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Our knowledge, our thoughts and our experiences as humans are organized in terms of 
narratives –  personal and otherwise (Hogan, 2005; Zunshine, 2007; Britton & Pellegrini, 
2014). As some have argued (Turner, 1998; Herman, 2003; Hogan, 2003; Zunshine, 2006; 
Boyd, 2010), narratives are the fundamental means by which the modern human mind 
functions – not only to solve abstract problems such as those addressed by scientists at the 
Large Hadron Collider or by politicians at the United Nations, but also to make sense of 
the everyone ones faced by families or communities. Narratives like these are structured 
by questions like: What happened? How did we get here? How do we move forward? One 
important aspect of narratives is quotation, which is the focus of this dissertation. 

Quotation is the art of attributing words to an entity at another place or time, often – though 
not necessarily – with the intention of reproducing what was actually said or thought 
(Tannen, 1989; Redeker, 1991). While much is known about the linguistic realization of 
quotation (see, e.g., Buchstaller, 2013), relatively little is known about its multimodal 
production – that is, whether, and if so, how the body meaningfully contributes to the 
production of quoted utterances. 

Increasingly, spoken language research points to the central role embodiment plays in 
everyday communication, whether in comprehension or production (e.g., Bergen, 2012), 
and the multimodal means by which it is typically achieved (e.g., Müller, Cienki, Fricke, 
Ladewig, McNeill, & Tussendorf, 2013). In particular, iconicity is receiving increased 
attention as the means by which humans “bridge” language and normal sensori-motor 
experience in face-to-face communication, acting as the core mechanism for embodiment 
(Perniss & Vigliocco, 2014: 1).  As Perniss, Özyürek, and Morgan (2015) write, studying the 
relationship between iconicity and multimodal communication “provides a new window 
onto the human ability to recruit multiple levels of representation in the service of using or 
creating conventionalized communicative systems” (p.2).

In this dissertation, we embrace the contemporary view on embodied cognition and the 
role of iconicity in multimodal face-to-face communication, and take as our starting point 
the intimate temporal and semantic link between spoken language and visible bodily 
actions (e.g., Kendon, 2004; Müller et al., 2013; Perniss, Özyürek & Morgan, 2015). We 
investigate the multimodal realization of quoted utterances, and draw parallels between 
the production strategies used by speakers of American English and those observed in users 
of signed languages. In signed languages, quotation is typically achieved by means of role 
shift or constructed action, a device which iconically represents one or more characters with 
one or more bodily articulators (Engberg-Pedersen, 1993; Cormier et al., in press). Our 
focus is on the iconic representation of quoted characters accompanying spoken quotation, 
and the extent to which the speaker’s body – the face, eyes, head, torso and hands acting 
in coordination with spoken language – contributes to the enactment of those characters. 
Knowing more about this would contribute to our understanding of the capacities of human 
communication, namely: the extent to which communication is multimodal, and the extent 
to which language and the visual modality influence each other during communication. 
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In this chapter, we first sketch the linguistic and pragmatic characteristics of quotation. 
This leads to  a brief overview of existing work on multimodal quotation in Section 1.2. 
In Section 1.3, we discuss multimodal viewpoint, focusing on manual and non-manual 
co-speech gesture, and then on comparisons between co-speech and co-sign gestures. We 
then link existing research to the formulation of the research questions which guide our 
investigation, and provide an overview of the dissertation (Section 1.4).

1.1 Quotation

Quotation, also referred to as reported speech, occurs when words attributed to another 
entity – such as a character in a narrative – appear in discourse. It typically comes in 
two forms: indirect speech and direct speech quotation. We focus on direct speech 
quotation, which shifts the viewpoint of the utterance from that of the speaker or narrator 
to the quoted character. An example of direct speech quotation is given in Transcript 
1.1. Throughout this dissertation, quoted utterances are presented in the context of their 
occurrence, marked with italics, and preceded by an identification of the quoted character 
(e.g. [past.self]). Speakers are referred to by the color of the shirt worn during recording.

Transcript 1.1: Monaco

1 Blue: [past.self] I would say Monaco (0.2)
2       [past.self] you read that word that was so great here you go
3   or but usually not something as simple as that
4   but if he struggled with a word I would say
5   [past.self] you struggled with that and you figured it out

In this excerpt, Blue talks about tutoring a young student with reading disabilities and 
demonstrates (Clark & Gerrig, 1990) or reenacts (Sidnell, 2006) how she rewards the student’s 
progress with direct speech quotations of her past self on lines 2 and 5. Blue indicates this in 
part by introducing the quoted utterance with the phrase “I would say”, but also by shifting 
deictic reference, e.g. by using you to refer to Monaco, not her addressee.  Other linguistic 
indications of direct speech include verb choice and tense, marked changes in syntax, word 
choice, or any other changes which might indicate a deictic shift from the speaker or narrator 
to the quoted character (see Parrill, 2012 or Buchstaller, 2013 for a review). 

