompson, 2002; Ochs, Schegloff & Thompson, 19@@jr®) & Couper-Kuhlen,
2001; Steensig, 2001). In this paper | have chtséocus specifically on gesture as
tying technique, and | shall demonstrate how gestaot only ensure overall
coherence (Kuehn 2002), but also construct obwviohesion between two turns.

1. Data and method

The data examples in this article are taken frdaxrge data collection based on video
recordings from naturally occurring spontaneousyalaey conversations and
workplace interactions. The gestures dealt witthig article can all be described as
iconic, meaning that they can be said to depictescribe a concrete or abstract word,
and that they are linked semantically to the cantéspeech. The examples are either
translated from Danish into English, or in linguanica, English. The translations are
not in correct English. Rather they are an atteimpise more or less the same words
that are being used in the Danish original, sottiatelation between gesture and
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speech is maintained (for the Danish transcripgsagpendix). A video clip is linked
to each excerpt.

Conversation Analysis (CA) is the methodologicaibdor the analysis. Because of
CA'’s insistence on including all observable detaflan ongoing conversation in the
analysis, it offers, through its sequential analyaimethod for describing the
construction of the single unfolding turn in intetian, and thus provides for a better
understanding of how grammar is constituted incitgrse of turn construction.

2. Repeated gestures as connectors

Throughout the course of an interaction it can lbieeoved that gestures are repeated
by same as well as by other participants. McNeidllée.g. 2002) have developed the
theory ofcatchmentsn order to describe a possible underlying cogaitinit in the
language production, which is revealed throughrépeated gesture. Other
researchers have looked at these kinds of gedtorasan interactional perspective in
naturally occurring interactions. Close sequeraralysis has revealed that these
repeated gestures are part of not just one, berakdifferent practices and
interactional activities, e.g. word search actest{Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986;
Gullberg, 1999; Laursen, 2002a), alignment prast{¢@aursen, 2002a; Lerner, 2004),
clarifying activities (Goodwin, 2000; Goodwin, Gamih & Olsher, 2002; Laursen,
2002a-c) and tying practices (Kuehn, 2002). Thea&d gesture, though, always has
an element of connecting.

Beginning from an overall perspective, by e.g. oligsg a lively debate on TV or a
story telling sequence in naturally occurring iatgion, one notices immediately that
different participants produce the same gesture tlaat these gestures are part of
ensuring the overall coherence in the interacteg.(Kuehn, 2002). In this article it
will be demonstrated that these gestures are sbpart of ensuring coherence, but
part of constructing obvious cohesion between ithgles sequences and between the
stories of different participants.

In Excerpts 1 and 2 participant T tells and congdlet story. This story contains a
description of a water-skier hurting his shouldadly. During the story T produces a
gesture embodying how the water-skier's shoulderttwet of place (fig.1.1). One
minute and 18 seconds later participant | initi@esory about one of her team
players from her old volleyball team. Participastdtory follows with only a (0.3)
pause after T has completed his story, and shatestit with the words ‘There was a
girl from my old volley team it ha:::: happened @negular basis that she’. At this
point participant | hasn’t said or done anythingémnect her story to the prior story.
It turns out that this story is also about somewshese shoulder went out of place —
i.e. the semantic coherence between the two stoaiebe found in the out-of-place-
shoulders. This semantic coherence becomes obwidhe continuation of I's story
‘when she jumped up to smash (0.5), tck- Then heulsler went out of place’. But
the obvious cohesion is constructed before thecspsieows it, namely when |
(fig.2.1) reproduces T’s gesture/body posture siamdously with ‘when she jumped
up to smash’ (11.303-306).

Excerpt 1
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And one of the water-skiers has just (x) his sfuer:|
And it hurts like-

Crazy

QuickTime™ and a
TIFF (PackBits) decompressor
are needed to see this picture.

Fig.1.1 (link to video clip)

Excerpt 2
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He understood (.) the beauty of medicine there.
Yeahh:

(0.3)

There was a girl from my old volley team

it ha:::: happened [on a regular basis=[that she
left grm backwards
[mm

[yea
[When she jumped up to sm[ash

[[arm back and up--------- [peak
[(0.5)

throws a ball

[Tck- h
[[arm stops in mid air, r.hand to l.shoulder

[and her [shoulder went [right out of place
Hold----[elbow fast movement up and forward
elbpw down

QuickTime™ and a
TIFF (PackBits) decompressor
are needed to see this picture.

Fig. 2.1
(link to video clip

This article will focus entirely on gestures inrtgipractices. Common to all these
gestures is that from an overall perspective thegyioin activities where participants
demonstrate an orientation towards creating angrsgcmutual understanding. From
a more narrow and local turn perspective it willdibwious that these gestures are also
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part of the single turn construction and turn orgatmon, and that they connect
different turns or TCUs to each other. Before analy the gestures | will say
something general about the construction of coloerand cohesion in interaction.

3. Coherence in interaction

One basic assumption about coherence is that avitaroh is placed adjacent to
another turn, will be understood in relation tottpaor turn (e.g. Sacks, Schegloff &
Jefferson, 1974) — i.e. talk is taken to be reléwaua coherent even when it is not
obviously cohesive (Broe, 2003). The placementtofa, and the placement of
words within the single turn constructional uniQl)), thus makes out a strong factor
in creating coherence in interaction. Still, pap@nts in an interaction use specific
techniques to create coherence and to specificaligtruct cohesion. Some of the
most commonly used techniques are the use of prenaeictic proterms, con- and
disjunctions, (partial) repeats of the turn andgheduction of increments (e.g. Broe,
2003; Lerner, 2004; Local, 2004; Mazeland & Huiski2001). | shall demonstrate
that gestures should be added to this list.

