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a b s t r a c t

This article uses multimodal conversation analysis to investigate bodily-visual resources in
action formation and ascription. The focus is on next actions that bring understanding to
the interactional surface either through demonstrating or checking understanding. The
data come from instructional cooking and gardening activities organized for adult immi-
grants. The analysis shows how bodily-visual resources systematically couple with confi-
dent actions of demonstrating and tentative actions of checking understanding, and are
oriented to as distinguishing between them. Checking understanding is characterized by
immobility of bodily-visual actions, whereas demonstrating understanding is character-
ized by a continuous flow of bodily-visual actions. The analysis contributes to research on
embodiment in action ascription, and more specifically the role of embodiment in showing
understanding and in dealing with trouble in understanding. The article also introduces a
novel way to use graphic transcripts to represent the temporal progression of bodily-visual
actions and spoken turns. The data are in Finnish with English translations.
© 2023 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC

BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
1. Introduction

This article usesmultimodal conversation analysis (CA) to investigate the role of bodily-visual resources in action formation and
ascription in manual cooking and gardening activities. The analytic focus is on next actions that bring understanding to the inter-
actional surface byexpressing an explicit understandingof the previous talk.While action ascription is one of the central themes of
conversation analytic investigations (Deppermann and Haugh, 2022; Levinson, 2013), understanding of embodiment in action
ascription is still emerging (cf. Goodwin, 2017;Mondada, 2014; Piirainen-Marsh et al., 2022). This article seeks to contribute to this
line of research by showing that the lamination (Goodwin 2013, 2018) of bodily-visual resources is central to action ascription.

Here, expressing an explicit understanding refers to social actions that focus on and show different degrees of under-
standing. Showing understanding can be linguistically and bodily framed in twoways: either as a confident demonstration of
understanding, or a tentative checking of understanding. Thus, certainty of understanding is investigated as an interactional
achievement and publicly observable bodily-visual behavior. The analysis shows that bodily-visual resources systematically
couple with actions of demonstrating and checking understanding and frame them as confident or tentative. In turn, the
recipients orient to the bodily-visual resources as distinguishing between these actions.

Through investigating action formation from a profoundly multimodal point of view, the paper aims to contribute to pre-
vious research in three ways. First, it demonstrates that bodily-visual resources are used to distinguish between closely-related
social actions of demonstrating and checking understanding: they are the key components in expressing (un)certainty and
orientation to either the progressivity or discontinuity of sequences and courses of action. Second, the analysis contributes to
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research on repair organization by elucidating how bodily-visual resources are deployed in candidate understandings, a specific
type of other-initiation of repair used to check understanding (see also Jokipohja and Lilja, 2022). Third, the analysis illustrates
how bodily-visual displays of understanding are structured temporally, and how they provide a comprehensive, underlying
structure for the unfolding of the whole sequence.

2. Multimodal resources in demonstrating and checking understanding

In this section I will visit previous research on understanding in interaction. First, I will consider understanding embedded
in sequentially relevant next actions versus making the state of shared understanding explicit by expressing an under-
standing of the previous talk. Second, I will discuss previous research on demonstrating and checking understanding and the
use of embodied resources in the design of these actions. Third, I will consider the role of embodiment in distinguishing
between social actions.

2.1. Embedded and explicitly expressed understanding

Understanding is an elemental aspect of everyday interaction. It is constantly reflected in an embedded way in sequentially
relevant next actions (Koschmann, 2011; Macbeth, 2011; Mondada 2011; Sacks et al., 1974; Schegloff, 1992). Each turn reveals
how the speaker has understood the previous turn (in CA, referred to as “next-turn proof procedure”; Sacks et al., 1974). More
recently, a growingbodyof researchhas examinedhowunderstanding is displayed andmonitored continuously in amultimodal
way (Hindmarsh et al., 2011; Mondada, 2011). Understanding can be bodily-visually embedded in the progression of action, for
example when shifting gaze to a pointed object, or producing a sequentially appropriate manual action after an instruction
(Hindmarsh et al., 2011; Mondada, 2011). Studies also document bodily arrangements used to display understanding, e.g., nods,
or raised eyebrows with a change-of-state token (Gudmundsen and Svennevig, 2020; Heritage, 1984; Mondada, 2011).

In this article, the focus is on social actions that bring understanding to the interactional surface either as confident dem-
onstrations of understanding, or tentative checkings of understanding.Demonstrations of understanding are interactionalmoves
exhibiting “somethingwhichproves theunderstanding” of theprevious turn (Sacks,1992, p. 252), for example resaying “the same
thing in differentwords” (Schegloff,1992, p.1310,1311). Checkings of understanding resemble demonstrations of understanding:
theyshowunderstandingof theprevious talk, but thisunderstanding is framedas tentative, andoffered for confirmation.Because
of this, understanding checks are often analyzed as other-initiations of repair (see e.g., Kurhila, 2006; Schegloff et al., 1977).