The structural and interactional functions of quotations like these have attracted 
considerable attention in part because quotation is ubiquitous – not only in narrative, but 
throughout discourse. Quotation has been found to facilitate narrative progression in part 
because it makes narratives more vivid (Li 1986) by creating involvement (Tannen, 1989) 
and dramatizing interaction (Labov, 1972; Redeker, 1991; Goodwin, 2007). It has been 
extensively documented in populations of healthy speaking individuals (Banfield, 1982; 
Tannen, 1989; Pascual, 2014), healthy signers (Metzger, 1995; Cormier, Smith & Sevcikova, 
in press) and brain-damaged speakers (Groenewold, 2015).  In each community, speakers 
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(or signers) are found to be more committed to preserving the intended meaning of an 
utterance than its form (Lehrer, 1989; Eerland et al., 2013) and, by extension, may use 
quotation without any reporting function at all. 

These observations led to the observation by Clark and Gerrig (1990) that quotations may be 
more fruitfully thought of as demonstrations insofar as they primarily serve to demonstrate 
certain aspects of the quoted utterance or the quoted speaker. This account explains why 
quotations can be easily attributed to entities, events, states, properties, or objects. For 
example, direct speech quotation can be used to voice non-human entities (The pony was all 
“Let’s run through those hills!”), inanimate objects (OSX said “Nope you can’t launch that app!”), 
thoughts and attitudes about the speaker’s own self (I was all “Cry me a river!”), or thoughts 
and attitudes which the speaker attributes to others (That chocolate was screaming “Eat me!”). 
They can also be used interactively, to voice characters from within an event which the 
speaker was not a part of – for example, one of the speakers in our corpus often “jumps into” 
the narratives told by her conversational partner, often voicing characters she has never 
met or quoting events she never participated in. These creative uses of quotation have been 
variously called constructed dialogues (Tannen, 1989), dramatizing quotes (Redeker, 1991), 
enactments (Streeck & Knapp, 1992) or reenactments (Sidnell, 2006), hypothetical active 
voicing (Simmons & LeCouteur, 2011) and fictive interaction (Pascual, 2014). We will use the 
term fictive interaction because of its widespread use within cognitive linguistics.

In this dissertation, we make a distinction between direct speech quotes, which are ostensibly 
used to report on a prior interaction, and fictive interaction. Instances of fictive interaction 
look like direct speech quotes insofar as there is typically a quoting verb followed by a 
quoted utterance, but they are used in a functionally distinct way which suggests that 
the utterance has never actually been said or witnessed, e.g. to voice non-human entities, 
attitudes, and situations. For example, in a narrative told by one of the participants in this 
study (Pink) about her first experience at a concert, that participant’s addressee (Black) 
alternately voices the band (They were all “We’re on stage now”) and members of the audience 
(“Yes, yes you are”) at the concert even though she wasn’t there herself (see Chapters 5 
and 7, or Stec & Huiskes 2013 for more about Black’s use of fictive interaction). Because 
of this functional difference, it might be the case that these two types of quotation are 
systematically accompanied by multimodal articulation in different ways.

In addition, we distinguish different types of quote sequences: single quotes (Transcript 1.1 
above, line 5), quoted monologues (Transcript 1.1, lines 1-2) and quoted dialogues (e.g., the 
fictive dialogue produced by Black, quoted above), which successively alternate quotes by 
different characters. We introduce this distinction because it may be the case that contextual 
differences in the number of quoted characters or the number of quoted turns affect the 
multimodal production strategies which are used. Alternatively, it may be the case that all 
quotes – regardless of the sequence in which they occur or their functional use – are treated 
equally, and are accompanied by similar multimodal articulation throughout the corpus.
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1.2 Multimodal quotation

In addition to linguistic indications of a switch to direct speech quotation – such as a 
shift of deictic center of the utterance (Parrill, 2012) or the use of paralinguistic features 
like a change in prosody (Couper-Kuhlen, 1998) or the rate of speech (Yao et al., 2012) – 
speakers may use multimodal actions to indicate that a shift to character perspective has 
taken place. These multimodal indicators are both mimetic (Donald, 2001) and iconic 
(Perniss et al., 2014) insofar as they allow the speaker to evoke certain aspects of the 
quoted character. 