Coherence may be found at different levels. One talxyabout coherence at the
pragmatic level, where the concern is whether éhgionship between the different
actions in the interaction is relevant and coheréng participants’ normative
orientation to the sequence organization is an ekaof this: if a participant
produces a 1. pair part (e.g. a question) it besamlevant for other participant(s) to
produce a relevant 2. pair part (e.g. an answer)nBt only do the participants
demonstrate their expectations of an answer byateyethe question if the answer
doesn’t come, at this point any following actiorll\We treated as either the answer or
something leading up to the answer. As Scheglafitpmut, coherence thus lies in
the adjacent placement and the relevance betwesstign and answer: “[t]he
sequence structure itself can provide for the amgdional coherence of the talk”
(Schegloff, 1990:53).

Coherence can also be found at the semantic ldee¢ we talk about the fact that
two turns are understood as coherent becauseiot#drmeantic content. An example
of semantic non-coherence could be that someoneeangootball’ to the question
‘what would you like for dinner?’. The pragmatich@ence is ensured because an
answer follows a question, but semantically thenea coherence between the two
turns.

Coherence, at the syntactic level, or at the tugamizational and turn constructional
levels, is about grammatical structure. Pronouaitid adverbs, conjunctions and
disjunctions are typically used to connect and tromsconcrete observable cohesion
between two turns, while verb-, noun- and advertiiregs are typical connectors at
the lexical level and create obvious cohesion betwsengle words, typically within
the same ongoing turn.

3.1. Some tying techniques

When participants want to connect an ongoing taranother turn than the just prior
one, they use different tying techniques to loeafind connect to that turn. Typically



they will do one of two things: they will produce eacrement, i.e. a syntactic
prolongation or continuation of prior turn; or theyl produce a partial repeat of the
prior turn.

A turnincrementmay be produced when a participandkgp-connectingThis is a
practice or tying technique participants may useotanect back in time to a
previously so far completed turn. When skip-coninggcta participant links his/her
current talk to some prior talk, skipping over thiervening talk of other or self
(Local, 2004). Turn increment initiators, such lagt; and, or, with, because, well’
etc., are often used to skip connect to a priar.tlihese increment initiators, or
continuers, connect the upcoming turn as a contimuaf a previously possible
completed turn. The choice of increment initiatisioaestablishes the type of
connection between the two turns:

Excerpt 3

14 S He hhehh[-hhh Yes

15 A [Each of us has TEn

16 S mmm

17 A Has tEn clips.

18 S That's a good one

19 A: 2> A:nd eh:: each ti:me eh::: you know eh: hh

20 And when we get to thop of the ticket we di
In 1. 18participant S produces the evaluation ‘that’s adgooe’, thus orienting to the
fact that participant A’s story may be completeeaf’s punch line and so far
possible completed turn ‘each of us has ten c(ijpsl17). But after S’ evaluation,
participant A skip-connects 1. 19 to his prior tbsninitiating the turn with the
conjunction and increment initiator ‘and eh::’, tbley demonstrating that the
upcoming turn is to be understood as a continuatfgkis own prior turn (1. 17). In
this excerpt ‘And eh’ projects a continuation aiprturn, but one could imagine that
if the increment initiator had been ‘but’ or ‘besay this would have created a
completely different kind of connection between tilve turns, and would have
projected that the action in the upcoming turn wididve been either a modification
or an explanation of prior turn.

(Partial)repeatis another important tying technique. Where skipreecting has to be
done fairly close to the abandoned turn, repetiscatying technique that is
relatively independent from the turn’s actual posit(Sacks, 1996, p. 733). A
(partial) repeat of a prior turn localizes the tamtheproduct-itemof ongoing turn
(Jefferson, 1972). By exploiting the identity ofritconstructional materials in order
to enable the recipient to identify the source fluerner, 2004)repeatsend a turn
the capacity to tie it to another one than theibrgeenext-positioned to. Often repeats
are done in repair activities (e.g. Schegloff, 20B#vers, 2005), when hearing or
understanding problems can be localized. But tblenigue can also be observed
when participants simply connect an upcoming tareame prior turn, thus re-
activating the prior turn.

In this paper | shall demonstrate how gesture makea thus far ignored, but very
important part of the tying techniques and of carting obvious cohesion between
two turns. This will be explored further in thelmbing.



4. Gestures ensuring coherence — constructing obus cohesion

| shall present another six different excerpts frogncollection of data, to
demonstrate and exemplify how gestures are deplagéging techniques in three
different sequential and turn constructional envinents:

1. Gesture as connector between single words watAi@U after an insertion
of same participant.

2. Gesture as connector between turn units of garieipant after other
participant’s turn, or side sequence allocatedthgmoparticipant.

