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a b s t r a c t

This study investigates word finding difficulties in military meetings during a crisis
management exercise in which English is used as a lingua franca (ELF). Multimodal con-
versation analysis (CA) is used to examine how searching for a next item in a turn-in-
progress, i.e., a word search, is attended to via coordination of verbal and embodied
conduct. The analysis shows different kinds of word search organizations: searches can be
initiated and carried out without recruiting the co-participants’ assistance, co-
participation can be invited to varying degrees, and searches can be collaboratively
completed without the speaker's visible attempts to solicit assistance. These organizations
are illustrative of the institutional and interactional context, namely that the opportunities
to invite and manage co-participation via verbal and bodily-visual resources, such as gaze
and indexing or iconic gestures, are in some cases more limited than in others. These
opportunities are foremost connected to the sequential and sociomaterial environment of
word searches and the situated roles enacted by the participants. The study highlights
word searches as discrete activities that make linguistic and epistemic discrepancies be-
tween the speaker and co-participants relevant and negotiable in the moment-by-moment
unfolding of interaction.
© 2022 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

The term “word search” is commonly used to describe one's inability to remember and retrieve a word or an item at a
particular moment, and it is thereby strongly connected to themachinery of individual's cognitive processing. During the past
decades, various studies have yet aspired to look beyond the mental process of word search and understand it through the
interlocutors’ conduct: i.e., how it is manifested in one's publicly observable behavior and solved on a turn-by-turn basis (e.g.,
Goodwin and Goodwin,1986; Hayashi, 2003). It has been shown that word searches involve abruptly halting the progressivity
of one's turn due to the lack of a word or lexical item, making thereby visible in situ the speaker's epistemic stance of “not-
knowing” (e.g., Stivers et al., 2011).Whenword searches are solved by the current speaker without the help of others, they are
called solitary searches (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1986). In contrast, when the co-participant(s) offer help (i.e., candidate
items), word searches are referred to as collaborative searches. Whereas ways to manage co-participation in word searches
have been investigated in mundane interaction, such as during storytelling (e.g., Dressel, 2020; Dressel and Satti, 2021;
Lerner, 2004), and in language learning settings (e.g., Hosoda, 2006; Koshik and Seo, 2012), not much is known about
multinational meeting contexts in which the participants’ opportunities to solve these practical issues may be impacted by
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the insitutionality of the encounter and the varying levels of linguistic proficiency in the shared language. Furthermore,
research has been called for on the role of lingua franca speakers’ in situated and multimodal practices when flagging and
solving language-related issues in their conversations at work (Firth, 1996; Svennevig, 2018; Tsuchiya and Handford, 2014;
Wagner and Firth, 1997). The present study aims to fill this gap and investigates how word searches are sequentially,
temporally and multimodally organized in situ and how the verbal, embodied and material resources available can be used to
manage co-participation.

The study looks into word searches in meetings during a multinational crisis management exercise in which is English is
used as a lingua franca (ELF). As the meetings are part of a training that prepares the participants for work tasks relevant to
their roles in authentic crisis management situations, it makes them an important site for developing their professional
expertise and interactional competency (see e.g., Hindmarsh et al., 2014). The data come from a corpus of videorecorded
meetings that were held during a week-long simulated peace-keeping exercise. The footage includes both informal gath-
erings and formal meetings with varying participant constellations, involving trainees with diverse professional and cultural
backgrounds. The purposes of the meetings are connected to the ongoing phase in the exercise, and they involve activities
such as information sharing, planning, problem-solving and strategizing. By taking the approach of multimodal conversation
analysis (CA) (see Hazel et al., 2014), the present study illustrates how word searches are initiated, advanced and completed
by the participants, representing them first and foremost as a practical problem to be solved in the moment. Orientation to
pre-empt and refute troubles in the ongoing talk is of great importance for effectively communicating meeting-related goals,
which is also key in successful execution of the tasks relevant to the simulated exercise.

This study focuses on the multimodal resources and practices in the organization of word searches in ELF interaction. The
analysis shows cases where word searches relate to difficulties in finding a precise item, which can be a single word or a pro-
nunciation, or a formulation that the speaker treats as potentially delicate or face threatening. There are diverse techniques to
manage co-participation, depending on the opportunities created by the speaker's multimodally constructed turn design. In
solitary searches, co-participation is delimited by the speaker's utterance formation and gaze withdrawal at crucial moments,
namely when launching the search. Gaze and gestures in themutually available “gesture space” (McNeill, 1992; see also Dressel,
2020: 44) are still frequently utilized to ensure recipiency to the search-in-progress and to project and contextualize the reso-
lution of the searched-for item. In contrast, collaborative searches can either be organized so that the interlocutors’ co-
participation is mobilized via gaze and gestures (Dressel, 2020; Dressel and Satti, 2021), or so that a co-participant produces a
“collaborative completion” (Lerner, 2004)without such an invitation (see also Auer and Zima, 2021). Overall, these organizations
showthedelicatenatureofword searches andmanifest theparticipants’orientation to their situated roles and rights, i.e., to either
accomplish or refrain frommaking averbal entry into the search. Thepresent studyhighlights the complexities of thesemoments
and the way the negotiation of epistemic stances and asymmetries make the institutional workplace norms and expectations
relevant in the ongoing interaction (see also e.g., Svennevig, 2018; Tranekjær, 2018).