Previously, studies have presented qualitative analyses of the multimodal actions which 
are co-produced with direct speech quotation (e.g., Sidnell, 2006; Buchstaller & D’Arcy, 
2009; Park, 2009; Fox & Robles, 2010). For example, speakers have been shown to either 
avert their gaze from addressees (Sidnell, 2006) or seek addressee gaze (Thompson & 
Suzuki, 2014) at the start of direct speech utterances, the so-called left boundary of the 
quote. Speakers have also been found to produce facial displays which are evocative of 
the quoted character (Chovil, 1991; Sidnell, 2006), use manual gestures to evoke the 
quoted character (Sidnell, 2006) or enrich the narrative (Earis & Cormier, 2013), and 
re-orient or torque their bodies (Schegloff, 1998) while telling narratives. In this way, 
multimodal articulation contributes to quotation by demonstrating certain aspects of 
the quoted character so that addressees can see – and not only hear – how the quoted 
character behaved. Although often argued to be spontaneous (in the sense of McNeill, 
1992), this multimodal co-articulation can also be systematic. For example, in a discussion 
of Korean quotation, Park (2009) observes that Korean speakers use different multimodal 
co-articulation strategies for quoting one’s past self, a co-present addressee or a third 
party character – even though this distinction is already pragmatically marked by Korean 
syntax. 

While this line of inquiry points to certain possibilities for the multimodal expression of 
quotation – such as looking away from the speaker, or starting actions on the left-boundary 
of the quote – the extent to which multimodal articulators are used during quotation has 
not been quantified. Moreover, we do not know whether multimodal production strategies 
change depending on the function of the quote (direct speech vs. fictive interaction).  We 
therefore investigate how often and in which contexts multimodal quotation occurs in 
conversational narratives and in which ways the speaker’s body may be involved in their 
production. Doing so will situate these findings at a population-level, thereby indicating 
the extent to which they are generalizable or predictable. In so doing, they may also point 
to avenues which might benefit from a more nuanced understanding of ordinary human 
communication, e.g. the development of virtual human agents or the use of compelling 
storytelling for mainstream audiences.
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1.3 Multimodal viewpoint

There is a substantial body of research on the construction of viewpoint and the linguistic 
identification of narrator’s and characters’ voice in narratives, including some studies on 
multimodal viewpoint constructions (e.g., Dancygier & Sweetser, 2012). Multimodal 
investigations come in three general forms: co-sign studies, co-speech studies, and studies 
which compare co-sign and co-speech strategies. Co-sign studies tend to focus on the use of 
role shift (Engberg-Pedersen, 1993) – variously termed constructed action (Metzger, 1995), 
perspective shift (Engberg-Pedersen, 1993) or rotational shift (Janzen, 2012) – to represent 
character(s) by depicting their actions, utterances, thoughts, attitudes and/or feelings via 
manual and non-manual means such as the use of gaze, facial portrayals and signing space. 
We will use the term ‘role shift’ in this dissertation because of its wide-spread use within the 
fields of sign linguistics and cognitive linguistics. Role shift may be used in both quotative 
and non-quotative contexts (see Cormier et al., 2015, for a review). 

In contrast, co-speech studies tend to focus on the use of manual gestures in narrative, and 
the contextual factors which give rise to different distributions of character and observer-
viewpointed gestures (e.g. McNeill 1992; Parrill, 2012). Few studies have investigated the use 
of non-manual articulators in the context of viewpoint or narrative. For example, Thompson 
& Suzuki (2014) show that speakers may share gaze with their addressee, effectively 
making them a fictive participant in the quoted interaction when reenacting conversations 
between the speaker’s past self and another character. This contrasts with a previous study 
(Sidnell, 2006), which found that speakers often look away from addressees at the start of 
reenactments in addition to using facial portrayals (Chovil, 1991) and manual gesture to 
evoke the quoted characters and the reenacted scene. These findings point to the need for a 
broader, more comprehensive picture of the use of non-manual articulators during ordinary 
face-to-face communication.   

