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1. Introduction

This conversation analytic paper analyses requests for concrete objects in settings centered around manual and physical
tasks, such as building, cooking, and gardening.' In these settings, requesting is a pervasive social action as participants
collaborate and assist each other in tasks that require the use of tools and materials. Building on earlier research on requests in
social interaction (e.g. Drew and Couper-Kuhlen, 2014; Fox and Heinemann, 2015, 2020), we focus on analyzing requests that
are designed to involve a gestural depiction. We show that the use of gestural depictions in requests is motivated by 1) the
participants’ asymmetrical understanding of the progression of work tasks in the situation as well as 2) material-ecological
contingencies that create a need for visually specifying what is requested for. Such contingencies are present in situations in
which the requested object is not visible to the participants and in which the participants are in asymmetrical positions to
perceive the material environment and ongoing changes in it. In such contexts, gestural depictions are used to visually specify
task-relevant features of the requested object to overcome possible obstacles in identifying it.

Our multimodal analysis of gestural depictions in requests seeks inspiration from Clark (2016), Streeck (2009) and Miiller’s
(2014) investigations of the methods for depiction. Clark (2016) has shown how depiction in language works differently from
other methods of communication, namely describing and indicating. Participants in interaction deploy methods of depiction to
create meaning by showing, while describing relies mainly on verbal conventions and categories, and indicating on indexical
elements locating things in space. While the idea of showing implies that in depictions the visual modality is central, depictions
also rely on auditory, tactile, and embodied knowledge of the depicted scenes (Clark, 2016, p. 324). Streeck’s (2009) analysis
follows the same line of thought as he writes about the haptic epistemology of depictive hand gestures and underlines the idea
that gestures are shaped by our “body’s practical acquaintance with a tangible environment” (Streeck, 2009, p. 150). In other
words, in creating gestures we draw on our embodied knowledge and understanding of the actions, scenes, or objects we are
depicting. The gestures we perform also make publicly observable our embodied understanding and knowledge of the depicted

* Corresponding author.
E-mail address: niina.lilja@tuni.fi (N. Lilja).
! The research reported in the manuscript has been funded by the Research council of Finland, grant number 332470.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.langcom.2024.10.002
0271-5309/© 2024 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.
0/).


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:niina.lilja@tuni.fi
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.langcom.2024.10.002&domain=pdf
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/02715309
http://www.elsevier.com/locate/langcom
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.langcom.2024.10.002
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.langcom.2024.10.002

160 N. Lilja, A.-K. Jokipohja / Language & Communication 99 (2024) 159-173

referents and actions. Streeck (2009) distinguishes three modes of gestural depiction: 1) drawing is used when hands move in the
air as if drawing outlines, 2) handling is used when objects are depicted by showing an action that the object is routinely used for,
and 3) mimesis is used when real-life actions are represented with gestural enactments. Similarly, Miiller (2014 ) emphasizes that
gestures should be investigated through their own techniques of representation, as “forms of visual and manual thinking” (p.
1687). When gesturing, we transform visual thinking into a manual modality, and this process is shaped by the techniques
employed in gesturing. These techniques include acting, where hands mime actual manual activities, such as grasping or holding,
representing, where the hands become other entities, drawing, where hands are used to draw a two-dimensional shape of an
object, and molding, where hands are used to shape three-dimensional objects in the air.

We use the notion of gestural depiction to refer to moments where participants use their hands to show aspects of the
requested object, such as its size, shape, or the actions performed with it. The gestures in our collection depict mainly by two
methods: by showing actions done with the requested tool (see Extracts 2, 3, 4), that is, by the methods of handling (in
Streeck’s terms) or acting (in Miiller’s terms), or by using the hands to shape forms of different sizes in the air (see Extract 1),
that is, by the methods of molding (Miiller, 2014).

In the analyzed requests for objects, depictions are performed in relation to talk. Sometimes the depictions have a lexical
affiliate (adjunct depiction) or are indexed in talk (indexed depiction) (see Clark, 2016). In some cases, the depictions are used
instead of a verbal element in the ongoing syntactic structure (embedded depiction), or even independently without
accompanying talk (independent depiction; Clark, 2016). We will analyze the requests for objects as the composite utterances
they are (see Enfield, 2009). Analyzing the composite structure is necessary for understanding the role of depiction in action
formation and ascription (Deppermann and Haugh, 2022). Our analysis will show how depictions bring about propositional
information not verbalized in the request turn.

By analyzing requests for object that are designed to include a gestural depiction, we aim to contribute to two lines of
research. First, our findings complement recent multimodal conversation analytical research on situational contingencies
affecting the formulation of requests in interaction (e.g. Mondada, 2014; Rossi, 2014; Sorjonen and Raevaara, 2014; Fox and
Heinemann, 2020; Mondada and Sorjonen, 2023). Second, they add to recent discussion on different forms of knowledge in
action formation and ascription in different interactional contexts (see e.g. Arminen and Simonen, 2021).