3. Gesture as connector between different parttg)d CUSs.

Participants’ orientation to the well-describ®ahchronic productionf gesture and
related speech is of vital importance when desagiliow gestures make out a
systematic part of turns in interaction. McNeitl a& (McNeill & Duncan, 2000;
McNeill et al 2002) described synchronicity in cestion with cognition while
developing the notions gfrowth pointsandcatchmentsBut this well described
synchronic production of gesture and related speeohbt only a cognitive concept or
a theoretical frame, it is about units that thdipgrants demonstrate an observable
ongoing normative orientation towards throughoetititeraction (e.g. Laursen,
2002a-c). Before demonstrating how gestures ats pathe interactional tying
techniques | shall exemplify how the participamigin interaction demonstrate an
orientation towards the well-described synchrowicit

Excerpt 4

9 A It was ri::[ght [au [point [hhh

9a Ges: r.arm up, fingers in a bundle
9 peak

9c tw]ce up and down
9d arm down

AV

Fig.4 (link to video clip)

The gesture in excerpt 2 relates to the lexicalmmment ‘au point’. It is initiated just
before ‘au point’, and realized and completed siemdously with this lexical
component. This synchronicity is, as mentioned t@efeery well described, and can
be observed everywhere throughout an interactigncl8onicity is observable even
with restarts, repetitions and insertions, whiah fibllowing excerpt will illustrate.
The next excerpt takes place just prior to excérand participant A is producing the
same gesture as in excerpt 4.

Excerpt 4a



3 A Yes you hee been concerned about that remark.
4 A It must have been right on target
5 A It must have be[en [ri:::ght (.) [au- au-
5a ges: r[arm up, fingers in a bundle
5b gmall mov. up and down
5¢c [mov. “freezes” =
6 N: [It was almost over the edge=
7 N: =to be on target [l think.
g€eS:  Smmmmmmmmmmeeeo bp
8 A [Au [POInt.

upfrdow, lowered
9 A It was ri::;[ght [au [pait [-hhh

9a ges: r.farm up, fingers in a bundle
9b peak

9c tvice up and down
ad drm down

A interrupts his own speech production in I. 5fiust have been ri::::ght (.) au- au-’,
after N's speech onset in I. 6 — ‘It was almostrathe edge’. A also interrupts his

own gesture production, but he keeps his arm/hamadso-far-rest-position, and the
gesture so to sdyeezesn space. At the first possible completion poihiNGs turn, |.

7, ‘It was almost over the edge to be on target'egtarts his speech and produces the
abandoned word *‘au point’ in overlap with N’s tunerement ‘I think’. The gesture is
also resumed and completed synchronically witheitsted lexical component ‘au
point’.

It is worth noticing that the resumption is saidirerlap with N’s turn. Often a turn
said in overlap is repeated in the open afterwamdd,often it looses some of the
features that positioned it in its original sequargnvironment (e.g. Schegloff, 2004).
In this excerpt we can observe the repeat in tle@.ophich we have already seen in
excerpt 4, with a typical change in prosodic maskard in tense. But we cannot
observe any change in gesture. It is a commonrigaand recurrently observable that
the gesture remains a part of the repeated temmphasize this because many
scholars regard gestures on equal terms with pgrastic markers such as intonation
and rhythm, which are typically changed when regeat another local environment.
This paper will argue further for seeing gesturesraguistic markers, non the least,
because the participants treat gestures as thelgl\weat speech.

The following examples will further demonstrate hth& participants in the
simultaneous production of gestures and relatedcsperient to an interactional
structure where gesture is an integrated parteosiigle turn constructional unit.

4.1. Gesture as connector between single words withthe same TCU

In excerpt 5 it is observable not only how gestaumd related speech are repeated
together, but also how gesture is tying the repeftse turn to the original not
completed turn. If we have a look at the excerphauat gestures we can observe how
the participant ties back to her non-completed &iter having produced a self
initiated insertion. Verbally she produces a paregeat of the turn and the turn
initiator ‘and’ as tying technique:

Excerpt 5



36 B: And then there came some people
37 B who then-
38 ps: (0.2)
39 B: PUShed it up in eh::
40 B: It was on its way to the ocean.
41 B: It wa::s (0.2) °confused® or something likat
42 D: mmm
> 43 B: And they p::pushed it up into the ::eh
44 ps: (0.4)
45 B: Into the:::::::: Gras up behind

Participant B talks about a snake she saw on thelb&he abandons her ongoing
turn (I. 38) after a hesitation marker ‘in eh:mdaproduces an insertion, giving a
possible explanation for pushing the snake anagiain explanation for the snake’s
presence on the beach. After the insertion andnamal response token from
participant D (l. 42), B resumes her abandoned tu#8) by producing an increment
initiator ‘and’ followed by a pronoun, followed laypartial repetition of the
abandoned turn ‘And they p::pushed it up into tel’: Apparently she thus uses
three different devices for tying back to her pmon-completed TCU (l. 39) ‘pushed
it up in eh::’: an increment, a pronoun, and a atpe

But together with the abandoned turn (ll. 36-39onthen- (0.2) pushed it up in

eh::’, B has also produced a gesture that illtstra sweeping movement and relates
to the lexical component ‘pushed up’ (see pictirds5.3). This gesture is
reproduced together with the resumption and repetdf the abandoned turn:

Excerpt 5+gestures

36 B: [And then there came some [people
36ages: Hands apart right hand right
37 B: who [then-

37ages: rhand sweeping up

38 ps: [ (0.2 ]