We know that embodied resources can be used without accompanying talk as open type repair initiators (Drew, 1997),
which indicate the presence of interactional trouble without singling out the source and type of trouble. Repair on the
previous turn can be initiated through head pokes and tilts (Seo and Koshik, 2010), gaze shifts (Kendrick, 2015), lifted eye-
brows with simultaneous head movements or freezes (Kendrick, 2015; Oloff, 2018), or cupping the hand behind the ear
(Mortensen, 2016). Depictive gestures can also be used as candidate understandings offered for confirmation, and elaborate
meanings can be depicted gesturally without accompanying talk (Jokipohja and Lilja, 2022).

Other studies have shown that embodied actions can accompany verbal other-initiations of repair. Holds of body posture,
movement,handgestures,gaze, or facialexpressions (Floydetal., 2016;H€omkeetal., 2022; Li,2014;Mondada, 2011;Sikvelandand
Ogden, 2012), or disengaging fromongoingmanual activity and twisting the upper body toward the interlocutor (Kamunen, 2019)
display orientation to unsolved interactional trouble. In turn, releasing the hold is oriented to as indicating arriving at a shared
understanding (Floyd et al., 2016; Sikveland and Ogden, 2012). In addition, gesture holds have been associated with initiating
forward-oriented repair, e.g, using gesture holds and gaze as invitations to help in word searches (Matsumoto and Canagarajah
2020;ongaze, seealsoOittinen,2022),orgestureholdsasfloor-holdingdevicesprior toandduringwordsearches (Oittinen,2022).

The boundaries between the social actions of demonstrating and checking understanding are not clear. Rather, all dem-
onstrations of understanding also check understanding to some extent, since they invite the prior speaker to confirm or deny
the articulated understanding (Heritage, 1985, p. 102), and likewise, understanding checks demonstrate understanding e.g.,
by highlighting or summarizing the central point of previous talk. Earlier studies have pinpointed the difference between
these in “the level of confidence” (Kurhila, 2006, p. 160) with which these utterances are framed linguistically. In Finnish,
candidate understandings typically indicate the tentativeness with interrogative elements, either a grammatical polar
question structure, or a particle indicating inference (Haakana et al., 2016; Kurhila, 2006; on similar results across languages,
see Dingemanse et al., 2014). In case of declarative formatting, the tentative tone is derived from the context and the
epistemic positions of the participants (Heritage, 2013; Korpela, 2007).

This study contributes to the research on demonstrating and checking understanding by illustrating how bodily-visual
resources are used in expressing different levels of certainty and in distinguishing between closely-related social actions
of demonstrating and checking understanding.

2.2. Embodiment distinguishing between social actions

Embodied resources have been investigated extensively in situ, as integral parts of multimodal gestalts, inwhich “aweb of
resources” is mobilized to format an action (Mondada, 2014; Piirainen-Marsh et al., 2022) and “ laminate” it with different
semiotic resources (Goodwin, 2013, 2018). However, fewer studies have focused on analyzing how embodiment systemati-
cally distinguishes between social actions.
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Rossano et al. (2009) have suggested that gaze patterns may vary according to the social action the participants are accom-
plishing e for example questioners are more likely to gaze towards their interlocutor than question recipients. Especially ques-
tioning actions dealing with prior talk, such as initiating repair or requesting for confirmation, are likely to involve speaker gaze.
Generally, gaze is seen to signal increased expectancy for response (Heath,1986; Stivers et al., 2009), and sometimes tomobilize a
response (Stivers and Rossano, 2010), while sequence completion typically involves withdrawal of gaze (Rossano, 2005).

Some studies suggest that prosodic features may distinguish between social actions. For example, change-of-state tokens
delivered with rise-fall pitch are connected to displaying “now-understanding” in many languages, showing that prosodic
features are crucial in determining epistemic claims conveyed by particles (Betz and Golato, 2008; Heinemann, 2016; Koivisto,
2015). Also action internal intensity levels have been suggested: a wider pitch range indicates a bigger cognitive shift (Koivisto,
2015) or a prosodically marked information receipt treats the prior turn as newsworthy (Koivisto and Sorjonen, 2021). In
addition, rising intonation has been shown to be a commonway in many languages to signal questioning (Stivers et al., 2010).
Goodwin (2013, 2018) has demonstrated that almost identical lexical utterances, when uttered prosodically differently,
construct different actions (see also Benjamin and Walker, 2013; Walker and Benjamin, 2017; Weiste and Per€akyl€a, 2014).

This study supports and complements the findings of earlier research. It offers new insights on the organization of embodi-
ment in manual and mobile activities, and as a key component in action ascription, i.e., distinguishing between social actions.