2. Requests are designed for specific recipients and situations

Requesting in interaction can be accomplished in various ways depending on what is requested for, who the participants
are to each other, how urgent the request is, and where and through what medium the interaction takes place. Previous
conversation analytic research has led to the formulation of two abstract principles affecting the design and recognition of
requests: entitlement and contingency (see e.g. Curl and Drew, 2008; Heinemann, 2006; Lindstrém, 2005, for an overview see
Drew and Couper-Kuhlen, 2014). Entitlement refers to speakers’ displays of their rights to make a request (see e.g. Craven and
Potter, 2010). Contingency, on the other hand, refers to the speakers’ awareness of the possible obstacles in responding to
requests (Curl and Drew, 2008). Such obstacles may be abstract (Curl and Drew, 2008) or concrete, such as the participants’
awareness of their respective positions in relation to requested objects (Keisanen and Rauniomaa, 2012), or the material and
spatial environment and participants’ movement in it (Sorjonen and Raevaara, 2014; Fox and Heinemann, 2020).

In the early years of conversation analytic research into requests the focus was more on verbal requests for assistance,
especially in institutional environments (see e.g. Curl and Drew, 2008; Heinemann, 2005; 2006; Lindstrém, 2005). More
recently, the focus has shifted to the multimodal analysis of requests for practical actions and concrete objects (e.g. Keisanen
and Rauniomaa, 2012; Zinken and Ogiermann, 2013; Mondada, 2014). Following the multimodal and visual turn (Drew and
Couper-Kuhlen, 2014; Nevile 2015), more attention has been paid to the use of bodily and material resources in request
sequences. Research has shown how the formulation of request actions is a result of complex interplay between multimodal
resources, sequence structure and the interactional setting with its material ecology and participation structures (e.g.
Mondada, 2014; Rossi, 2014; Fox and Heinemann, 2015). For example, Sorjonen and Raevaara (2014) demonstrate how the
selection between phrasal and clausal formats for requesting is motivated by the spatial and temporal relation of a customer
and a clerk in kiosk space: the customers coordinate the production of their requests to fit the time it takes them to move to
the service area. Similarly, Fox and Heinemann (2020) show how customers in a shoe repair shop produce their verbal re-
quests only when the clerk can see and manually inspect the object they bring in for repair. In another study, Mondada and
Sorjonen (2023) show how the choice between placing products on a counter or giving them directly to the clerk is motivated
by material contingencies, such as the availability of the clerk and the materiality of the products, for example their size
(bigger products being placed on the counter and smaller ones given to the clerk). Keisanen and Rauniomaa (2012) have
shown how participants address possible contingencies in the pre-beginning phase of a request by arranging their body
position so that they can produce the request when appropriate in relation to the co-participant’s ongoing action. All in all,
these studies show how the design of requests is motivated by multiple factors connected to situational contingencies. Betz
et al. (2020, p. 3) summarize this in a succinct way: “interactants design their turns not only for their specific recipients, but
also for a specific situation”. Our analysis continues this research line and aims to offer new understanding of the conditions
under which requests are designed to involve a gestural depiction.

Especially relevant for our analysis is the study by Rossi (2014) that focuses on requests performed by visible bodily actions
without accompanying talk. The study shows how the design of requests is influenced by the criteria of recognition and
perception. In other words: by how projectable the request is based on the advancement of the activity so far and whether the



N. Lilja, A.-K. Jokipohja / Language & Communication 99 (2024) 159-173 161

recipient is attending to the requester and their embodied behavior. Rossi shows that a request for a practical action can be
designed without talk in contexts where it is expected and where the participants are attending to each other’s bodily conduct.

Rossi’s (2014) analysis illustrates how visible bodily requests are accomplished either by holding out an object for the
recipient to take or by placing the object near the recipient for them to carry out a task with, or by reaching or pointing
towards an object. These actions are recognizable as requests for practical actions in contexts in which the participants are
engaged in a shared activity and in which it is therefore clear what the objects are needed for. Importantly, all the forms of
requesting described by Rossi are minimal; they merely make an object relevant or noticeable in the context and do not, for
example, provide any information about what should be done with it. In other words, the forms of requesting are indexical (or
indicating, Clark, 2016), and the understanding of what to do with the object is based on the participants’ common ground
(Clark 1996) and is inferred from the activity and material context.

Interestingly, there are only three requests in Rossi’s collection (N = 131) that involve an iconic gesture. Rossi does not
analyze the use of iconic gestures in detail. However, current knowledge of gestural meaning-making suggests that iconic
gestures achieve their interactional meaning in a different way than indexical actions, since gestural depictions (including
iconic gestures) typically communicate some propositional content (see e.g. Streeck, 2009). We build on Rossi’s (2014)
analysis of the situational characteristics affecting request design and aim to understand the conditions under which re-
quests are designed to involve gestural depictions.