38ages  gweeps down

39 B: [pwshed it up [in eh::
39ages: gweeps up-[hand down

40 B: It wa[s on its way to the [ocean.

40ages: s\veeps backwardglown

41 B: [It [wa::s (0.2) °confused®(or something like that)
4lages: Hands to sides

41b pands are folded

42 D: mmm

43 B: [And they p::[pushed it [up into the ::eh
43ages: Hands apar{right hand sweeps up twice

43b Hands together
44 ps: (0.4)
45 B: [Into the:::::::: Gras [up behind

45ages: Hand sweeps up 2[down, hands folded
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QuickTime™ and a QuickTime™ and a QuickTime™ and a
TIFF (LZW) decompressor TIFF (LZW) decompressor TIFF (LZW) decompressor
are needed to see this picture. are needed to see this picture. are needed to see this picture.

pict.5.1 pict.5.2 pict.5.3
(Link to video clip)

The gesture is resumed and repeated twice, synichligrwith the restarts of the talk
—1. 43 and |. 45: as already noted gesturallyinaartion ll. 38-39 ‘It was on its way

to the ocean. It wa::s (0.2) °confused® or somethke that'. First, she points in
another direction indicating the location of thea, and secondly, she produces a
gesture that may express uncertainty or not knovahg opens her hand and moves it
sideward. Together with her restart in I. 43, sdlse eeproduces the gesture of the
interrupted turn. She stops the gesture togethértive pause in the turn after the
hesitation markers. And she again reproduces tbieiigetogether with the second
resumption of the turn. Speech and gesture are levadptogether at turn completion.

We can here observe the well-described synchrgrieitween gesture and its related
lexical unit, and we can observe how the partidipathe gesture production
demonstrates an orientation to the single turntcocsonal units, where gestures are
an integrated part of the single TCU, i.e. not sthving dispensable when the turn is
repeated (Schegloff, 2004). The sequence has nfahg typical marks of a word
search: sound stretch, hesitation markers anditiepst And the participant
completes the sequence when she produces the grass®. So this is also an
example of gesture in a word search activity, bythmain reason for choosing exactly
this excerpt is that it is a clear example of gesheing a part of the syntax: even
though the gesture is modified when repeated,tberale-tensified, it remains
recognizable as the same gesture. The speech pobthgether with the gesture is by
the first repeat also produced in a ‘slimmer’ vensihan by the first production
(pronoun instead of the noun), but by the secopdatboth the verb and the pronoun
are omitted from the speech. So the turn units likakthis:

Original turn ‘people who then- (0.2) pushed it igynchronic gesture
1. repeat ‘and they pushed it up in the eh:::yrchironic gesture
2. repeat ‘into the grass up behind’ + synchromistgre

First, the participant thus demonstrates an oriemtdowards not just the relevant
lexical item in the production of the repeats, &lsb towards the relevant ongoing
turn constructional unit. Secondly, the repetitadrthe gesture maintains the syntax of
the turn even though essential parts are left btiteospeech: Verbally the second
repetition only contains the locative, but gesiyrtde sweeping movement still
contains both the action (verb) and the agent étpbpoun) — see also Armstrong et
al (1995). This means that even though the vedbstibject and the object are omitted
from the speech, the utterance has not lost it&siin structure or its semantic
content, because they are still present gesturHtlydly, the gesture in the second



repetition ties back to the original turn: embodythe action and the agent of pushing
this gesture does the same work as the pronouris the first repetition, it connects
the turn back to ‘they'/'‘people’ and to ‘pushediit'the original turn. This gesture
thus, can be seen, not just as a catchment (eldelMet al 2002) creating coherence,
but also as an integrated part of the syntactucgire of the turn constructional unit,
and as an observable part of constructing obviohesion between two turns across
participants’ own insertion.

This is also the case in the next excerpt whergdséure again ties an ongoing turn
to a prior turn after a participant’s own insertidime example demonstrates how a
participant by repeating her gesture ties backetoolwn prior abandoned turn after
having produced a self-initiated insertion, or seéguence. In this example the
gesture connects specific identifiable parts cadigpant’s two turn constructional
units. In the example the gesture locates exadtigt\the increment initiator ‘but’ ties
back to in the prior turn, i.e. the gesture locatbsat is being modified. At a first
glance, though, there seems to be no insertiamsrsequence, but simply just TCUs
being produced adjacently placed.

Excerpt 6

40 B: Yes | rowed,

41 B: In the beginning | was rowing just in my slip
42 B: [There was no one]. There wasn't a single Isot:
43 L: [ (?) ]

44 B: -hh But then it got too hot for my shoulders

Line 44, ‘But then it got too hot for my shoulderns constructed as a syntactic and
prosodic continuation of I. 42, ‘There wasn’t agiensoul but-". When including the
gesture though, the grammatical construction otule reveals itself to be different
from what the speech alone reveals, and it becamexample of skip-connecting
back to a prior turn after using the incrementiandr ‘but’ and resuming the prior
turn.

Excerpt 6+ gestures

40 B: Yes | rowed,

41 B: In the beginning [then | was [just [rowing in [myigsl

41a ges: afms up [arms in chest height,

41b hands "holding" something

41c arfs down along body

41d Hands back

along hip

41e fgrward up

42 B: [There was [no one] [There wasn't a single [satd. b

42a ges: Hands up open

42b arrpis up, palms facing up

42c [arms dowR------------ [hands back along hip

43 L: [ (?) ]

44 B: [-hh But then it [ got too [hot for my shoulders

44a ges: drms up-------- [reach shoulders

44b h@nds back-forth over shoulders
TIFF (Uné%%cplglsns]gg; gggo?npres TIFF (Uncgmugfl(e-gsrg%) dgggfﬁpfes

are needed to see this picture. are needed to see this picture.