2. Word search as a social activity

With a close examination of video-recorded data from authentic interactions, the findings in the area of CA have been able
to reveal the relevance of both verbal and embodied practices in making the organization of word search available and
recognizable as a social activity (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1986). Some scholars have touched uponword finding difficulties in
diverse mundane and institutional settings, including monolingual interactions between friends or family members (e.g.,
Goodwin and Goodwin, 1986; Hayashi, 2003), bilingual students’ semi-structured group sessions (Greer, 2013) and different
types of language learning contexts (e.g., Brouwer, 2003; Koshik and Seo, 2012; Kurhila, 2006; McMeekin, 2017; Radford,
2009). However, not much is known about non-native speakers’ practices that are employed in work settings.

The present study investigates the imminence of potential non-understandings: how troubles are proactively and mul-
timodally oriented to and prevented during a turn that is still underway. Hence, the focus is onword searches as instances of
forward-oriented repair (Greer, 2013: 100; see also Schegloff, 1979). This notion is different from “backward-oriented repair”
(Schegloff, 1979) in that the repairable is oriented to prospectively and as something that has not yet appeared. Previous
literature has characterized word searches through delays in the speaker's turn with which she or he orients to the un-
availability of the next item and indicates trouble in producing it (e.g., Goodwin,1986; Goodwin and Goodwin, 1986; Hayashi,
2003). Examples of delaying devices include sound stretches, hesitation markers and in-turn silences, which impede the
activity in progress. A search-in-progress is manifested in a unit that is left unfinished before its recognizable completion
(Goodwin and Goodwin, 1986: 55). How word searches develop depends on whether they are solitarily or collaboratively
pursued. In the case of the former, the speaker resolves the trouble by finding the correct word by him or herself, whereas in
the latter it is the interlocutor who offers a candidate solution which the speaker then either accepts or rejects (Svennevig,
2018: 69). However, participation in word searches can also be modified after the onset of the search; for instance, if the
attempt to solitarily retrieve the missing item fails, the speaker can change the course of action and decide to solicit the
interlocutor's assistance after all (Dressel, 2020: 49e51). Word searches can also be abandoned altogether.

There aremanyconstitutive elements that fashion theorganizationofword search sequences.Hayashi (2003: 132) argues that
it is through “theprocessofmutual contextualization of language and thebody” thatword search is assessedupon its progression
and, in the end, completed. In both solitary and collaborativeword searches, the speaker can indicate the search-in-progress and
give clues about the domain of the searched-for item by verbalmeans, such as paraphrasing and giving examples, and embodied
practices, such as pointing and producing iconic gestures (Hayashi, 2003; Ladewig, 2011, 2014; Park, 2007). Furthermore, in a
42



T. Oittinen Journal of Pragmatics 192 (2022) 41e55
collaborativeword search, the speaker caneitherexplicitlyor implicitly (i.e., viagaze) drawthe interlocutors’ attentionand recruit
their assistance at different phases of the search (Dressel, 2020). Gaze aversion away from the interlocutors at the beginning of a
search-in-progress, a “thinking face” (Goodwin and Goodwin,1986: 57), has typically been considered a feature of solitary word
search, but it can also indicate an orientation shift with which different participation frameworks relevant to the search are
invoked in collaborative searches (see Goodwin, 1986; Greer, 2013; Hayashi, 2003). In addition to the speaker's techniques to
resolve the situation, the interlocutors can also demonstrate their candidate understanding of themissing item, for instancewith
a “change-of-state face” (Gudmundsen and Svennevig, 2020). Overall, embodied conduct has been found to play a key role in (re)
configuring the context for word search and achieving intersubjectivity.

3. Word searches in non-native talk and lingua franca settings

Some work has been done specifically to examine the organization of word searches in settings involving non-native
speakers of the language (e.g., Brouwer, 2003; Hosoda, 2006; Pekarek Doehler and Berger, 2019). In their investigation on
the word-finding troubles encountered by English learners during tutoring sessions, Koshik and Seo (2012) identify different
types of word searches, connecting them to the situated roles of novice and more proficient speakers. They illustrate how
learners may use diverse intonational patterns to flag uncertainty about the candidate solution to the searched-for items (e.g.,
a linguistically accurate word form or a pronunciation), by which they elicit a confirming or corrective response from the
teacher. The roles of the tutor and the tutee become visible, on the one hand, in the ways epistemic authority is claimed, and
on the other hand, through the procedures of “doing being a language learner” (Koshik and Seo, 2012: 171). Another strand of
work has examined non-pedagogical settings, highlighting how techniques for attending to word searches develop and
become more flexible along with increased competence in the target language. For instance, in their longitudinal study on a
foreign language speaker's development during a stay-abroad period, Pekarek Doehler and Berger (2019) identify a clear shift
from explicit requests for assistance, that create a side sequence in the unfolding talk, towards more covert requirements
embedded in the conversational trajectory (Pekarek Doehler and Berger, 2019: 71). Hosoda (2006: 32e33), in turn, shows
how, in mundane and professional settings, grammatical errors made by non-native speakers are usually let pass, but word
searches that delay the ongoing activity may instead include the speaker soliciting assistance via “vocabulary checks”. In
these cases, the speaker displays competency in the target language by retrieving theword by themself but makes differential
language expertise and epistemic asymmetry relevant.