3. Materials and method

The dataset comprises video recordings of 36 events within an NGO-led urban gardening project for immigrants in Finland
(44 h, spanning over 17 months, 18 h of cooking data and 26 h of gardening). The project aimed at promoting newcomers’
integration into Finnish society through offering hands-on guidance on how to grow vegetables in Finnish weather condi-
tions, and how to prepare Finnish dishes. Each time one to two Finnish (first language) speaking gardening or cooking in-
structors were present. Finnish being the only language shared by all participants, it was used extensively in the activities, and
occasionally oriented to in terms of language learning (Jokipohja, 2022). However, the interactions were not pedagogically
designed as language learning activities (cf. Kurhila and Kotilainen, 2020; Preston et al., 2015).

Instances of the focus phenomenon (social actions which bring understanding to the interactional surface either through
demonstrating or checking understanding) were collected from five beginning second language speakers of Finnish who
engaged in the activities most often during the project. The collection consists of 96 sequences (see Table 1), including
altogether 130 social actions that either check or demonstrate understanding. The actions were analyzed according to the
principles of multimodal conversation analysis (Mondada, 2018) and identified based on “next-turn-proof procedure” (Sacks
et al., 1974): the following turns indicate whether the interactants orient to the actions as demonstrating or checking un-
derstanding. However, the numbers presented in Table 1 should be treated as suggestive since expressing different levels of
certainty forms a continuum instead of clear-cut categories.

Participants have given consent for the use of the video-recordings for research purposes, and permission to present
unedited images. Names are pseudonyms. The analyses are presented in detail following multimodal transcription con-
ventions developed byMondada (2018, n.d.), and complementedwith graphic transcripts (the comic-strip format, see Laurier,
2014; Skedsmo, 2021) to provide a more general overview of the unfolding of the sequences. The comic-strips consist of
panels (panel ¼ one individual frame/image). Images in the panels are screenshots from the video, and verbal turns are
inserted as speech bubbles (Laurier, 2014; Skedsmo, 2021). In this way, the comics provide better access to the bodily-visual
actions and material resources in the analytic focus, while highlighting the progression of action.
Table 1
The distribution of sequences and interactional moves between participants.

Participant pseudonym Number of sequences Number of checkings of understanding Number of demonstrations of understanding

Fahad 47 56 20
Talal 16 5 11
Aswad 13 10 3
Rami 11 11 5
Hussein 9 7 2
In total 96 89 41
Additionally, building on Laurier (2014), Skedsmo (2021), and Mondada (2018, n.d.), I introduce a new way to use graphic
transcripts to represent the temporal progression of bodily-visual actions and spoken turnse something that is in the analytic
focus of this article, and traditional comic-strip format does not capture.

The part that I have added to the comic-strip format is the box under the images (see Fig. 1). In the box, the focal par-
ticipants' bodily-visual actions are described on separate lines. This embodiment line gives an overview of how bodily-visual
actions unfold relative to one another (from left to right) and in relation to talk in the panels. The way of presenting the
unfolding of embodied actions is adapted from Mondada (2018, n.d.). For the purposes of this article, only the beginning
Finnish speakers' (the focal participants’) bodily-visual actions are described in the graphic transcripts (one participant per
extract). The comics are made in Power Point (see also Skedsmo 2021). See Fig. 1 for a more detailed account on how to read
the graphic transcripts.
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The social actions under scrutiny here are next actions which responsively build on preceding talk, producing in-
terpretations, summaries, or paraphrases of it (Kurhila, 2006). These responsive actions are designed through the lamination
(Goodwin 2013, 2018) of different interactional resources, constituting complex multimodal gestalts (Mondada, 2014). In the
data, the beginning speakers of Finnish rarely use conventional linguistic resources, such as interrogative elements, to frame
their understandings as tentative or confident. Instead, they use bodily-visual resources to do this.

4. Analysis: bodily-visual resources in demonstrating and checking understanding

The analysis to follow shows how bodily-visual resources are oriented to as distinguishing between the actions of
demonstrating and checking understanding. Section 4.1 focuses on illustrating the bodily-visual design of checking under-
standing, while Section 4.2 illustrates the bodily-visual design of demonstrating understanding. In the last Section 4.3, the
analysis centers around the overarching organization of bodily-visual displays of understanding through the unfolding of an
extended repair sequence. The analysis targets the temporal and sequential organization of these understanding-related
displays.

4.1. Bodily-visual resources coupled with checking understanding

When checking understanding, the focal participants bring understanding to the interactional surface but frame it as
epistemically tentative. The analysis shows that participants deploy distinct bodily-visual resources in less confident actions
that are oriented to as checking understanding.

Extracts 1 and 2 illustrate that understanding checks are characterized by immobility e holds of gesture and posture and
suspension of gaze and manual activity e which make visible the breakdown of intersubjectivity and invite response (Floyd
et al., 2016; H€omke et al., 2022; Mondada, 2011; Sikveland and Ogden, 2012). Trouble is also displayed with facial expressions,
such as frowning (extract 2), as well as prosodically with lower pitch and flat intonation contour (extract 2).