Fig. 6.1, 1.41d Fig.6.2, 1.42c
(Link to video clip)

Participant B produces a gesture together wittsgeech (I .41) while moving her
arms to chest height as if she was holding ondmtrs in the boat. Thereafter she
tips them down fast and moves them alongside Ipsrdyactly as she produces the
word ‘slips’. Not very surprisingly, the gesturepoduced synchronically with its
related lexical component. In the following turntwhe produces another gesture
synchronically with the related speech from |. 4Ztere was no one. There wasn't a
single soul’. But now something interesting happegachronically with the word
‘but’ (I. 42), she reproduces the gesture she waity produced synchronically with
‘slips’ (I. 41). This gesture demonstrates a cotinado the prior production of the
gesture and of the prior turn. And, when acceptiiregsynchronic production of
speech and gesture as something the participamésally demonstrate a normative
orientation to (Laursen, 2002a, 2002b), the gestarg clearly demonstrates to other
participants exactly which prior turn ‘but’ is t@ lunderstood as a modification of and
thus also as an increment initiator of. The gestitbe element in the TCU that, not
only as a catchment creates coherence across speg¢etso constructs obvious
cohesion between the two turn units.

The participant clearly shows how the TCUs are ected. The coherence doesn’t
just rely on the fact that the participants sencatiy will understand the connection
between the turns: The reproduced gesture tiesithencrement initiator ‘but’ to the
prior turn where the gesture was originally prodljgee. to ‘In the beginning | was
just rowing in my slips’; and ‘but-’ thus projeas upcoming modification of the
prior turn, and not of the turn ‘but-’ is prosodigaand semantically integrated in.
The reproduced gesture constructs obvious cohésioveen the turn units in |. 41
and I. 44, and ensures the coherence before @rimlly clear that an increment of the
turn in question will follow.

So far it has been possible to observe that a repegsture is partly constructing
obvious cohesion to prior turn, and also that dinaed gesture projects that the turn
is not completed yet, and that there is more toecorhe difference between a
“frozen” gesture and a continuously repeated gestaems to be that the frozen
gesture indicates interactional trouble, wherehascontinuously repeated gesture
may indicate something repairable, e.g. a wordckednut not interactional trouble
(Laursen, 2002a; Laursen & Stax under preparation).

4.2. Gesture as connector between turns across othgarticipants’ turn

We have seen how gesture is part of tying singlelsstogether within the same turn
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constructional unit, and across own insertions. fbHewing excerpts illustrate first,
how gestures is part of the tying practice of stgmnecting back to a participants
own prior turn after an other-initiated side-seqeeerand secondly, how the gestures
project continuation, and connect to an upcomimg.tbxcerpt 3 was an illustration
of the tying technique skip-connecting, i.e. hopaaticipant ties back to his/her prior
so far completed turn by producing an incrementloser examination of this excerpt
reveals that we may conclude that the turn int19, ‘each of us has ten — has ten
clips’, actually couldn’t have been completed ait ghoint: Participant A has produced
a gesture that is kept in position. This non-cotgulgesture already projects at the
so-far-turn-completion that there is more to coarg] it is resumed when participant
A produces the turn incrementin I. 19.

Excerpt 3 + gestures

12 A So it's like the bus ticket- [(0.3) fber

12a ges: r. pand from mouth, fingers together
12b bgat

13 ps: [ (0.9) [(0.2)

13a ges: drmup ["cuts" down, up

14 S: [He hhehh[-hhh Yes

15 A [Each of us has Ten

15a ges: [ Cuts [arm held up

16 S: [mmm
16a > ges: peldin position

17 A [Has tEn clips.

17a > ges: peld in position

18 S: [That's a good one, yes

18a > ges: peld in position

19 A [A:nd eh:: [each ti:me eh:::y'know eh: hh [And whe
19a ges: eld [cuts” 3 times --------------=--- [deep cut
20 A [we get to [the tfp of [the ticket we die.

20a ges:  &rm up again, pointing

20b peak[arm down

20c reaches the table

QuickTime™ and a
compressed) decompressot
eded to see this picture.

Fig. 3, ll. 15a-19a (link to video clip)
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Participant A produces in Il. 12-15, a gesturetesldo the lexical component ‘bus
ticket cutter’: he moves his hand up and down asaifnping a bus ticket card in the
automat [cultural information: in Denmark the ticle@itomats on the busses cut a
piece of the bus card while stamping it at the same]. He holds the gesture
throughout participant S’s evaluation and resurhegyesture right after he has
produced the increment initiator ‘A:nd eh::". Thesgure is then repeated together
with the continuation of the turn talk, and isminepleted until the completion of the
story— ‘and when we get to the top of the ticketdie (I. 20). Again we can see that
‘and’, as increment initiator, ties the turn backhe prior turn to which it is
connected (see also Local, 2004). But the gestalealready done the tying work by
projecting continuation, thus constructing obvicosesion between the so far
abandoned turn and its continuation across turdgak and time - and space! This
excerpt further exemplifies that the syntacticanee of the turn is maintained even
though the lexical component is never realizedheturn increment |. 19 there is no
subject, object or verb in the speech, but theydhg present through the repeated
gesture.