Finally, comparisons of co-sign and co-speech gesture strategies for expressing multimodal 
viewpoint have typically focused on overall narrative structure (Rayman, 1999; Marentette et 
al., 2004; Earis & Cormier, 2013) or on differences between character and observer viewpoint 
in manual gestures and sign (e.g., Parrill & Quinto-Pozos, 2014). These studies observe that 
there are overall differences in narrative production strategies – and that although speakers 
do use manual and non-manual actions in narratives, they are “less marked” than the 
actions used by signers (Earis & Cormier, 2013: p.318). However, as we will argue in Part 
II of this dissertation, these comparative studies may not have provided speakers with an 
environment suited to multimodal representational strategies, e.g., by gathering data from 
speakers in communicative situations which had previously been demonstrated to reduce 
the production of character-viewpointed gestures (Gerwing & Bavelas, 2004). Moreover, by 
focusing on the general structure of narratives and event representation, they leave open the 
question of how speakers use multimodal actions during quotation in naturalistic or semi-
spontaneous settings. As we will see, the multimodal actions used by speakers to represent 
quoted entities may not be so different from those used by signers. 
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We investigate the multimodal expression of viewpoint by focusing on the use of multiple 
bodily articulators by speakers – of American English in this case – when quoting, paying 
particular attention to how multimodal activity is able to meaningfully contribute 
to interactional or linguistic distinctions in ordinary face-to-face conversation. We 
also compare the manual and non-manual gestures which typically accompany signed 
quotation to the spoken quotation observed in our dataset, and argue for a multimodal 
basis of communication.

1.4 Research questions and structure of the dissertation

The following research questions are addressed in this dissertation:

I. How is multimodal viewpoint typically expressed? 
1. Which features have been identified?
2. How have those features been studied?

II. How is multimodal viewpoint expressed in quoted utterances in conversational narratives?
1. Does this expression vary with respect to contextual factors, e.g. the number of 

quoted utterances or number of quoted speakers?
2. Does this expression vary with respect to the time course of the narrated 

interactions?
3. To what extent does the speaker’s entire body contribute to the expression of 

multimodal viewpoint in quoted utterances?

The first part of this dissertation (Foundations) concerns synthetic analyses on the features 
previously identified as crucial to the expression of multimodal viewpoint in speaking and 
signing communities (Chapter 2, Meaningful shifts) and the means by which those features 
were identified (Chapter 3, Methodologies in multimodal viewpoint research). Together, 
these reviews inform the steps taken in collecting and analyzing the corpus of semi-
spontaneous speech analyzed in this dissertation. A detailed description of our corpus of 
semi-spontaneous autobiographical stories – told by native speakers of American English 
– and the annotation procedure is presented in Chapter 4 (Annotating bodily indicators of 
viewpoint shift). 

The second part of this dissertation (Empirical investigations) explores the extent to 
which multimodal viewpoint is expressed during direct speech utterances. In Chapter 5 
(Multimodal analysis of quotation), we investigate the extent to which manual and non-
manual gestures contribute to, and distinguish, three types of quote sequences: single quotes, 
quoted monologues, and quoted dialogues. This study leads to the observation that quoted 
dialogues are produced with different multimodal articulators than quoted monologues or 
single quotes. We extend this finding in Chapter 6 (Multimodal character viewpoint in quoted 
dialogues) by investigating the means by which quoted characters are distinguished in two 
extended quoted dialogue sequences between two characters in one narrative. We perform 
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complementary qualitative and quantitative analyses of this narrative, focusing on the 
number of multimodal articulators which are actively co-produced with quoted utterances 
over the course of the narrative. Both Chapters 5 and 6 point to the fact that multiple 
multimodal articulators often co-occur during multimodal quotation. Finally, in Chapter 
7 (Multimodal quotation: Role shift practices in spoken narratives), we take the observation 
that multiple multimodal articulators accompany quotation one step further by making a 
comparison to role shift. We distinguish between the function of role shift (switching from 
narrator to character viewpoint) and role shift practices (the bodily articulators used to 
indicate a shift to character viewpoint). For each quoted utterance in our corpus, we ask 
whether role shift is perceived, and indicate which multimodal articulators were actively 
used during the quoted utterance. This allows us to link the use of multiple articulators 
(role shift practices) to one iconic representation strategy (role shift function), and to 
demonstrate that multimodal co-articulation is not only extensive, but also predictive of 
type of quotation (direct speech vs. fictive interaction).