Language and word finding difficulties in multilingual workplaces have gained attention during the past years among CA
scholars but also those working in related fields. In her study on Danish internship interviews between a native speaking
employer and non-native internship candidates, Tranekjær (2018) illustrates how language-related difficulties are effectively
refuted via explicit inquiries about understanding and verbal demonstrations. Svennevig (2018) in turn takes a multimodal
approach to the study on multinational teams, involving both native and non-native speakers of the target language. He
introduces a particular procedure to negotiate word searches, namely treating the searched-for item as a “learnable”. His
analysis foremost illustrates the speaker's strategies to flag troubles in the ongoing talk, highlighting how the dynamic
negotiation of expert/non-expert identities creates a special space for learning at work. In studies focusing particularly on the
lingua franca use of English, i.e., ELF research, repetition, paraphrasing, code-switching and self-repair have been identified as
the speaker's core devices to address understanding issues (e.g., Firth,1996; Pietik€ainen, 2018; Vettorel, 2019). Recently, some
ELF scholars have complemented their approachwith CA in the attempts to look beyond discursive practices and highlight the
relevance of non-linguistic and embodied features in repairing troubles upon their emergence (see e.g., Kaur, 2018; R€ais€anen,
2020). This view has also spawned new endeavors to explore multinational meetings and to show how communicative
strategies beyond language, such as a pointing gesture, can facilitate reaching mutual understanding in ELF interaction (see
Birlik and Kaur, 2020).

Although ELF research has come to emphasize non-native speakers’ resourceful and reflexive ways to locally adjust their
linguistic behaviors, the import of verbal and embodied practices in solving language and speech related difficulties is still an
understudied area. The present paper contributes to this gap by illustrating how the organizations of lingua franca word
searches are designed and carried out via multimodal turn constructions and in recipient designed ways (see Wagner, 2018).
This kind of a bottom-up perspective has recently been much called for in the recent years (see Hazel and Svennevig, 2018;
Pietik€ainen, 2021; Wagner, 2018).

4. Data and methods

The data for this study come from a corpus of military meetings videorecorded during the world's largest computer-aided
crisis management exercise (see Haddington et al., 2021). The exercise involves various brigades working together on an
imaginarymission, and it is a partof an international trainingprogramthat themilitarypersonnelmust passbefore attending real
peace-keeping missions abroad. The participants in these trainings come from various linguistic and cultural backgrounds, and
they use English as a working language and a lingua franca. Most of them are native speakers of Swedish, German or Finnish.
Moreover, they have been explicitly advised to speak English for conducting their daily tasks during the exercise.

The data collection involved having the cameras on in the meeting room of one brigade throughout the seven days of the
exercise and continuous recording of the occurrences of the room. The footage thus includes data not only from various
meetings, such as working and coordination group meetings and strategizing sessions, but also from the parts where people
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get physically and interactionally (re)organized, for instance, when preparing for the meeting to begin or after it has ended.
Altogether fourteen (14) hours of data come from ad hoc or formal meetings with characteristics distinctive to the military
setting: i.e., they are situation-specific and built on military and mission related objectives, they are targeted at a particular
audience, such as chiefs and staff officers who work together on a given topic area, and they involve the use of a specific
vocabulary (Sintler, 2011: 58). In these meetings, the instructors were also often present and seated at the back of the room.
Similarly to other types of workplace meetings, such as those in business settings (see e.g., Asmub and Svennevig, 2009), the
organization of military meetings is informed by the norms of the workplace culture and macro-contextual features, such as
power relations, participant positions and statuses. During the exercise, there were larger, informative, meetings where these
features were visibly manifested, for instance, via a strict regulation of turn-taking by the chair and the use of address terms
(e.g., “sir”, “ladies”, “gentleman”). In contrast, in some of the smaller meetings, such as those involving strategizing, turn-
taking was less restricted.

The present study takes a bottom-up perspective on military meetings and draws on the method of multimodal con-
versation analysis (CA) (see e.g., Hazel et al., 2014). The focus is on the sequential and temporal organization of word searches
and the ways co-participation in these activities is progressively managed by the speaker and recipients. The extracts were
chosen to illustrate the variety of word search organizations in the data. Altogether 64 word searches were found and
analyzed, including 54 solitary searches and 10 searches in which the co-participant produces the missing item. Out of these
ten word searches, six include an unsolicited entry and four a solicited entry. The data excerpts have been transcribed using
the transcription conventions by Jefferson (2004) for talk and applying Mondada's (2016) annotations to depict multimodal
conduct.