This gesture does even more work in the sequehae. inove a little back in the
sequence we can in excerpt 7 observe how the gdastexcerpt 3 actually places this
sequence and the single turn initiated |. 12 inpther sequential environment in
which the story is to be understood. As we canrséige next excerpt 7, the first time
this gesture is produced, it constructs semantiesion with other participants’
relevant prior turn long before the related leximanponent and the punch line of the
story is produced (excerpt 3 Il. 12-20).

Excerpt 7 + gestures

3 S: Or going (in) to the usual suicide (apotis)

4 ps: [(0.5)

da ges: r[ghtarm up

5 A [-hhh [So-

5a ges: nrov cont. hand raised and fingers pointing down

6 S: [There's a [small paper on the:

6a ges: 4 peat with the raised hand

6b gzS: {o D--—--—-------- [moves to A------ =

7 S: [On the-[blackboard in the: eh

7a Ges: land to mouth, remains there

7b gzS:  [=------ pack to D

8 ps: (0.5)

9 S: Kitchen (0.4) *A a- a- paper from the (.)

10 S: information i:: the Danish newspaper infdiioma

11 ps: [(0.5)

lla gzS: [fromDtoA

12 A: So it's like the bus ticket- [(0.3) foer

12a ges: r. pand from mouth, fingers together
[beat

Participant A initiates a gesture at |. 4, in agmatight after S has completed a turn.
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He moves his right hand up in front of him befoeestarts to say I. 5 “-hh So’.
Exactly at the same time S starts to speak ag#iy (There’s a small paper on the?’,
and A interrupts his speech production again. wasth noticing though, that he does
not interrupt the gesture. He continues the movermed produces a gesture, moving
his hand up and down. The gesture is thus realizégwut speech. And, more
importantly we could say, it projects more to come.

It is also worth noticing that participant S tretitss gesture in the same way that
overlapping speech would normally be treated: &1dhe prolongs the sound ‘on

the:’, and she restarts the turn ‘On the-’ exaatiyen she can see that A abandons the
gesture and moves his hand to so-far-rest-postiog, this gesture is treated by
other participant in the same way as she would b@ated a verbally overlapping
TCU.

At this point it is not obvious what the gesturkates to semantically in the speech.
But because of the adjacent placement, we can astwanA'’s turn should be
understood in connection to S’ prior turn. The gesthus relates semantically to
something in the prior turn, and is at the same fmojecting that the lexical
component related to the gesture will also relatidaé prior turn. The production of
the gesture, thus, not only projects the produatioam related lexical component, but,
because of the gesture’s relation to the prior, irsdso projects the semantic content
of the upcoming turn. When participant S has cotegi¢he turn, she also
demonstrates an orientation to the fact that awa® projected: she directs her gaze
from D to A in the following (0.5) pause, and Atass his turn ‘So it’s like the bus
ticket-’, still holding his hand in waiting positioIn the following 0.3 pause he
resumes the movement (see Laursen, 2001 and 2008estures realized in speech
pauses within turns), and reproduces the gestieeaatly the same time as he
produces the word ‘cutter’. This reproduced gestiows ties the turn and the lexical
component to its original placement in the sequethegeby showing in what
connection it should be understood, and it workhesame way as (partially)
repeated speech normally works as tying technique.

First, this gesture is an example of how realizatiba gesture projects the production
of a related lexical component and turn. And sebgrathd in this context more
important, the gesture demonstrates that the reyie¢la¢ gesture does turn
organizational work by tying the ongoing turn bagkhe prior interrupted turn and to
the original context in which the turn was to belerstood — again across time and
another participant’s turn.

In the next, and final, excerpt 8, which is a con#tion of excerpt 6, participant S
tells how she got her suntan on a boat trip inébAhstralian bush. In ll. 45-47 E and
S are talking simultaneously, aligning each othenas both verbally and gesturally
(I shall return to this part later). ParticipanpRduces a compliment (I. 48) — “Your
hands they’re also just comple:tely dark’ — in dapmwith participant S’ turn — ‘But
they::: (?). Right after turn completion she rehaizes the turn in the opening of I.
50, ‘You just have such a tan on your hands’. Bartipipant S already shows an
orientation to the compliment made in the overlgpdoking at R and replying, in
overlap, ‘you should see my back’ (I. 50). Thisetinitiated side sequence results in
participant S showing her beautifully dark browrtkabefore she produces a turn
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increment (. 56), initiated by an increment irtibia’-hh But my shoulders and arms
and thighs’.

Excerpt 8

45 E: No [you get burnt  [yes, mmm

46 S: [Then | got burnt [at the s:

47 S: | got really burnt not so much But [they::: (?)
48 R: [Your

49 R hands they're also just comple:tely dark

50 R: You just [ have such atan on your han[ds
51 S: [you should see my back (0.2) [mmm
52 S: [°then you should see my back®

53 R: [(?)

54 S: [Do you wanna see my back

55 V/l:  [HA HAhaha

56 S: Then have a look

XX ((Sequence where S shows her back))