Extract 1 comes from a cooking course. Aswad is peeling carrots and the cooking instructor tells him to rinse the carrots
after peeling them (l.7e12; fig.1). In line 13 and fig. 2, Aswad checks his understanding of this instruction by pointing towards
the sinkwhile holding one carrot in his hand (on similar use of depictive gestures without co-occurring talk, see Jokipohja and
Lilja, 2022). This embodied candidate understanding is bodily-visually coupled with features indicating tentative under-
standing: suspension of manual activity (peeling), and a hold of body torque, gaze and pointing gesture that indicate the need
for extra attention on the trouble-source turn before complying with the instruction (on body torque, see Kamunen, 2019).
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The instructor treats Aswad's action as showing partially incorrect understandinge suggesting rinsing the carrots one by one
e which she corrects by saying that it would be better to peel and rinse the carrots all at once (l.14e18; figs.3e5).
The pointing gesture (l. 13e14; fig. 2) is coupled with bodily-visual behavior characteristic for checking understanding.
Aswad displays trouble with his face: he lowers his chin and keeps this position, which results in “looking from under the
eyebrows” .1 This facial expression, along with the pointing gesture and gaze towards the instructor, are held until the instructor
1 In addition to indicating trouble, this head movement might also be used to pointing towards the sink.
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starts to respond (l.14; fig. 3; Floyd et al., 2016; Sikveland and Ogden, 2012). Furthermore, the repair sequence is framed by body
posture: Aswad turns his torso towards the instructor (l.13; fig. 3) and sustains this posture until trouble is solved (l.17; fig. 4;
Kamunen, 2019; Li, 2014). The holds indicate increased orientation to the interactional trouble and to the relevance of response
(Kamunen, 2019). Once the trouble is solved, Aswad shifts orientation from the instructor to peeling the carrots.

Sequentially, the point is initiated after a longer pause (l.13) and successively responded to (l. 14). The delayed timing
contributes to the overall sense of immobility. The instructor orients to Aswad's understanding check as requiring attentione

she waits for Aswad to finish his action and does not answer in overlap. The instructor confirms Aswad's understanding of
rinsing with joo/yes, but corrects Aswad by advising that he should peel all of the carrots before rinsing them (l.14e18;
figs.3e5). In this way, she gives the same instructions again in a formatting that is clearer and more direct: she uses an
imperative form kuori ensin kaikki/peel all of them � rst (l.14; fig. 3), and gives the instructions in chronological order: first peel
all of them, then rinse (l.18; fig. 5).

The next extract (2) illustrates another case with trouble-indicating facial expressions, and the suspension of gesture,
posture, gaze, and manual activity when checking understanding. The example shows the participants in motion and il-
lustrates that movement is also suspended during the handling of interactional trouble and resumed when shared under-
standing is reached. In addition, the extract exhibits the use of lexical items and suggests that tentative understanding is
expressed with prosodic features: flat intonation contour and low pitch.

Extract 2 comes from the gardening dataset. Fahad is sweeping the floor in a classroom after planting seeds (see extract 3).
At the beginning of the extract, Fahad stops sweeping the floor, asks the instructor how long it takes for the lettuce to sprout,
and walks next to the instructor (l.1e2). The instructor answers (l.4; fig. 1) and continues to explain that the flowerpot should
be placed in a cool place (l.6e8; fig. 2). Fahad's facial expressions display trouble early on (l.4; fig.1 onwards), and it seems that
he has incorrectly assumed the flowerpots should be placed outdoors and not indoors. The instructor continues by explaining
how the plantings should be placed in relation to the window and radiator (l.22-26). Fahad stays next to the instructor until
the trouble is solved (l. 27; fig. 11). In this fashion, the repair sequence is framed by a hold of body posture and suspension of
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movement (compare with the body torque in extract 1). Fahad checks his understanding multiple times during the repair
sequence (l.10e14, 18; figs. 3e5, 7).
93



A.-K. Jokipohja Journal of Pragmatics 210 (2023) 87e108

94



A.-K. Jokipohja Journal of Pragmatics 210 (2023) 87e108

95



A.-K. Jokipohja Journal of Pragmatics 210 (2023) 87e108
First Fahad checks understanding (l.9e14; figs. 3e5) of whether the flowerpots should be placed inside (tarvii si€all€a/needs
indoors,2 perhaps in the kitchen (keitti€o esimerkki/kitchen (for) example; l.14). The verbal design of the turn does not indicate
the level of confidence e it is the bodily-visual features and prosody which frame Fahad's understanding as tentative. Fahad
indicates trouble with an eyebrow lift (H€omke et al., 2022), head movements (after lifting the chin (l.9), the head is tilted to
the side (l.10; Seo and Koshik, 2010), and uttering the change-of-state token aa (l.10) as well as keitti€o esimerkki (l.14) with flat
intonation contour and slightly lower pitch. The bodily configuration (gaze, eyebrow lift, head, and body position) is held,
indicating the relevance of response, and displaying that Fahad is still in an uninformed epistemic state (Kamunen, 2019; Li,
2014; on gaze, Rossano et al., 2009; Stivers and Rossano, 2010).