3. Data and methods

Our data come from video recorded interaction in manual work and leisure time contexts including construction work,
cooking, and gardening activities. The data comprises altogether 47 h of video recordings (15 h from construction work, 18 h
of cooking, and 14 h of gardening). The analysis is based on a collection that includes 96 requests for concrete objects
identified in the data set (see Table 1).

Table 1
Requests for concrete objects.
Request type Amount (n) Including a gestural depiction (n)
Visual bodily without a verbal component 17 2
Verbal (+ sometimes bodily conduct) 79 25
Total 96 27

The collection includes 79 requests that are formulated verbally and 17 requests that are performed by visual bodily signals
only.> Most of the requests in our collection are requests for tools needed for a specific task that the requester or both par-
ticipants are involved in.? The verbal requests for objects are formulated as interrogative clauses (‘missd on vasara’/‘where is the
hammer’, 46 cases), imperative clauses (‘annas mulle vasara’/‘give me the hammer’, 11 cases), declaratives (‘md tarvisin vasaraa’/
‘T'd need a hammer’, 11 cases), and NPs consisting of one word (e.g. ‘vasara’/‘hammer’, 11 cases). The verbal formulations are
sometimes accompanied by visible bodily conduct, such as pointing, or extending one’s arm towards the requested object, or
depicting with hands and the body. 27 of the requests in the collection include a gestural depiction. Most of the depictions are
produced in combination with talk, while only two of them are used without a verbal framing (as actions on their own).

The requests for objects in the collection have been identified based on the responses they receive following the basic con-
versation analytic method, that is, next-action proof procedure (Mondada, 2016, p. 361). Arequest is an initiating action that makes
relevant a responding action, which consists of the recipient either passing the requested object to the requester or accounting
why they cannot comply with the request. In this study, our focus is on requests for concrete objects, and accordingly, we have
excluded other kinds of requests, such as requests for advice or assistance. We have limited our focus specifically to requests in
which there is an observable requesting element, either verbal or bodily. Following this criterion, we have not included cases
which seem to be object transfers without visible request elements (see e.g. Tuncer and Haddington, 2020). Thus, even in the most
minimal request formats in our collection, there is an initiating action from the requester’s side, e.g., extending one’s arm towards
the requestee.

The data were collected with informed consent from the participants, and the participants are presented in the images either
with or without visual filters, based on their consent. Names are pseudonyms. The interactions take place mostly in Finnish, and
the verbal components of the requests are in Finnish. Some participants use Finnish as their first and some as their second
language. English is also occasionally used in the dataset, but not in the request sequences studied in this article. We use
multimodal conversation analysis (Mondada, 2016, 2019),and the examples are transcribed using the conventions for multimodal
transcription developed by Mondada (2018). Our datasets (construction work, cooking, gardening) are complex in terms of their
material ecology and the tasks the participants are involved in. To avoid repeatedly giving background information on different
settings, we have selected the extracts to be presented in the analysis from the construction site interaction dataset. The chosen
examples present features relevant for the settings in which gestural depictions are used in requests for objects.

2 Cases in which the gestural depiction appears to be primarily related to searching the name of an object have been excluded from the collection. That is,
we found 4 requests for concrete objects in which the design clearly suggests that the depiction is connected to a word search. In these cases, the verbal
formatting includes a question mikd nimi/‘what name’, and in response to the request, the object is also named.

3 Apart from tools, also other task-relevant materials are requested (such as a salt jar or hand paper).
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4. Analysis

In the analysis to follow we will show how the use of gestural depictions in requests for objects is motivated by material-
ecological contingencies that create a need for visually specifying what is requested for. We illustrate that such contingencies
are present in situations characterized by the following features:

1) The requested object is not visible to the participants and its location is not known to the requester (which means, for
example, that the requested object cannot be pointed at).

2) The participants are differently positioned to perceive the material-ecological aspects of the situation. In many instances,
the requester is better positioned to notice contextual details relevant for the request compared to the co-participant.

3) The participants do not share equal understanding of the progression of the ongoing task. Put differently, the request is
not equally projectable to both based on the advancement of the task and interaction so far (cf. Rossi, 2014). However,
while requests with depictions are characterized by this asymmetry in understanding how the ongoing task progresses,
it is not exclusive to such requests, but a common feature across various verbally formulated requests.

The analysis to follow is organized in two parts. In the first part (4.1.), we illustrate the material contingencies charac-
terizing the conditions that motivate the use of gestural depictions in requests. The gestural depictions in the instances are
adjunct ones (Clark 2016): i.e. the gestures have a lexical affiliate and are temporally aligned with talk. In the second part of the
analysis (4.2), we show how depictions are used for creating visual images of the manual actions for which the requested tools
or materials will be needed. The requests analyzed in this part are designed to foreground the depiction, and accordingly, the
action done with the requested object: the depictions are embedded and occupy a syntactic slot in the request turn (see
Extracts 3 and 4), or independent and do not have lexical affiliates (Clark, 2016). The depictions bring about propositional
information without which the request turn would not be fully understandable. Additionally, the depictions analyzed in the
second part reflect the requester’s manual know-how and orient to the co-participant’s expertise, since the requests leave it
to the recipient to decide which specific object to provide in response.