57 S: -hh But my shoulders and arms and thighs.
58 S: Y[ou'r sitting in the boat right

59 F: [yes

60 E: Oh:: yea [then [you get the sun right (.) Yes
61 F: [Yes:[:

62 S: [And my thighs they'r also absolutely-
63 ps: (0.3)

64 S: Rea:::lly tanned

After participant S has shown her suntanned badwek skip-connects back to a prior
turn. On behalf of the speech alone this increrneesyntactically, semantically and
pragmatically understood as a continuation of Bphrto participant R (ll. 50-51)
‘then you should see my back’. But if we include tfestures, it turns out that the
increment |. 56 ‘But my shoulders and arms and$iigs NOT a continuation of |. 51
but of the prior interrupted turn I. 47 ‘But they?)'.
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Excerpt 8+gestures

45 E: No [you get burnt  [yes, mmm
46 S: [Then I got burnt [at the [s:
46a gesS: tdps shoulder--[arms down
46b gesS: r.hapd t.l.shoulder
47 S: [l got really burnt not so much But [they:::
47a gesS: “faresses” shoulder
48 R: [Your
49 R: [hands they'r also just com[ple:tely dark
49a gesR: rfhand touches l.hand and “caresses” it
49b > gesS: hov cont------------mmo-- [mov “freezes”
50 R: [You just [ have such a tan on your han[ds
50a gesR: rov. cont [hand lowered
51 S: [ you should see my back (0.2) [mmm
5la gesS: nrov. “frozeri
52 S: [°then you should see my back®
52a gesS: rmov. “frozeri---------------=-----
53 R: (?
54 S: [Do you wanna see my back
55a gesS: drm down, behind back
56 V/l:  [HA Hahaha
57 S: Then have a look
XX ((sequence where S shows her Pack
58 S: [-hh But my shoulders and arm[s and [thighs.
58a-> gesS: f.hand t.l.shoulder, “caresses” shoulder
58b gesS: dowh[“caresses” thigh
A
=]

Fig.8.1,l.46b-52 Fig. 8.2, 1.58
(link to video clip)

Participant S skip-connects, not just by reprodyitire increment initiator ‘but’, but
also by reproducing the gesture she originally poed together with the completion
of the turn I. 46, ‘then | got burnt at the s:ndathroughout the following turn, ‘I got
really burnt not so much, but they:::’, before therlap from participant R and the
following side-sequence. Further, when including giestures it turns out that
throughout the insertion sequence she never coesplleé gesture — i.e. she already
demonstrates at this point that she has NOT abaudoer ongoing turn, but will
return to it at completion of the side sequence.
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Just before the speech ‘I got really burnt not skmhS moves her right hand to her
left shoulder and moves the hand back and forth thnveshoulder. She continues the
movement until the completion of R’'s complimentuydands they’re also just
completely dark’, where she stops the movementwithiout completing the gesture.
Instead she keeps her hand on the shoulder, anpk#itiere so to sdyeezesn a so-
far-rest position, just as the gesture in excerit 2mains frozen until participant S,
occasioned by the side sequence, turns aroundwdischpr sweater up to show her
tanned back. Immediately after this S resumes élséuge by returning the hand to the
shoulder, thus returning to and resuming her preshioabandoned turn both in
speech and gesture.

Several things are worth noticing about this gesthirst, the gesture is not
completed throughout the first side sequencdee#izesnstead. And the participant
only abandons the gesture when initiating whatguut to be the next side sequence,
with a question ‘do you wanna see my back’. Immietiyaafter having completed this
sequence, she resumes the gesture and reprodtmgstiter with the increment-
initiator ‘but’. In this way the increment ‘but nshoulders’ is tied back to the prior
turn where the gesture was originally produced.idgi@e gesture is not only a
catchment ensuring coherence, but also a pareof@iJ constructing obvious
cohesion with the proper prior turn.

Secondly, it is also noticeable that the frozengesjust like in excerpt 3, had
already projected continuation (see Schegloff 1f@84estures and projection
spaces). By freezing the gesture participant S detrates that her turn so far isn’t at
all complete despite of her responding to R’s eatadun, and that there’s still more to
come. The gesture thus ties forward to an upcomuirg projects continuation of the
verbally abandoned turn, and demonstrates thaistlaiside sequence. Based on the
syntax, semantics and pragmatics of the speec¢hroat TALK, alone this would
have been an example of participant S unprobleaibtiabandons her ongoing turn
occasioned by a comment by participant R. But wheluding the gestural part of
the turn, it becomes clear that S treats R’s com@ag@rnnterruption

4.3. Gesture as connector between different partigants’ TCUs

A third noticeable thing about the gesture in egt8ris that it not only ties back to a
prior turn, it actually ties back to a prior thpdrticipant: if we in excerpt 8b examine
what goes on just prior to the first productiorttoé gesture, we can see that the
gesture was produced as an aligning action tard garticipant’s gesture in the
overlapping turn:
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Excerpt 8b+gesture

44 S: [hh But then it [got too [hot for my shoulders

44a gesS: drm up------ [reaches shoulders

44b gesS: harjds back and forth over shoulders
45 E: [No [you get burnt [yeah , mmm

45a >  geskE: f.armtol .shoulder, “caresses” shoulder

45b gesE: arnj down

46 S [Then | got burnt [at the [s:

46a gesS: Heldtaps shoulder--[arms down

46b >  gesS: r.hgnd t.l.shoulder

47 S: [l got really burnt not so much But they:::

47a>  gesS: fcaresses” shoulder

q

f
|
s .