5. Multimodal practices in the organization of solitary and collaborative word searches

The data include word searches that occur in first and second sequential positions, namely as part of accounts,
explanations, elaborations, questions, and sometimes responses. Word finding difficulties are typically indicated in the
ongoing turn with a silence, elongation (e.g., lengthening a vowel) or a hesitation marker (e.g., “uhm”), and the
searched-for item can be a precise word, pronunciation, or a formulation (see Koshik and Seo, 2012). The analysis
shows word searches as discrete activities that can be either solitarily or collaboratively solved, highlighting the
affordances and limitations of the ongoing activity but also the bodily configuration for managing co-participation.
Whereas in most of the solitary searches, the speaker delimits possibilities for co-participation and retrieves the
word by themself (5.1), there are some cases where a co-participant accomplishes an unsolicited entry into a word
search prior to its resolution (5.2; cf. Lerner, 1992). In the former, co-participation is delimited by the turn design, i.e.,
the syntactic and semantic structure of the turn, and by the participants’ orientation to the delicacy of the situation, i.e.,
a preference to let the speaker find the missing item(s) by themself. In the latter, priority is given to achieving pro-
gressivity and providing the missing item immediately in the ongoing turn via a collaborative completion. In contrast,
the design of other types of collaborative word searches in the data, i.e., where assistance is solicited (5.3), is different
because of the speaker's visible practices, such as pausing and seeking mutual gaze, which more clearly invite and
enable a co-participant entry.

5.1. Solitarily completed word searches

This subsection analyses the solitary word searches in the data, in which the speaker manages to retrieve the missing item
without a verbal input from the interlocutor(s) (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1986). These moments can be characterized by hesi-
tations, the speaker's momentary gaze withdrawal and the use of embodied resources in a way that co-participation is not
encouraged. In some cases, the speaker also displays an orientation to improve the intelligibility of the upcoming utterance by
giving clues about the domain of the searched-for item via iconic and indexing gestures (see Ladewig, 2014). The interlocutors
support these processes foremost via subtle, aligning or affiliative displays, such as nods. I will illustrate the special ways the
bodily configuration of the participants as well as the room and its affordances are utilized to manipulate and delimit the op-
portunities for co-participation. Along with embodied resources, material objects, such as printed documents, the presentation
display and the map on the wall, are frequently drawn on as constituent features in the unfolding searches. These situated re-
sources are not to invite help but rather to maintain the participation framework relevant for the search (Hayashi, 2003).

The first extract shows how the physical setting affords the resources with which the word search trajectory is altered and
more efficiently pursued upon its emergence. The situation involves a coordination groupmeeting, inwhich the purpose is to
share information between the operational cells in the brigade and coordinate upcoming activities. OC (Operational com-
mander) has been invited to take the floor to give an update. During his turn, he first targets one of the co-participants, the
representative of cell 1 (R1), as the main recipient of his talk but thereafter faces difficulties in retrieving two items: a
formulation indicating what he wants R1 to do (lines 4e5) and the name of the specific location that relates to this task
(9e11). Despite these troubles in speech production, OC's epistemic authority and role as R1's superior become reinforced
through his multimodal turn design and the aligning embodied behaviour of the others.
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Extract 1
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OCbegins his turnwith the formulaic expression, “sir, gentlemen”, and an adverb, “first” (Line 1) bywhich he indicates that he
has more than one topic he wishes to bring up. Already when he starts to produce the phrase that makes the collective (“we)
relevant for what is to follow: hemoves from “tactical” and “operational” to “joint thinking”, which are operational levels in the
simulatedmission (Lines 2e4), his hesitations indicate some level of uncertainty. During the turn, hefirst picks up the documents
from the table and then turns to look at themapat the front of the room. This gaze aversion away from the others has a significant
projective function in that, concurrently with the authoritative statement that begins at the end of Line 4, OC also produces an
embodied reference, a pointing gesture towards the map (Fig. 1). While this draws the gaze of some co-participants to the same
direction, it alsomarks the beginning of OC's potential trouble in producing the subsequent item: a direct request targeted at R1
andhis operational team. The searchof thefirst unit of this formulation is still inprogress,whenOCreconfigures the contextof his
actions and turns to point and look at R1 (Line 5). Although some studies have shownhowmobilizing gaze to a co-participant at a
similar sequential position may function as an efficient device to solicit assistance (e.g., Dressel, 2020; Goodwin and Goodwin,
1986), here this is not the case. Instead, with his prepositioned pointing gesture (Schegloff, 1984) and explicitly naming the
team, OC contextualizes the relevance of R1's recipiency and makes his own authority relevant, but he does not invite R1 to
participate in the search. This can also be seen in the sentence project, which is not advanced enough at this point, i.e., there is no
syntactically open place for the others to contribute to the search, and the direction of the turn is neither clear.

After some hesitation, OC proceeds with formulating his request, now in a disjointed manner, including many pauses,
incomplete phrases and the use of hands (Lines 5e6). Although the turn is still inprogress, R1 turns his gaze down to the notepad
in his hands and startswriting (Fig. 2).WhenOCmoves on to specifying that it should be ensured that the next operational step is
taken, i.e., contacting relevant parties about the situation (Lines 7e8), he first produces an iconic gesture to depict “contact” and
thena cyclic gesture tomanifest its process-wisedevelopment (seeLadewig, 2014). Furthermore,when self-repairingandmaking
an emphatic assessment about “our shit situation”, he again points to the map (Fig. 3). With these actions, OC orients to the
possibility of not being understood and enhances the intelligibility of his utterance (see Birlik and Kaur, 2020; cf. Hayashi, 2003:
129). The pointing gesture here is also an important resource for contextualizing the secondword finding difficulty that follows,
relating to the two lexical items yet to come: the nameof the area but also theword “area” (Lines 9e11). The ensuingword search,
made relevant by OC via pauses and hesitation markers as well as by first gazing down to a document and then at the map, is
acknowledged by R1who ceases writing (Line 9). OC's embodied orientation also invokes amomentary shift in the participation
framework, as there are some interlocutorswho turn to lookat themap. This ratifiesOC's bodily-visual displays asnotonly having
a projective function in the ongoing talk, but also becoming a sensemaking tool for the others to seek potential clues about the
searched-for item. After OC has retrieved the first missing item but continues to hesitate (Line 10), R1 again orients to writing.
When OC begins to utter the second item (Line 11), he restores his gaze to R1 who nods in concordance with this potential
sequence closure.