The instructor treats Fahad's understanding as partially incorrect (l.16; fig. 6). Fahad continues to check his understanding
of whether the plant should be outside or inside in the spring (ei tarvi nyt ulkona/do not need outside now; l.18; fig. 7). During
this verbal turn, Fahad again indicates trouble with tentative prosody (relatively flat intonation contour and low pitch) and
holds of gaze, lifted eyebrows, chin, and a following head position, and gesture. Fahad's turn includes gaze shifts which can be
a sign of doing thinking (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1986) or related to initiating repair (Kendrick, 2015; Pajo and Laakso, 2020).
The instructor treats Fahad's turns as repair initiations making a response relevant: she orients to them as interruptive and
either confirms (l.13) or corrects them (l.16, 20; figs. 6 and 8) and provides relevant extra information (l.22-26, figs. 9e10). In
turn, Fahad releases the holds after the instructor's confirmation (l.20; fig. 8).

Furthermore, the whole extended repair sequence is framed by suspension of movement: Fahad walks closer to the
instructor (l.1e4) but stops before checking his understanding (l.4) and stays immobile until the trouble is solved (l.27; fig.11).
Fahad displays the birth of new understanding with a news particle aaha (Koivisto, 2017), and simultaneously looks down,
grasps the dust broom, and starts walking (l.27; fig. 11). The resuming of walking projects orientation to the sweeping of the
floor and suggests that the interactional trouble is solved (Kamunen, 2019; Mondada, 2018).

In conclusion, extracts 1 and 2 have illustrated that understanding checks are characterized by immobility e holds of
gesture and posture and suspension of gaze, manual activity, and movement e which make visible the breakdown of
intersubjectivity and invite response. Trouble is also displayed with facial expressions, such as frowning, and prosodically
with lower pitch and flat intonation contour.
2 Si€all€a is a non-standard expression. Based on FAH's following turns, it is analyzed as sis€all€a (‘indoors’).
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4.2. Bodily-visual resources coupled with demonstrating understanding

When demonstrating understanding, the focal participants bring to the interactional surface an understanding that is framed
as epistemically confident. The analysis shows that there are distinct bodily-visual features that couple with confident, interac-
tionallyfluent actions andareoriented toasdemonstratingunderstanding.However, thesebodily-visual features turnedout tobe
challenging to trackandanalyze, since, inpart, their systematicity becamevisible in comparison to theirproblematic counterparts
(checkings of understanding, Section 4.1). Consequently, the analysis in this section builds on the analytic findings concerning
checking understanding (Section 4.1) to highlight and scrutinize the bodily-visual features of demonstrating understanding.

Extracts 3 and 4 illustrate that demonstrations of understanding are characterized by a continuous flow of bodily-visual
actions. For example, gestures and facial expressions are produced fluently without holds, reflecting the flow of the inter-
action and orienting to the progressivity of action. In other words, the bodily-visual features alignwith the previous turn and
shift the interaction forward. Understanding is displayed with facial expressions, such as a head lift followed by a nod, or a
smile (extracts 3, 4; Gudmundsen and Svennevig, 2020), as well as prosodically with higher pitch and rise-fall intonation
contour (extract 3, 4; Heinemann, 2016; Koivisto, 2015). Temporally, demonstrations of understanding are characterized by
non-interruptive simultaneity e they overlap with the interlocutor's talk, but do not lead to interrupting the ongoing turn
(extracts 3, 4). Interlocutors frequently join the demonstration by producing similar gestures (extract 4).

Extract 3 takes place in a classroom where the participants are planting seeds to grow seedlings for their greenhouses (see
extract 2). The gardening instructor advises that empty plastic packages can be reused for seed planting (l.14; fig. 1). First, project
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participantAlam indicates troublewith a repair initiation (l.15;fig.1), towhich the instructor respondswith anelaboration that the
plasticpackage is in fact aused tomatocase (l.17,19;figs.2e3). Thus, the repair initiationmakesa followingdisplayofunderstanding
relevant. This is done in lines 18, 20e22 (figs. 3e4) when focal participant Fahad produces a demonstration of understanding
coupledwith bodily-visual features displayingunderstanding: his facial expressions are released swiftly, and the turn is initiated in
overlap with the instructor's turn. The instructor treats Fahad's action as a demonstration of understanding by joining it.3