The general discussion (Chapter 8) draws parallels between co-speech and co-sign quotation 
strategies, and discusses the means by which quoted characters are enacted by speakers 
of American English.  Our data paint a picture in which speakers iconically represent the 
characters they quote, making use of co-produced multimodal articulation which varies 
from subtle indications to full-body enactments of quoted characters, thereby illustrating 
a range of iconic representational strategies. As we will show throughout this dissertation, 
context matters – not only for the different multimodal behaviors we observe in diverse 
quotation environments, but also to highlight the meaningful use of the speaker’s body 
during ordinary face-to-face interaction. 
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Chapter 2
Meaningful shifts: A review of viewpoint markers in 

co-speech gesture and sign language

Abstract: This review describes the primary strategies used to express changes in 
conceptual viewpoint (Parrill, 2012) in co-speech gesture and sign language. We describe 
the use of the face, eye gaze, body orientation and hands to represent these differences 
in viewpoint, focusing particularly on McNeill’s (1992) division of iconic gestures into 
observer versus character viewpoint gestures, and on the situations in which they occur. 
Like Cormier, Quinto-Pozos, Sevcikova, and Schembri (2012), we draw a parallel between 
the strategies used in co-speech gesture and those used in different signed languages, and 
suggest possibilities for further research in this area.
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2.1 Introduction

Imagine you are walking outside on a sunny day.1 Someone is skydiving, intending to land 
on a grassy field nearby. You tilt your head up to watch his descent, and see his parachute 
deploy. You watch him skillfully navigate the currents of air and then, suddenly, narrowly 
miss colliding with an unidentified object. Despite the scare, he completes his descent 
and lands safely in the field.  You breathe a sigh of relief and continue your walk. Later, 
you tell this story to a friend. How do you do it? How do you describe each participant’s 
actions and reactions to these events? Do you relate your own perspective, as witness to 
them, or do you rather relate what the skydiver did as he made the narrow escape and 
safe landing? 

These questions concern the conceptualization of events, particularly regarding the 
viewpoint, or physical perspective, from which a conceptualizer represents a scene, as well 
as the means by which that viewpoint is expressed. Following Sweetser (2012), viewpoint 
may also refer to the general phenomena of affordance access granted by one’s physical 
location: One’s physical location isn’t only visual information, but also implies what one 
can reach and interact with from that location. Along these lines, recent experimental work 
in cognitive science (e.g., Bergen, 2013) has shown that anybody processing language does 
so from a particular embodied perspective  which typically takes one of three forms: a first-
person perspective, a third-person perspective, or a combination of different perspectives. 

Considering the complex array of viewpoints and viewpoint choices available to us (see, 
e.g., Chafe, 1994 or Parrill, 2012 for a review), one question we can ask is: How are these 
different viewpoints represented in face-to-face communication, and by what means? 
Another is, what do these differences in viewpoint afford us (in terms of learning, clarity, 
information content, etc.)?

To begin to answer these questions, we can look to the ways viewpoint is represented 
in co-speech gestures and sign languages.  Of interest here are the cues provided by 
visible bodily action which allow speakers to gesture as if they are taking one particular 
viewpoint or another, as well as how these cues interact with lexical expressions, whether 
spoken or signed, to produce multi-modal utterances which are somehow “consistent” 
in their depiction of viewpoint. Just as spoken language provides a variety of means by 
which viewpoint can be expressed, e.g. as if the speaker or signer were a participant or 
observer of a particular event,  so too can visible bodily actions convey these differences in 
viewpoint. Using a variety of visible bodily actions, one can enact the body of a participant 
or observer of a particular event. These actions range from facial displays to variations in 
gaze, body orientation and iconic gestures, as well as their interaction with conceptual 
structures such as frames of reference. Together with lexical expressions, these comprise 
the viewpoint of the multi-modal utterance. 

1  This chapter was adapted from: Stec, K. (2013). Meaningful shifts: A review of viewpoint markers in co-speech 
gesture and sign language. Gesture, 12(3), 327-360.
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For example, in the skydiving scenario described above, gestural viewpoint could be 
shown by moving your arms around as if fiddling with parachute controls with a look of 
terror on your face (first-person, skydiver’s perspective); tracing the skydiver’s path as he 
descends, swerves and lands (third-person, your perspective); or showing surprise on your 
face as you trace the skydiver’s path through the air (mixed).