The analysis has shown how the difficulties in producing upcoming items in the ongoing turn are solved by the speaker
without recruiting the co-participants’ assistance. The consecutively indicated moments of word search relate to finding an
appropriate formulation for a targeted request and searching for a lexically accurate form. OC uses gaze and gestures as
effective attention mobilizing devices and orients to improving the intelligibility of his turn by utilizing a specific strategy:
embodied contextualization of his utterances. However, the semantic and grammatical constructions of the turns that are
halted limit the opportunities for the others to collaborate verbally in the searches. Although OC's troubles continue
throughout the excerpt and have the potential to obscure what is communicated, his epistemic and deontic authority
(Stevanovic and Per€akyl€a, 2012) is still reinforced through the co-participants’ behaviours, i.e., by not offering help they orient
to a preference to let OC, their superior, complete the turn by himself.
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In the next extract, themembers of an information activities working group have come together for the second time. The last
agendapointhas just beendiscussedwhen the chair (CHA)explicitly opens thefloor for further remarks (Line1). Asoneof the cell
representatives (R2) initiates a new turn and begins to formulate a question, he encounters a difficulty in retrieving the noun
phrase relevant to it (Lines 5e6). After this initial problem, hemakes anotherword search relevant viahesitationmarkers and two
false starts (Lines 9e11), with which he indicates the new formulation of the question as potentially delicate or face threatening.
The context for these interlinked word searches is configured through the speaker's verbal and embodied conduct; he explicitly
reports his lack of epistemic access to themissing item(s) (Line 7) and uses both self- and other-oriented gesturing to fashion the
search in a solitary manner.

Extract 2
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The extract begins with R2's request to take the floor. He uses both a hand gesture and a turn-initiative particle, “yeah”
(Line 3) to make this publicly visible. It draws the attention of the chair, who immediately turns to look at him, and with a
gesture and the adverb, “please”, grants the next turn. After this, R2 produces a confirmation receipt by thanking the chair
before continuing. In the subsequent lines (5e6), he indicates his difficulty in delivering the next item with hesitation
markers, elongations and gazing away from the others. By producing the letters “m” and “n” that are followed by further
audible hesitation and a pause, he makes a balancing gesture with his hands which further ratifies the solitary search-in-
progress (Fig. 4). Next, he makes his lack of knowledge publicly available via an explicit “trouble report” that halts the
progressivity of his talk: an epistemic account and a metapragmatic word search marker, “I wouldn't know” (see Kurhila,
2006), uttered in a lower volume while still gazing downwards (Line 7). His prepositioned laughter prior to producing a
candidate solution, “the coming government of Bogaland”, indicates a level of discomfort relating to the utterance and having
to self-repair (Line 8; cf. Schegloff et al., 1977). When he continues to solitarily pursue the search of the remaining items (Line
9), i.e., what should follow the just-found noun phrase, he turns his gaze and produces an open-hand gesture towards the
screen. He thereby contextualizes themissing item(s) prior to their resolution (Fig. 5). Although his hesitatively produced turn
ending marks a juncture that could become a recognizable turn completion, R2 produces an expansion that elaborates on the
reason behind his targeting question. It is followed by a long pause (Line 12), which shows that the others orient to either the
expression or R2's whole prior turn as problematic. The latter is supported by the fact that there have been no visible aligning
or affiliating responses so far.

During the silence, R2 glances at the chair and thus orients to the relevance of a response from his side. As none comes, he
again reformulates his question so that it consists of three subquestions, including a change in toneupon its completion: he starts
with a third person pronoun and then shifts to using a plural first-person pronoun, “we”, referring thus to the collective (Lines
13e15). He also shifts from making it a case regarding their moral rights, “is it right”, to their moral opportunities and re-
sponsibilities by using themodal auxiliary verbs, “could” and “should”, respectively. During this, he uses his hand first for further
emphasis and then to flag anotherword search underway. Due to the sequential position of his cyclic gesture, it not only projects
the production of themissing item but also functions as a floor-holding device (Pekarek Doehler and Berger, 2019: 69).When R2
produces the last part of his inquiry, it is again coupledwith a glance at the chair, targetinghimvisibly again as the presumednext
speaker (Line 14). At the same time, the chair turns to look at another speaker, R3, who sits on the right side of R2. Then, by
recycling the initial question and gesturing towards R3, the chair allocates his turn to him and changes the trajectory of the
sequence R2 has started (Line 16). Along with these actions, R2 redirects his gaze towards R3, thereby contributing and aligning
with the emergentorientational shift (Fig. 6). As the chair produces anaccount of not remembering the answerhimself, hemakes
his lower epistemic stance as the probable reason for not responding to R2's initial question earlier.