4.1. Material-ecological contingencies motivate gestural depiction in requests for objects

We begin the analysis with an example from a construction site. Two workers, Mat and Sam, are constructing a vault
structure between floors in a block of flats. Mat is working on the top floor, while Sam is working one floor below (see Fig.1 a).
They collaborate on divided tasks: Mat is attaching plywood sheets on the top of the vault structure, while Sam’s task is to lift
materials from the lower floor to Mat. In this extract, the gestural depiction specifies the size of the boards needed to support
a bundle of plywood sheets that will be lifted onto the top floor.

In the beginning of the extract, Mat finishes a phone call with a person coordinating crane lifts at the site (1. 1). During the
call (hearable on the video) he learns that the crane is currently lifting a bundle of plywood sheets to the top floor, and that he
is expected to receive them (see Fig. 1 b). The phone call is not hearable to Sam. Therefore, what happens next is not equally
projectable to him as it is to Mat. In addition, Sam is not positioned to see the approaching bundle of plywood sheets because
they are being lifted behind his back.

F ‘v N Figure 1 b

We join the extract as Mat finishes the call (1. 1) and continues handling the phone for a while (1. 2). He then begins the
request by saying alupuita (underboards) (L. 3) referring to boards that will be placed under the plywood sheets to support the
bundle. The word alupuita ‘underboards’ is unspecific about the size of the boards, and it is the size of the lifted plywood
sheets that determines the length of the underboards needed.

As Mat begins the request, Sam raises his gaze towards him (Fig. 3, I. 3). He does not, however, start complying with the
request yet but stays immobile. This may indicate that he either has trouble in receiving the request or that he treats it as
incomplete. Mat continues to handle the phone with both hands for a while (L. 4), then moves the phone to his right hand,
turns gaze towards Sam, and spreads both arms to his sides, approximately one meter apart (Fig. 4). As he spreads his arms, he
says pari puuta taas ‘a couple of boards again’ (1. 5). With these actions, Mat thus repeats the request for under boards in a
more specific way. The adverb taas ‘again’ indicates that a similar request has been produced before.
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Extract 1) underboards

01 MAT #joo moro ((talking to phone))
yes bye

03 MAT  alupuita*#
underboards

05 MAT  +pari +#puuta taas+ (.)
a couple of boards again

+gaze to

06 otetaan +htoi levynippu +*vii +#tanne
let’s take that plywood sheet bundle still here
+gaze is  + s

07 (~15 sek) “*#

163
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By spreading his arms, Mat depicts the approximate size of the needed boards (1. 3-4, Fig. 4) thereby providing a visual
specification to the request. The hands come to be seen as showing the size of the boards because the gestural depiction is
temporally aligned with the lexical affiliate pari puuta ‘a couple of boards’.

Following the specified request, Mat continues with an explanation that can be heard as providing reasons for the request
(L. 6) (see also Baranova and Dingemanse, 2016). He explains that they will receive the bundle currently being lifted to the top
floor. While saying toi levynippu ‘that plywood sheet bundle’ he raises his gaze up, indexing the bundle currently being lifted
(1. 6, Fig. 5). He also points to his right indicating the intended destination of the bundle (l. 6, Fig. 6). This way, Mat com-
municates contextual information that may be relevant for Sam to comprehend the request properly. This contextual in-
formation could be gathered by seeing how big the lifted plywood sheets are. However, it is likely that at this point Sam has
not yet noticed the bundle approaching him from behind. The depiction that Mat uses to show the approximate size of the
requested boards thus conveys visual information that Sam cannot infer from the context because he is positioned in a
different way from Mat.

The use of the depiction in this request is motivated by the complex interplay of the contingencies of the material
environment and the participants’ unequal access to knowing how the task progresses. Mat knows what will happen next
because he has received this information by phone while Sam does not have the same information. The verbal reference to
“underboards” remains underspecified without information about the size of the sheets being lifted. Participants are posi-
tioned face-to-face which allows them unequal perceptual access to the situation: the size of the approaching bundle is
visible to Mat (i.e. the requester) but not to Sam (request recipient).

Extract 2 presents another case of gestural depiction motivated by contingencies in the material ecology. Ralf and Alan are
building a wood shelter in a vocational school. Ralf asks Alan to give him a hand saw (l. 4) while Alan is holding a handheld
electric keyhole saw, and there are other types of saws nearby. The word kdsisaha ‘hand saw’ has thus many potential ref-
erents in the situation.