Fahad verbally demonstrates understanding (l.18) with a comprehension particle aa proposing arrival at a revised un-
derstanding (Finnish change-of-state token; Koivisto, 2015), an information receipt okei which treats the instructor's answer
as sufficient and suggests closure of the repair sequence (Koivisto and Sorjonen, 2021), and a positive assessment on the
recycling (jos loppu/if � nished, l.20; hyv€a/good, l.22). The verbal turn is coupled with bodily-visual behavior characteristic for
demonstrating understanding. Fahad displays understanding with a prominent head lift when uttering the particle aa (“a
change-of-state face”; see Gudmundsen and Svennevig, 2020), smile and repeated nods (l. 18; fig. 3). He also employs a subtle
rise-fall contour at the end of prosodic units (during okei in line 18 and hyv€a in line 22), which has been connected to dis-
playing now-understanding (Heinemann, 2016; Koivisto, 2015; see Gudmundsen and Svennevig, 2020 on high pitch). The
bodily-visual displays form a continuous and simultaneous flow of actions: the facial expressions change swiftly, the verbal
demonstration of understanding is initiated in overlap with the instructor's turn, and shared understanding is demonstrated
in concert with the instructor who does not orient to Fahad's turn as interruptive.
3 The curvy line in figs. 3 and 4 indicates that the picture has been cropped in the middle.
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Fahad's demonstration works to support the progressivity of action: the instructor confirms with a particle ni (l.23) and
suggests continuation of the larger activity by following up with the previous topic (Sorjonen, 2001).

The next extract (4) illustrates howgaze and gesture are employed as a continuous flowof bodily-visual actions supporting
the progressivity of action. The gestures unfold fluently without holds, and Talal withdraws gaze from the instructor quickly.
Thus, Talal does not invite further elaboration on the topic, but orients to demonstrating understanding and shifting the
interaction forward (Rossano et al., 2009; Rossano, 2005). In addition, the extract illustrates how understanding is verbally
and gesturally demonstrated simultaneously with the instructor.

In the extract, the cooking instructor is explainingwhat dry yeast is by comparing it to freshyeast (l. 6e10; figs.1e3). Before
the sequence, Talal has expressed not knowing the word kuivahiiva/dry yeast, so there is an underlying expectation for
demonstrating understanding when it is reached, done by Talal in lines 9e11 (figs.2e4).
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In lines 8e9 (fig. 2), Talal's demonstration begins with a “change-of-state face” (Gudmundsen and Svennevig, 2020) e
displaying understanding with an eyebrow and head lift (extract 3; Mondada, 2011), and continues with a change-of-state
token aa, delivered with a subtle rise-fall contour and high pitch. At this point (l.7), Talal looks at the yeast in the bag. This
bodily and material configuration together with the change-of-state token project that Talal is already in a relatively strong
epistemic position concerning what dry yeast is.

The main part of Talal's demonstration of understanding (l.11; fig. 4) consists verbally of an aligning particle nii which
treats the information as known (Sorjonen, 2001), and a verbalization of what yeast is used for (leip€a se on nouse/bread it is
rise). Prosodically the turn is produced with slightly higher pitch and a rise-fall towards the end. The bodily-visual resources
form a continuous flow of actions: Talal nods repeatedly, retracts the gestural depiction of the bread leavening, and averts
gaze before finishing his turn (l.11; fig. 5).

Also sequentially, the bodily-visual displays form a continuous and simultaneous flow of actions. Talal's demonstration of
understanding (l.11) collaboratively completes the instructor's turn which is at that point unfinished (l.10). Following Talal's
initiative, Talal and the instructor construct shared understanding of the substance of yeast co-operatively, in concert with
each other (Goodwin, 2013): understanding is made visiblewith simultaneous verbal explications and depictive gestures (l.11,
12; fig. 4). In this way, meaning is produced together through interbodied cooperative action (Hellermann and Thorne, 2022).

In conclusion, extracts 3 and 4 have illustrated that demonstrations of understanding are characterized by a continuous
flow of bodily-visual actions e gaze, gesture and facial expressions are retracted without suspensions e which make visible
the fluent nature of the interaction and orient to the progressivity of action. Understanding is also displayed with facial
expressions, such as a head lift followed by a nod, and prosodically with higher pitch and rise-fall intonation contour.
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4.3. Temporality: bodily-visual displays of understanding over sequences

The final part of the analysis focuses on bodily-visual displays of different degrees of understanding in an extended repair
sequence. Extract 5 showcases how two participants collaboratively move from uncertainty to shared understanding. This
extract will show how Fahad gradually expresses developing certainty through bodily means, and moves in space while
getting closer to understanding. Fahad's embodiment, such as posture suspension, resuming mobility, or frowning, provide
embodied projections which function as cues for action ascription for the interlocutor (Mondada, 2018).