Similarly to the previous extract, the word searches occur at moments in the ongoing turn that are not favourable for a co-
participant entry. Moreover, R2 uses a set of verbal and embodied techniques to make his trouble visible and to advance the
48



T. Oittinen Journal of Pragmatics 192 (2022) 41e55
retrieval of themissingwords,whereas the others indicate recipiencyduring the long andwinding turn (cf. Auer andZima, 2021).
However, due to the potentially unclear formulation of the question and target of the word search, no help or visible
uptake isoffered.Theextract also showshowthespeakermakeshis epistemicuncertaintyvisible and interprets thenon-response
to his initial question as a response to the problem he had with its delivery, although it is a case of the chair not knowing the
answer.

This section has focused on solitary word searches of precise items and delicate formulations, illustrating how their or-
ganizations may vary depending on the turn design and the resources that are used to advance these moments. Gaze and
gestures were used as attention mobilizing devices by the speaker prior to launching the searches, but they were also
important for projecting and contextualizing the missing item(s) at the onset of their retrieval. Furthermore, the role of the
speaker's embodied behaviour, such as indexing and iconic gestures, and co-participants aligning displays, such as nods, were
shown to facilitate the achievement of mutual understanding about the searched-for item and the situation. Overall, these
techniques and types of solitary searches were found particularly common in the formal phases of larger meetings, making
relevant the participants’ orientation to the speaker's epistemic authority and the lack of opportunities to offer help.

5.2. Unsolicited entries into word searches

The data reveals a small set of word searches inwhich the form of co-participation changes upon its progression (6). These
emerge as part of solitarily produced searches, inwhich a co-participant accomplishes a sudden entry and claims speakership
without the current speaker soliciting assistance. The two following extracts that illustrate this finding come from a strate-
gizingmeetingwith less regulated turn-taking and involving four participants, out ofwhich three (a planningofficer, COM, two
cell representatives, R2 and R3) are visible on camera. The first extract starts from a point in themeetingwhere a future action
in the imaginary mission is discussed. COM, who is the only one standing, first produces a turn inwhich he suggests what the
team could do, and he thenmoves on towhat they need. Theword search occurs when he displays his inability to retrieve the

next word with a stretched hesitation marker: what he is missing is
the objective of the sentence (“meeting”; Line 6).

Extract 3
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The word search precedes a sequence beginning that includes COM's suggestion on what the strategizing team could
do to solve a challenging situation in the imaginary peace-keeping mission. The way he formulates his turn, for instance,
by using the collective “we”, poses the idea as one alternative and calls for a joint decision-making on the topic (Lines
1e2). After a silence of 1.0-s, COM takes a step closer to R2 and R3, and continues with a sequence expansion that mo-
bilizes the gaze of both co-participants. COM's subsequent turn functions as an assessment of his own idea and its po-
tential status: tasking the commanders is “not done” but “frago” (Line 4), which means that implementing the idea would
be an addendum to some of the basic orders. During another pause, COM takes a step back, after which he begins an
epistemic account regarding what he thinks the team needs. When uttering the verb “need”, he glances incidentally at R3
but then immediately directs his gaze upwards, towards the ceiling (Fig. 7). With this gaze withdrawal, COM orients to
thinking (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1986) and to finding the missing item by himself. However, R3 disregards this attempt
to a solitary retrieval of the searched-for word, and after a pause, produces a candidate solution, the word “meeting” (Line
8). Concurrently with repeating the word and ratifying it as the item he was looking for, COM lowers his head and restores
orientation to the participation framework relevant for the meeting. He continues with an emphatically uttered elabo-
ration of the word, an extension regarding the relevant people to attend the meeting (Lines 10e11), during which he
glances at R3 but then fixes his gaze slightly past him. With this turn, COM reestablishes his epistemic authority over the
idea and ensures the progression of the meeting.

In the next extract COM initiates a discussion onwhat the military could do to help the locals in the mission area see a better
future. R2 takes over the floor and produces an epistemic account regarding his perception of the matter. During the turn, he
makes the learning context relevant by basing his comment on what he has seen on “some Power Point presentation” (Line 4)
and providing a candidate solution. He initiates a word search towards the end of his turn (Lines 8e10), when trying to find the
word “safe”. Although he produces an open-hand gesture to indicate floor-holding and frames the search as an individual
endeavour by other means, namely closing his eyes, COM still utilizes the break in his talk to accomplish a co-participant entry.