In the beginning of the extract, Ralf is working on a roof truss that has not yet been attached to the shelter. He pulls the roof
truss down by almost hanging on it (Fig. 1). At the same time, he produces the particle ahaa that indexes noticing something
new (L. 1). He then raises his upper body, takes a step up on the ladder and gazes towards the right side of the roof truss he is
attaching. He produces two particles noniin nyt ‘okay now’ that index transition to the next phase of the task (1. 2, Fig. 2) (see
VISK § 859). After that he turns towards Alan and gazes down - as if trying to spot something on the floor (1. 3, Fig. 3). The
request that he produces next thus follows his own private noticing in the situation. Therefore, the way Ralf is going to
proceed with the task is not projectable to Alan.

Extract 2) Hand saw

01 RAL >>+ahaa:

02 RAL +nonii #(.) +nyt
okay now
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03 +H(.) +
+ gaze down and towards Alan->
+takes right hand off the roof truss and
moves it forward and backward in the air->
fig #fig3

Fig3

04 #kdsisaha *(.) +kdsisaha (.)
hand saw hand saw
t a P

|

(a

05 ALA *(tdssd)+#
here

*retracts h

; picks up a hand saw->

-

Fig 5

06 RAL ei:, (.) kédsisaha (.) koska sielld on ruuvi,

no hand saw because there is a screw
07 +(.)
ral +turns and walk back to the ladder->

08 ALA (oikeasti) #
really
fig #fig 6

165
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10 RAL #kylla
yes
fig #fig 7

After turning towards Alan, Ralf starts moving his right hand in the air forwards and backwards while saying kdsisaha
‘hand saw’ (1. 4, Fig. 4). His fingers are assembled as if holding a handle of a manual saw (Fig. 4). As the gestural depiction is
temporally aligned with the lexical affiliate (Clark, 2016; Schegloff, 1984), it visually specifies what kind of a hand saw Ralf is
asking for - a manual hand saw operated by back-and-forth motion. Next, Alan approaches Ralf and offers him the handheld
electronic keyhole saw he has been holding (1. 5, Fig. 5). The saw he is offering could also be referred to as késisaha ‘a hand saw’
and given the fact that he is already holding it in his hands, it is only natural for him to offer it to Ralf. However, the electronic
saw he is offering would not be used by moving it back and forth in the way that Ralf’s gestural depiction just indicated.

While Alan offers the saw in his hand to Ralf, Ralf steps down from the ladder (Fig. 5) and walks to the shelter floor where
the tools are. He rejects Alan’s offer by saying ei ‘no’ (1. 6), by restating that he needs a hand saw, and by verbalizing his earlier
noticing of the screw (L. 6). Alan, who is standing on the floor, did not have the same visual access to the roof truss, and
therefore could not be aware of the screw that needs to be removed. In this way, Ralf's verbalization also explains why a
manual saw is needed (an electronic saw could not be used for removing the nail). Ralf's verbalization of the contextual details
here is thus very similar to Mat’s explanation in Extract 1 (see also Baranova and Dingemanse, 2016). Next, Ralf walks to the
shelter floor, picks up a manual hand saw (Fig. 6), climbs the ladder, and starts sawing.

In sum, the situation in Extract 2 is characterized by the participants’ unequal perceptual access as well as asymmetry in
understanding how the task will unfold. Ralf has noticed a screw that needs to be removed but has not communicated this to
his colleague by the time he first requests for the hand saw. There are many possible referents for the requested object in the
material surroundings and therefore, the verbal reference to a saw remains underspecified. The depiction Ralf uses to visually
specify how the requested object would be moved is an adjunct depiction (Clark, 2016), highlighting the task-relevant fea-
tures of the requested item. However, the depiction is not enough for Alan to identify which saw Ralf needs, and he offers a
wrong type of saw in response.

Extracts 1 and 2 have illustrated how the use of a gestural depiction in requests for objects is motivated by material-
ecological contingencies. In our collection, requests including a gestural depiction are produced in situations in which the
participants do not share equal perceptual access to task-relevant features of the environment. This creates a situation in
which a mere verbal reference to the requested object remains underspecified. In Extract 1, the verbal reference to under-
boards was underspecified for Sam, who could not see the size of the approaching bundle of plywood sheets and, therefore,
could not infer the size of the needed underboards. In Extract 2, Alan could not see the screw that Ralf saw, and thus could not
infer the purpose for which the hand saw would be needed. In such situations, the progression of the task is not equally
projectable for both participants. The gestural depictions orient to removing possible obstacles in understanding the request
by bringing visual specificity to it. Often, the contextual factors that would have been important for understanding the request
are verbalized after the request by explaining why the requested object is needed.