In extract 5, Fahad and the gardening instructor are on Fahad's patch of land. Fahad is lifting a tarpaulin to show a broken
water pump to the instructor. The instructor tells Fahad that the broken pump has to be taken to the waste station (l. 1; fig. 1).
Fahad displays understanding trouble early onwith holds (e.g., posture, and gaze; l. 1; fig. 1). Later he verbally announces that
he does not understand (l.8; fig. 6). The trouble seems to be with the word j€ateasema/waste station, because after the
instructor reformulates it into roska/trash (l.10; fig. 8), Fahad demonstrates understanding with a more mundane and
transparent reformulation roskapaikka/trash place (l.12; fig. 10). When Fahad has reached and displayed understanding, he
immediately resumes mobility (walking, putting items under the tarp; l.12; fig. 11).
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Fahad expresses trouble early, when he starts slightly frowning at the end of the instructor's turn and stops what he was
doing by not putting the tarp down but instead continuing to hold it (l. 1; fig. 1). Trouble is further displayed with a longer
pause (l. 2), level intonation and low-pitched particle aa (cf. extract 2), a hold of openmouth and the lack of a proper response
(l.3; fig. 2). The instructor replies by specifying that she is talking about the iron parts (l. 4; figs.3e4). Fahad acknowledges the
instructor's specification with a nod (l. 5; fig. 3), but the frown, open mouth and immobile body posture continue to be
suspended.

Next, Fahad announces non-understanding: he puts the tarp on the ground, places hands in his pockets and claims non-
understanding with flat intonation (l. 7e8; figs. 5e6). Following that, he produces with a louder voice what is possibly an
understanding check (not oriented to by INS) (l. 8; fig. 7): Fahad raises open palms upwards as if lifting something, and the
cut-off words could refer to fetching (hakea/to fetch). However, Fahad is interrupted by the instructor pinpointing the word
j€ateasema/waste station as the trouble-source by repeating it (l. 9; fig. 7). Fahad thus attempted to arrive closer to under-
standing, but his embodied conduct continues to display non-understanding: he continues frowning and gazing towards the
instructor and resumes the immobile body posture of “clearly-not-doing anything”: he puts hands in his pockets and po-
sitions himself as a listener (l.10; fig. 8; Streeck, 2018).

The instructor responds by replacing j€ate/waste with roska/trash (l.10; fig. 8). This leads to Fahad providing proof of un-
derstanding with a verbal reformulation roskapaikka/trash place (l. 12; figs. 9e10), confirmed by the instructor's repetition (l.
14; fig. 11). The achievement of new understanding is hearable in Fahad's news particle aahaa (l.12, fig. 9 with a confident
higher pitch, see section 4.1). The change of state is also gradually observable in Fahad's facial expression, when he goes from
trouble indicating frowning (l.1; fig. 1) into lifting eyebrows and the head when he reaches understanding, and then into a
neutral eyebrow and head position (l.13; fig. 9; extract 2; Gudmundsen and Svennevig, 2020). Understanding is also bodily
visible in how Fahad immediately orients to the continuation of activity and not the instructor: Fahad glances at the
instructor, walks to the other side of the tarp, produces a gesturewithout a hold, and starts to lift and throw some items under
the tarp (l.12-14; figs. 9e11). Fahad's demonstration is also sequentially relevant and moves the interaction forward (notice
Fahad's following go-ahead joo, l.15).

The instructor returns to the main business, namely informing that the iron parts can be taken to the waste station for free
(l.16; fig. 12). Next, the instructor and Fahad make their shared understanding visible by producing alike gestures almost in
synchrony (l. 17; fig. 13). Fahad continues to advance the interaction and projects continuation with a verbal demonstration
annan/(I) give (l. 18), stepping closer to the instructor and looking at her. The instructor reacts accordingly: she confirms
Fahad's understanding and proceeds with explaining the practicalities (l. 19).

In conclusion, this extract has illustrated that bodily-visual displays of (non)understanding, including movement and
engagement in manual activities, are visible throughout whole sequences. They form a constant and gradual flow of bodily
displays that are not limited to the level of turns (Mondada, 2018), but frame and overlapwith the verbal turns and sequences.

5. Discussion and conclusions

In this article, I have analyzed actions that bring understanding to the interactional surface and shown that bodily-visual
resources are used to frame these actions either as epistemically confident demonstrations of understanding, or as tentative
understanding checks. The analysis has shown that bodily-visual features (facial expressions, gaze, gesture, posture, move-
ment, performing of manual activity) systematically couple with these actions and are distinct components in their action
formation and ascription. In the following I will summarize the identified bodily-visual features and discuss them in relation
to previous research.

Checking understanding is characterized by immobility of bodily-visual actions e holds and suspensions of gaze, gesture,
posture, and manual activity (extracts 1e2, 5); Floyd et al., 2016; H€omke et al., 2022; Mondada, 2011; Sikveland and Ogden,
2012)ewhichmake visible the breakdown of intersubjectivity and invite response. Also prosody contributes to the feeling of
immobility: flat intonation contour and lower pitch is used when checking understanding (extracts 2, 5).

The study has shown that repair sequences including understanding checks are frequently framed by body posture, for
example turning the torso towards the interlocutor (extract 1), whereas individual gesture strokes are held until the
instructor starts answering (extract 1, 2). The holds indicate increased orientation to the interactional trouble (Kamunen,
2019; Li, 2014), and to the relevance of response. The study also shows how movement and performing of manual tasks
intertwinewith sequences and themanaging of intersubjectivity: they are frequently suspended during interactional trouble,
and resumed when understanding is reached (extract 1e2, 5).