Extract 4
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The extract illustrates how R2 formulates his potential solution to the issue with some insecurity about its cor-
rectness. This is indicated by his epistemic account, “I think”, verbal hesitation markers and having his gaze averted
from COM early on (Lines 2e3). After producing the relevant action verb, “solve”, he creates a side sequence to make
his source of information, i.e., educational material, relevant (Line 4) and utilizes a floor-holding gesture by raising his
right hand, palm down (Fig. 8; Hayashi, 2003). Then, he continues with further hesitation that is accompanied with a
clearer gaze aversion before he mobilizes COM's attention to his ongoing turn via gaze. After COM's acceptance of the
first part of the solution and a pause, R2 initiates a sequence with which he elaborates on the reasoning of his
utterance. He starts to produce a conditional clause with which to show the positive impact of solving the criminal
situation, but encounters difficulties first in the initial formulation (Line 8e9) and then with finding an exact word,
an adjective to describe the civilians’ feelings. What frames the word search as a solitary one is R2's utterance
formation and embodied conduct. Firstly, he freezes the movement he has used to preface the turn: he has started to
raise his right hand, palm open, but now at the onset of the search he halts it concurrently with the stretched
pronoun “they” (Line 8). This multimodally produced turn construction reinforces his epistemic stance and projects
turn continuation (see also Streeck, 2009). Second, when he reaches the point where producing the adjective is
relevant, he maintains the hand position, tilts his head to left and closes his eyes (Fig. 9). His glance at COM makes a
claim for recipiency but does not seem to invite co-participation. COM, who has monitored R2 closely from the
beginning of the turn, yet accomplishes an entry into the search and provides a candidate solution. As he does this
rapidly, after only a 0.2-s pause (Line 10), it shows his orientation to progressivity and to the preference for receiving
the response quickly.

This subsection has shown how unsolicited entries into word searches can be accomplished. In the analyzed cases,
co-participation is not clearly invoked by the speaker, but the possibility for it develops through the recipient's close
monitoring of the speaker's conduct. Although these entries are potentially risky, as they create a space for competing
over epistemic primacy, they contribute to achieving progressivity and constructing a participation framework rele-
vant for the given tasks: strategizing and joint decision-making. What makes these word search organizations
different from the ones in subsection 5.1 is the speaker's turn design, which, due to the placement and form of the
lost item (i.e., a noun phrase), makes possibilities for collaborative completions open. In addition, gaze aversion is not
treated as something that restricts co-participation in an ongoing search, which is a characteristic also found in other
settings involving a less regulated turn-taking system, such as mundane interactions (see Auer and Zima, 2021;
Dressel, 2020).

5.3. Speaker-solicited collaborative word searches

Speaker-solicited word searches in the data are few (4) and there was only one from a larger, formal meeting, two from the
strategizing meeting, and one from amoment of pre-meeting talk. Due to the space limitation, this subsection illustrates only
the latter case.

The last extract is from a situation where a daily coordination group meeting is about to begin. People are still
arriving to the meeting room, and the ones present have engaged in pre-meeting talk. One of the participants (R1) has
explained his superior in the exercise, COS, an alternative procedure his team has used for counting the number of
patrols needed per day. This is because the numbers in the official report are not always correct. Towards the end of R1's
long account on this, he fails to produce the final item, a negative assessment regarding the numbers in the report (Line
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9). The extract shows how the word search is multimodally designed so that a collaborative completion is jointly
accomplished.

Extract 5
The extract begins with R1's attempt to hold the floor

after his prior explanation and COS's concurrent initiation of an aligning response, resulting in the two talking over each other
for a while (Lines 1 and 2). As a response to COS's truncated conditional clause, R1 first repeats the cut-off verb phrase “that's
yeah” twice (Line 3) after which he moves on to a narrative account to preface his justification for not reading the official
reports. His reference to “they” (Line 5) means the brigade officers who have advised everyone to use the reports during the
exercise. In the middle of his sentence formulation COS produces an acknowledgment token, a laughingly uttered “yeah”,
which not only aligns with R1's turn but is also highly affiliative with it. To further emphasize his stance in the matter, R1
produces an emphatic “no” with a palm-down gesture (Fig. 10). After this and further justification of his way of working, R1
proceeds with an epistemic account, “I know” (Line 7), that prefaces the gist of his turn: an assessment regarding the cor-
rectness of the numbers in the report (Lines 7e8). As he approaches the point where producing his assessment becomes
relevant, he suddenly halts the progressivity of his utterance with a pause of 0.2 s and indicates a word search-in-progress
(Line 9). When repeating the negative marker “not” for the second time, he glances at a direction slightly past COS, indi-
cating difficulty to come up with a suitable word. With this middle-distance look (Dressel, 2020: 42), he still maintains the
framework relevant for the search, and by restoring mutual gaze prior to the search resolution he also invites COS to
participate. After this, COS provides a candidate solution (“not even close”; Line 10) in laughingly manner, which becomes a
collaborative completion for the search that R1 also then accepts with an overlapping repetition and an agreement token (see
Svennevig, 2018). In the extract, the word search and its collaborative completion contribute to community building and
constructing an affective atmosphere. Unlike in the previous subsection, the participants claim more equal rights to
participate in the word search when working towards epistemic symmetry, which may have to do with the phase of the
meeting: the turn-taking system and roles relevant to meeting talk have not yet been established (cf. Asmub and Svennevig,
2009).

This analytical section has shown howword searches can also be designed and carried out in collaboration by the speaker
and recipients. Advancing the search and accomplishing its resolution involves the speaker's active mobilization of gaze and
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the co-participant's subtly accomplished entry into the search (Lerner, 2004). This organization illustrates how the trajectory
of a collaborative search is affected by the content sought, the participants’ roles and the different forms of co-participation
the search makes relevant from its early onset. However, more work is needed to elaborate this view.