4.2. Gestural depiction specifies the action an object is requested for

In this section, we focus on requests that are designed to foreground the depiction, and consequently, the depicted action.
While the depictions in the requests for objects analyzed in this section are also motivated by material-ecological contin-
gencies, these requests are different from the ones analyzed in the first part of the analysis in their design. They include either
an embedded depiction that occupies a syntactic slot in the request turn or are independent depictions (Clark, 2016). The
depictions convey information that is integral to understanding the request, and they need to be seen to understand the
request. Because of this, the requests are carefully timed to fit the actions of the request recipient.

Our analysis illustrates that requests designed to foreground the depiction are used for requesting objects for a specific
manual action. These depictions are performed to show the manual actions the requested tool is needed for. Furthermore, the
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depictions analyzed in this part reflect the manual know-how of the requester and orient to the co-participant’s expertise,
leaving it for them to decide which specific object to provide in response.

Extract 3 exemplifies how the requester adjusts the participation framework to support the perceivability of the request. In
addition, it illustrates how a gestural depiction is used to specify the request and to foreground the action that the requested
tool is needed for. In the extract, there are two plumbers first engaged in solitary projects. Kalle is sitting on the floor
smoothening the edges of a drainpipe with a knife while Jouni walks from the other side of the space, carrying a drainpipe and
putting it on the floor (L. 1, Fig. 1).

As Jouni approaches, Kalle turns to observe his actions and stops filing the pipe. Once Jouni has laid the pipe on the floor
and is potentially available to orient to Kalle (Fig. 2), Kalle makes a verbal request for a tool that he calls rassi (1. 2). Rassi is a
word that can be used generally to refer to different tools, but at its core it refers to an instrument that is used in cleaning the
inside of a pipe (Kielitoimiston sanakirja, 2024). The request starts a new action sequence not projectable to Jouni who has
been engaged in another task. While requesting, Kalle adjusts the participation framework by turning towards Jouni, getting
on his knees, and moving closer to Jouni (1. 2). The construction site is rather noisy, and by adjusting the participation
framework this way, Kalle can be seen as preparing for his request to be perceived as well as possible (see also Keisanen and
Rauniomaa, 2012).

Extract 3) Rassi

*Jouni’s bodily conduct
+Kalle’s bodily conduct

>>JOU walks carrying a pipe--->01
>>JOU gaze away from KAL--->03
>>KAL is gouging a pipe with a knife--->01
>>KAL gaze away from JOU--->01

01 *(L)+(1.4)*+(0.7) #+

02 KAL onks sulla +Jouni sita ras+sia.
do you have (NAME)
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04 KAL +onks sulla +si*t&,+ (.)#+(.) s*hht+
do you haw that (SOUND)
kal-->+gaze hands-------=-========————————4g

*RH to poc t-———>

06 JOU  *+tos*+sa #
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C)+* )+ (.

Kalle calls Jouni by his first name and marks the requested object as already known with a definite article-like demon-
strative pronoun sitd ‘that’ (L. 2) (see Laury, 1997). The request turn is an interrogative, formulated as a polar question - this
way orienting to the possibility that Jouni may or may not have the requested tool (see Bolden et al., 2023).

Jouni reacts to the request with an open class repair initiation hd, indicating trouble in receiving the turn (1. 3, Fig. 3) (Drew,
1997; Haakana et al., 2016). In the repair turn, Kalle redesigns his request by replacing the name of the requested object with a
gestural depiction and a non-lexical vocalization (1. 4, Fig. 4) (Keevallik and Ogden, 2020). Gaze plays an important role both in
making the depiction relevant and indicating the completion of the request action: Kalle marks the gesture as the focus of
attention with his gaze while performing the gesture and makes a response relevant by gazing towards Jouni at the end of his
request (L. 4) (see also Jokipohja and Lilja, 2022).

The depiction is an embedded one (Clark, 2016) and the reformulated request turn is a syntactic-bodily unit that begins
verbally and is brought to a recognizable completion with the gestural depiction (see Keevallik, 2013; Enfield, 2009). Kalle
depicts the action of working on the pipe with the methods of handling (Streeck, 2009): he produces a circular gesture close to
the pipe, fingers assembled as if holding a tool, and depicts the sound of this action with shhhht. The depiction creates a holistic
scene of the filing action he needs a tool for. This way, the depiction reflects his manual know-how in the situation and fore-
grounds the action. Importantly, the depiction leaves it for Jouni to choose the tool. In this way, the request design orients also to
the co-participant’s manual expertise. Jouni monitors Kalle’s gesture, gets up right away, and moves closer while preparing to
hand Kalle a tool from his belt (1. 5-6, Fig. 5). This shows that Jouni has no trouble in understanding the gestural depiction.