This study shows that embodied conduct found to co-occur with open-type other-initiations of repair (Floyd et al., 2016;
Kamunen, 2019; Kendrick, 2015; Li, 2014; Mondada, 2011; Oloff 2018; Seo and Koshik, 2010; Sikveland and Ogden, 2012) also
couples withmore specific other-initiations of repair, namely candidate understandings (see also Jokipohja and Lilja, 2022). In
addition to suspension of bodily-visual features, trouble is displayed with facial expressions, such as “ looking from under the
eyebrows” , frowning, lifting eyebrows, gaze shifts, head tilts, lifting the chin and holding the position (see Seo and Koshik,
2010; Kendrick, 2015; Oloff, 2018).

Bodily-visual features coupled with demonstrating understanding stand in opposition to the features of checking un-
derstanding. Demonstrating understanding is characterized by a continuous flow of bodily-visual actions: the interactants
keep doing or resume the manual activity they are engaged in (extracts 3e4, 5), gestures unfold fluently (extract 4e5), and
gaze is typically averted before turn completion or promptly after (extract 4e5). However, gaze is also related to the
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coordination of sequences (Rossano et al., 2009): gaze withdrawal is connected to the closing of sequences (extract 4e5;
Rossano, 2005), and speakers look at their recipients when they produce forward-orienting demonstrations of understanding
that project continuation (extract 5). The continuous flowof bodily-visual conduct reflects the fluent, unproblematic nature of
the interaction and orients to the progressivity of action: the bodily-visual features align with the previous turn and shift the
interaction forward. Interactants display understandingwith facial expressions, such as a head lift followed by a nod, repeated
nodding, or a smile (extract 3e4; Gudmundsen and Svennevig, 2020), as well as prosodically with higher pitch and rise-fall
contour (extracts 3e4; Gudmundsen and Svennevig, 2020; Heinemann, 2016; Koivisto, 2015).

Temporally, demonstrations of understanding are characterized by non-interruptive simultaneity e they overlap with the
instructor's talk, but do not lead to interrupting the ongoing turn (extracts 3e4). Interlocutors frequently join the demon-
stration by producing similar gestures (extract 4e5) and aligning verbal items (extract 3e5). In this way, the interactants
make their shared understanding visible through their bodies (Hellermann and Thorne, 2022).

The turns that bring understanding to the interactional surface by expressing varying degrees of understanding of pre-
vious talk, are frequently preceded by facial expressions (eyebrow movements, nods; extracts 2, 4e5), gaze shifts (extract 2),
suspension of manual activity (extracts 1e2, 5) or posture changes indicating a listener position (extract 5). Thus, the social
actions of demonstrating and checking understanding are not limited to the level of verbal turns. The bodily configurations
that are part of action formation and ascription form a gradual flow of actions (Mondada, 2018) which run through turns and
sequences e providing their own structure to the interaction.

Since the recipients are quick to react, it is likely that the preceding and turn-initial bodily-visual behavior provide cues
and projections which are relied on in action ascription (Mondada, 2011, 2018). Previous studies have provided evidence for
this by showing that questions with initial eyebrow furrows and gaze get responded faster than questions without visible
cues (H€omke et al., 2022; Stivers et al., 2009). The analysis suggests that in addition to turn-initial position (Schegloff, 1987),
turn-preceding position is a critical location in the process of turn-construction and action formation.

Moreover, this paper reminds us as analysts to continue re-investigating even widely studied phenomena, such as
demonstrating understanding, from a multimodal point of view, since multimodal analysis can deepen and even change our
understanding of such phenomena (Mondada, 2014). Notably, this study has offered new insights into the use of bodily-visual
resources and their temporality in preferred and unproblematic interaction, as well as how movement and performing of
manual activities structure interaction. The findings of this study underline the importance of investigating different inter-
actional environments and contexts, especially ones that have previously been marginal, such as interactions in manual
activities, to identify new aspects of the basic organizations of interaction.

Focus on bodily-visual actions as key components in action formation and ascription also calls for new ways of repre-
senting data. In this article, I have introduced an adaptation of the comic-strip format (Laurier, 2014; Skedsmo, 2021) to
represent the temporal progression of bodily-visual actions and spoken turns. Data representation is a question of readership
and validity: data should be presented in away that highlights themain points of the analysis while being transparent enough
for the reader to make their own analyses. However, data representation also reflects and shapes our understanding of
interaction. Video data should be presented in a visual way that is true to the modalities of the interaction: the interlocutors
do not only talk, but their bodies are located in a material environment, visually observable to others. As shown in this article,
bodily visual actions are produced constantly e they provide an underlying structure to the interaction. The graphic tran-
scripts that I have used in this article are an attempt to represent the gradual flow of bodily-visual actions and to move the
focus away from the verbal as a baseline towards including embodiment and material resources in data representation.
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