Fig.8b,1.44-46 Fig.8b,l.46a Fig.8b,l.46b-47a
(link to video clip)

Simultaneously with the speech |.44, ‘hot for mgulders’, participant S produces a
gesture that relates semantically to the shouldbese she moves both her hands
back and forth over each shoulder. Participantdélygeces an aligning evaluation

(1.45), ‘no you get burnt’, together with a gestumnere she caresses her left shoulder
with her right hand in the same way as we shallsetcipant S do right after: when

E has completed her turn, speech and gesturee®upts her own ongoing turn,
speech and gesture, ‘then | got burnt at the 3d,@oduces an aligning upgrade of
E’s aligning evaluation ‘I got really burnt’. Théignment is not only shown in the

talk alone, she also repeats, or reproduces, tergeE has just completed, thus
orienting to E as recipient.

This means that not only does the secondly repegastire |. 58 excerpt 8 tie back to
participant S’ turn |. 47 excerpt 8b, it also tiexck to the turn, and context, where the
gesture was originally produced, i.e. the aligractjon where participants S and E
were co-constructing the story. When resuming tine &fter the insertion sequence |l.
54-57 excerpt 8, S could have chosen to reprochecgédsture she was producing
prior to E’s aligning evaluation, thereby demonstigthat her aligning turn to E was
also to be understood as an insertion occasionédsbgomment. But by reproducing
the gesture of her aligning comment to E, and pally produced by E, participant S
demonstrates that she doesn’t treat E’s overlapgngment as an interruption (as
she does later with R’'s comment), she treats Hisngent as a contribution to her
ongoing story. Verbally S produces aligning tum®oth E’s and R’s overlapping
comments, but gesturally she treats E's commeab-asithoring the story and R’s
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comment as an interruption of the storyline.

Excerpts 3-8 demonstrated that gestures work ag tgchnique at the turn
constructional and turn organizational level tostauct obvious cohesion between
two turns of the same participant. Excerpt 8, thigwegas also a demonstration of the
fact that these repeated gestures should not eniyberstood cognitively in
connection with the single participants languagepction (McNeill et al 2002), nor
only in connection with the projection space of gpeaker’s single TCU (Schegloff
1984). Instead they should also be seen as a déndqearticipants in an interaction
use to demonstrate connections and thereby alsttalifferent kind of interactional
work.

4. Discussion

Participants generally produce many gestures iy sétling. Often the storytellers
are producing the gestures when embodying therectind activities of the original
context. It is worth noticing how the gestures heme part ofooting (see also
Goodwin, 2001) — i.e. the storyteller embodiesattdht participants from the story in
the original context and is thus, through the gestand the body posture, making the
perspective of the story and who-is-acting-now a@piato the other participants.
Even though these gestures also work as connenttrs local situation, the limits of
this paper doesn’t allow me going into further dsta his paper has shown how
gestures do essential work in constructing obviamiesion between turn
constructional units. The participants show anrdagon to gestures being an
integrated systematic part of the single turn qoiesibnal unit and of the interactional
tying techniques.

Mazeland & Huiskies (2001) conclude in their pajbat “[rlesumptions do non-
obvious returns to what its speaker then propasésve been a prematurely
abandoned line of interaction”. The examples is gaper have thoroughly
demonstrated that NONE of the participants propleaetheir return to a prior turn is
a return to grematurely abandoned line of interactidrhrough the originally
continued or frozen gesture, they demonstratehemrantrary, that this line of
interaction was in no way abandoned. Even though thay have had to leave it for a
while, they would definitely return to it. The gest thus connects forward in time to
a later point where a turn increment will be progtlicThis fact further expands
Schegloff'sProjection SpacéSchegloff, 1984) and McNeill&rowth Points
(McNeill, 2000). And just as important, we saw htihne gestures tied back in time to
a prior turn, thus placing the ongoing turn inatginal context. And it was
demonstrated that analysis without gestures provedéifferent grammatical analysis
than when the gestures were included. The gesigesconstructing obvious
cohesion in all the examples. Had one not inclugkstures, the analysis would, for
better, have been less precise, for worse, wrangirhportant to emphasize however,
that the speech and the gestures do different kihdsrk in the tying techniques. A
frozen or repeated gesture projects THAT whichr@nement follows, and that to
WHICH ELEMENT the increment is tied. Whereas thebat increment initiator
projects WHAT KIND of acting or relation to prios to be expected in the upcoming
increment.
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Of course it will not always be the case that thgipipants produce gestures in their
TCUs. But whether they do or not, the oppositiotwieen the citation of Mazeland &
Huiskies and the analyses in this paper has demadedtthat it can be premature to
conclude something general about both the intenaatiorganization and about
grammar and language on behalf of analyses of bp@ene. When dealing with
coherence, gestures often turn out to be the elisneenstructing the obvious
cohesion at the local level.

The findings in this article show that gestures:

» Connect back in time across turns;

* Project what is to come at some later point, eagnarement - and thus show
that an apparently completed turn isn’t completallat

» Connect OVER TIME and IN SPACE;

* Project that an increment is to be expected - vdtetlee verbal increment
initiator, e.g. ‘but’, projects which action to bgpected. Or to put this in other
words:The verbal increment initiator makes the turn actian RELEVANT
AND COHERENT, where as the gesture makes the tBMIQUS
COHESIVE

| hope that a continued closer look igg@sture in interaction may reveal more about
the linguistic structure than any grammatical tlydwas provided so far.
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