In the beginning of this extract, the participants were engaged in their solitary projects and therefore Jouni could not foresee
what kind of a tool Kalle needs. Kalle’s initial request initiates a new action sequence. Open-type repair initiators are frequent
after such topic-initiating actions (Drew, 1997; Haakana et al., 2016). It is also possible that Jouni has trouble in hearing the initial
turn, and in addition, the noun rassi is not specific in the material-ecological context where there are many potential tools
present that could be referred to as “rassi”. Kalle’s depiction foregrounds the action the tool is needed for and, at the same time,
brings specificity to the request.

Extract 4 is another example of a request in which the depiction shows the action that the requested object is needed for. The
extract features Ralf and Alan again. Ralf is standing on the ladder and trying to secure the roof trusses to the walls of the shelter
they are building together. Alan is standing on the floor, handing tools to Ralf. Again, there is a nail that prevents Ralf from
positioning the roof truss in the way he would want to. He informs Alan about this in the beginning of the extract (1. 2-5), which
leads to negotiation about how to proceed. Alan suggests Ralf should not push the nail deeper into the wood (l. 6), while Ralf
states that the extra nail should be removed (1. 14). The focal request is performed after this in lines 19-21. It is a composite
utterance, a syntactic-bodily unit, that begins verbally and is brought to a recognizable completion with an embedded depiction.

Extract 4) Vasara

* RAL body movement
+ RAL gaze
¢ ALA embodiment

( (RALF he iti )
o1 +(.)
jaze twds ALA---
02 RAL  g+t&dalld on, (.) ruuv-, (0.4)
here  is a screw-
K ;

03 *naula ja sittes se ov vaikea. (0.4)
a nail and then it is difficult
lowers the roof truss, LF holding

04 .h*hhhghh*#(.) mitd me tee*mmeh:. *(.

what do we do here

+
o
o
)
*
Fl
o
3
*
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06 ALA  &la @ pai+na tama (1.3)@+
don’t press this.
@points twds ceiling boards
w outstretched tape measure,

taps board- -2
ral -->tgaze twds ALA’s hands, follows
movement of tape measure

aze board.

07 (0.6)

08 RAL  *ei t&alld on:, (1.0)*
no here

09 (0.4)

10 ALA  >ruuvi,<
a screw

11 (0.3)

12 RAL  +ei naula.+
no a nail
-->tgaze to ALA
+gaze twds board--->

:

[ (naula.)

nail
14 RAL  [tarvii poistaa.
needs to be removed

15 (0.7)

16 RAL  .phhh[hh

17 aLa [pala pois.
piece away

18 (0.6)

19 RAL  *+hhh (.)#* (L)+(.)*+(.)#+
aze d

board--->

RH
r to board--->

fig #£ig2 #£ig3

20 voi*sitko antaa mulle.#*
could you give me

21 O+
ral  -->+gaze twds ALA--->
fig #fig 5

,'

VSR 1,
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22 ALA va*satra.

The focal request for an object (1. 19-21) begins with an inhale, Ralf touching his belt and gazing to the right and left
downwards (1.19, Fig. 2). The workers usually have a hammer hanging from their belt, and Ralf touching his belt and gazing
down could be analyzed as a pre-beginning of the request (see Keisanen and Rauniomaa, 2012). After the pre-beginning, Ralf
initiates a gesture by raising his right hand on top of the wall where he is about to attach the roof truss (I. 19, Fig. 3). At the
same time, he produces a turn constructional unit voisitko antaa mulle ‘could you hand me’ which is a conventionalized
request format and projects the name of the requested object as the relevant next (1. 20) (Rouhikoski, 2021). However, he does
not continue the turn verbally, but with a gestural depiction. The depiction shows how something is pulled out of the boards:
Ralf pulls his hand towards himself, fingers closed as if holding the handle of a tool (1. 20-21, Fig. 4). During the gesture stroke
Ralf turns his gaze towards Alan, which signals the completion of the unit and the relevance of a responding action (Fig. 5).
With the request designed this way, Ralf communicates not only the need for a tool but also at the same time his decision
about how to solve the problematic situation in which an extra nail creates challenges for positioning the roof trusses.

In this extract, material-ecological conditions motivate the use of depiction as part of the request in a similar way as in the
previous extracts. Although Ralf has communicated the problem to Alan and it has been discussed, he is the only one who is
positioned to perceive exactly how the nail is inserted into the wood and to decide what is needed to deal with it. The
depiction shows his manual expertise in the situation as he shows how he intends to solve the situation. At the same time, the
depiction orients to Alan’s expertise: the depicted action of pulling a nail out can be done with a hammer, but it could also be
accomplished with another tool, such as pliers. By formulating the request this way, Ralf gives Alan the freedom to decide
which tool to provide in response. The potential ambiguity created by this freedom is observable in Alan’s reaction. He re-
sponds by saying vasara ‘hammer’, this way seeking confirmation that a hammer is the right tool before handing it to Ralf
from his belt.