6. Discussion and conclusions

This study has investigated word searches in military meetings in which the participants speak English as a lingua franca.
Multimodal CAwas used to illustrate how resolving these problematic moments requires a close collaboration of the speaker
and interlocutors. The analysis has shown that the searched-for item is typically a single word or a formulation, and the way
co-participation is invited and managed depends on the turn design and the available resources. The findings give insights
into the multimodal organization of word searches in institutional contexts, highlighting the way in which these moments
make the participants’ epistemic stances relevant and, sometimes, negotiable. Furthermore, the constellations of verbal,
material and embodied resources that are used to frame and solve word searches manifest one's orientation to the conditions
and contingencies regarding these activities, such as work-related tasks and responsibilities and the roles enacted by the
participants. The study contributes to a better understanding of ELF speakers’ practices and orientations to solve language-
related difficulties in meeting talk and as part of their daily work tasks (e.g., Pietik€ainen, 2021).

The present study shows different organizations of word search that are illustrative of the interactional context, affording
the participants with varying opportunities to invite and offer help. In solitary searches, which formed themajority of cases in
the data, the speaker's turn design (i.e., its syntactic and semantic construct in particular) was seen unfavourable for co-
participant entries and only minimal collaboration, such as aligning bodily displays, was solicited. In these cases, the
speaker's embodied behaviour is still important, since it can facilitate inviting recipiency and contextualizing the missing
item(s) at the onset of their retrieval (Extracts 1 and 2). Solitary word searches were seen tomake epistemic uncertainties and
authority in one's turn and area of expertise relevant, and the way they became reinforced were dependent on the actions of
others (see e.g., Stivers et al., 2011). This manifested especially in formal phases of larger, informative meetings, in which the
turn-taking is strictly regulated. However, as shown by Extracts 3 and 4, forms of co-participation during word searches can
also change upon their progression without the speaker's visible recruitment of assistance. These were seen to relate to the
goals of the meetings and the situated practices used to achieve them. Collaborative completions to word searchers without
an invitation were connected to strategizing and decision-making tasks in the exercise.

In addition to word searches in which co-participation was not sought, the data included a small number of instances of
collaborative word searches. In these situations, the current speaker made more visible attempts to draw the attention of the
others to the ongoing turn and invited them to provide the solution for the search. Ways to advance the searches involve
similar practices that have been found in mundane settings, such as using gaze to mobilize assistance and invite a collabo-
rative completion (e.g., Pekarek Doehler and Berger, 2019; Greer, 2013). The aspect that distinguishes these organizations is
that in moments of solitary search the speaker is clearly oriented to as the person accountable for completing the turn,
whereas in solicited and unsolicited entries into searches this is not the case. Whereas the turn design of solicited entries
manifests the collaborative accomplishment co-speakership, unsolicited entries make orientation to progressivity visible (see
Extract 4). These organizations illustrate the diverse ends of word search trajectories and how the meeting structure is talked
into being. In particular, they show how formal meetings with chair-allocated turns may call for different forms of partici-
pation than othermeetings or their phases. Themeeting configuration, i.e., not just the turn-taking systemdistinctive to these
meetings but also the arrangement of the participants’ bodies, seems to play a crucial role in framing the resources and
opportunities for managing co-participation in all three types of word searches.

Evenwhenword searches are solitarily pursued, the mutually available gesture space (see McNeill, 1992) and multimodal
practices are important for recipient-designed ways to complete the turn-in-progress. The study highlights the context-
specific and varying resources the participants have at their disposal when carrying out their tasks in a foreign language
(see Svennevig, 2018; Wagner, 2018). Especially the role of bodily-visual displays, such as indexing and depictive gestures, is
crucial for (re)organizing the context for actions that help achieve intersubjective understanding. As shown in Extract 1, gaze
and gestures can be used not only to indicate the trouble at the onset of word search, but they also function as projection
devices that communicate something about the domain of the search, thereby enhancing the intelligibility of the utterance-
in-progress. A similar strategy with which the interlocutors’ attention to a specific focus point can be mobilized and “guided”
during word searches has been found in Japanese (Hayashi, 2003) and French conversations (Dressel, 2020). The present
study thus extends earlier findings on word searches in general, but it also shows how they emerge and become solved in
lingua franca interaction. The findings further illustrate how in some cases (e.g., when searching for a precise item), the
participants treat linguistic accuracy as something needed to achieve intersubjectivity (Extracts 1, 3 and 4), while in others
they may work towards contextually appropriate formulations and mutual understanding without seeking accurate forms
(Extracts 2 and 5) (cf. Hosoda, 2006; Svennevig, 2018).

This study has focused on the organization of word searches in the meetings of a multinational crisis management ex-
ercise. The aimwas to investigate the participants’ verbal and embodied conduct in moments when the speaker encounters a
difficulty in retrieving the next item in the ongoing turn. The study has implications for different research areas, such as
multilingualism, ELF studies, interactional linguistics and CA, and the findings can also be used to develop training practices as
well as to inform individual practitioners in the crisis management community. Further research on multilingual meetings in
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military settings is still called for, since gaining more knowledge about the interactional properties increases the overall
understanding of the requirements one must meet in order to succeed on-the-job in high stakes environments.
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