Extracts 3 and 4 have demonstrated how requests can be designed to highlight the depiction. In the analyzed requests, the
depictions were embedded ones, occupying a syntactic slot in the request turn. The composite requests foregrounded the
manual action the requested tool was needed for. The depictions used the methods of handling and reflected the manual
know-how of the requester. At the same time, they oriented to the recipient’s expertise by leaving it to them to recognize the
depicted action and to decide what tool is suitable for accomplishing it.

The extracts also illustrated the careful monitoring that is needed to produce such visible bodily requests. The participants
need to secure that the coparticipant is attending to their hands and the relevance of the hands was also indexed with gaze
(see also Streeck, 2009; Jokipohja and Lilja, 2022). The use of these depictions is also motivated by material-ecological
conditions in which participants do not have equal perceptual access to the conditions motivating the request.

5. Summary and discussion

In his study on non-verbal requests, Rossi (2014) concluded that a request can be performed by using visible bodily re-
sources in contexts in which the requested action is projectable to both participants and in which the request recipient is
attending to the bodily actions of the requester. We hope to have shown in this paper that the criteria that Rossi formulated,
i.e. criteria for recognition and perception, are also present in requests designed to include a gestural depiction but in a
different way than in requests formulated by visible bodily resources only. Gestural depictions are used in requests for objects
in situations in which the requested object is not visible to both participants and cannot therefore be pointed at. The par-
ticipants in such situations are often positioned differently in relation to the material and physical environment and have
varying perceptual access to contextual information that is relevant for understanding the request. In many instances, the
individual making the request is better positioned to notice contextual details relevant to the request compared to the other
participant. In addition, we have demonstrated that gestural depictions are used typically in contexts in which the request is
not equally projectable to both participants based on the advancement of the activity so far. Typically, the requester knows
more about how the work is going to proceed.

Gestural depictions bring about specificity to the request, for example about the size of the requested object (Ex. 1) or
about the way the requested object will used (Ex. 2, 3, 4). They are used in contexts characterized by the need for such
specification. We showed that the need arises from the unequal perceptual access to the material environment and possible
changes in it. In this way, the analysis has illustrated how actions are designed for “specific situations” (Betz et al., 2020, p. 3).
In addition, all actions in interaction are recipient-designed for their specific recipients. It is possible that the relevance of the
material-ecological contingencies motivating the depictions is more prominent in complex material environments, such as
construction sites, and less relevant in some other environments. More research is needed to create a more comprehensive
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picture of how the material ecology of different interactional environments is related to questions of action formation and
ascription (see also Jokipohja and Lilja, 2022).

Gestural depictions need to be seen to be understood. Orientation to this is observable in the requesters’ actions: they
make sure that the co-participants are available to attend to the gestural depiction (see also Keisanen and Rauniomaa, 2012;
Sorjonen and Raevaara, 2014; Mondada, 2014; Fox and Heinemann, 2015, 2020). In the analysis, we paid attention to the
methods of depiction and showed that in requests for concrete objects, the depictions are performed by the methods of
molding and acting (Miiller, 2014) or a handling (Streeck, 2009). The depictions are either adjunct (Ex 1, 2) or embedded ones
(Ex 3, 4) and get their meaning in the complex interplay of their verbal framing, their relation to talk, the methods used for
depiction, as well as the material-ecological activity contexts in which they are performed. We have argued that the methods
of depiction evidence participants’ manual expertise in the manual and physical tasks in which they are involved in.

Our analysis contributes to recent multimodal research on requesting by illustrating how material-ecological contin-
gencies and participants’ perceptual access to the immediate physical environment are relevant for how requests are
formulated. The analysis also evidences how participants show sensitivity to what each of them is positioned to perceive. This
shows concretely for example in the explanations following the requests in which the requesters verbalize contextual in-
formation that the co-participants are not able to perceive. Research on the interactional relevance of what can be perceived
by different senses in interaction has started to emerge in recent years (see e.g. Nishizaka, 2021, 2023) and the analysis
presented in this paper also illustrates how questions of perception are relevant for action formulation. More research in this
area is needed to work towards a more profound understanding of the intricacies of how participants’ orientation towards
what they perceive and what their co-participants are able to perceive are relevant for action formation and the achievement
of intersubjectivity in interaction.

Manual know-how differs from ‘knowing-that’ in that it entails understanding and knowledge of how to perform expert
actions. It resides in the body and is not necessarily conceptual or straightforwardly verbalizable but rather evidenced in
bodily actions (Ryle, 2009; Ehmer and Brone, 2021). The depictions we have analyzed here are a form of showing the skilled
bodily actions that the participants are requesting a tool for. We hope to have illustrated that in the kind of manual work
contexts analyzed here, gestural depictions are an effective way of communicating between co-workers who share manual
expertise in the tasks they are involved in. Recognizing gestural depictions is an achievement based on embodied knowledge.
In manual work contexts, seeing the depictions and recognizing them is an achievement based on shared expertise that
cannot necessarily be verbalized but can be shown.
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