Looking at the encoding of viewpoint of multi-modal utterances in detail, Parrill (2012) 
describes viewpoint as consisting of three complementary aspects: conceptual viewpoint, 
linguistic viewpoint and gestural viewpoint. Conceptual viewpoint is the real or imagined 
physical location of a conceptualizer; it denotes the mental simulation of an event, 
including the mental images, motor program and representations of mental states which 
make that simulation possible.  Often, these are made with specific physical locations in 
mind. Linguistic viewpoint is indicated by the various linguistic devices (lexical choice, 
tense, etc.) which suggest the conceptual viewpoint adopted by the conceptualizer. 
Linguistic viewpoint coincides with conceptual viewpoint insofar as specific physical 
locations lead to different images, and thus, different descriptions based on them (e.g. as 
a participant or observer of an event).  Gestural viewpoint is indicated by the use of the 
body to encode different perspectives. Like linguistic viewpoint, gestural viewpoint may 
suggest the conceptual viewpoint adopted by the conceptualizer, e.g. as a participant or 
observer of an event, based on the visible bodily actions which are used.

The visual perspective denoted by conceptual viewpoint may be highly de-contextualized 
(consider generic third-person narrators), and may be suggested in language by any number 
of means (e.g., Chafe, 1994; Earis, 2008; Parrill, 2012). These linguistic cues can influence 
the comprehension of a given sentence or scene (Bergen, 2012), especially at significant 
narrative moments (Bundgaard, 2010). It stands to reason that gestural viewpoint, which 
iconically represents the imagined body of a participant or observer of a particular event, 
should do the same. 

Recent work (Hostetter & Alibali, 2008) describes co-speech gestures as a feature of the 
motoric and perceptual simulation systems which underlie language and embodied thought 
(Barsalou, 1999). They are often used by speakers to highlight visual and spatial features 
of the information provided in words. As Enfield, Kita, and de Ruiter (2007) suggest, the 
degree to which a given piece of information is in focus may affect various properties of 
the gesture, such as its location and size, and thus may promote a focus on the simulation 
of a body and its particular viewpoint, located somewhere in space.2 As Sweetser (2012) 
points out, not only are we constantly aware of own physical viewpoint, most of us are 
also aware of the physical viewpoints of those around us. Hence, depicting viewpoint is 
not only a subjective activity, but an inherently intersubjective one (Verhagen, 2005). 

2  Of course, speakers use gestures in a number of ways. Although we would argue that all gestures are necessarily 
viewpointed, it is of course the case that some gestures, such as iconics, are more easily described as being 
viewpointed than others (e.g. points, beats or pragmatic gestures).
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In light of this, we consider the relationship between conceptual and gestural viewpoints, and 
discuss the strategies used in co-speech gesture (Section 2.2) and sign language (Section 2.3) 
to express those viewpoints, providing both descriptions and experimental evidence of their 
use. In the case of co-speech gesture, we also discuss several pedagogical findings which relate 
multi-modal viewpoint expression to depth of understanding.  We finish with a comparison 
of the similarities and differences in strategies used in co-speech gesture and sign language 
(Section 2.4), and suggest areas for future inquiry (Section 2.5). 

2.2 Viewpoint strategies in co-speech gesture

Several categories of manual gestures have been proposed (see Kendon, 2004 for a historical 
survey of different approaches to gesture categorization). Here we follow McNeill’s (1992) 
division which distinguishes emblems, beats, points and other deictic markers from iconics. 
In this section, we consider the use of iconic gestures and other visible bodily actions which 
allow the expression of a participant or observer of an event. These visible bodily actions have 
iconic properties (McNeill, 1992; Parrill & Sweetser, 2004; Mittelberg, 2006; Sweetser, 2006) 
which readily link the form of the gesture to its referent, such as a speaker who says “turn the 
pages of the book” and gestures by repeatedly moving their left hand in an arc from their right 
to left, the usual motion made when reading a book in the West. These visible bodily actions 
also tend to evoke meaning that is global, image-based, and dependent on context to a greater 
extent than is language (Kendon, 1980; McNeill, 2005). 

Because speech and co-speech gestures can often express the same underlying idea without 
necessarily expressing identical aspects of it (Hostetter & Alibali, 2008; McNeill & Duncan, 
2000), there need not always be a one-to-one mapping between linguistic and gestural 
viewpoint. Although as analysts we might tease apart these mechanisms in order to 
understand how viewpoint is expressed and maintained, we should remember that dialogue 
is “opportunistic”, meaning that interlocutors “use whatever works in the moment” (Bavelas 
& Chovil, 2000: 188). But even this “opportunistic” use may be structured. In this section, 
we will consider how viewpoint is expressed in co-speech gesture: the means by which it is 
expressed, the conditions which affect its expression, and the situations in which differences 
in how viewpoint is expressed in gesture have been shown to have profound effects on 
cognition.  

2.2.1 Means of expression

Bodies are powerful anchors for conceptual viewpoint (Sweetser, 2012) – the direction of 
one’s gaze has very real effects on what one sees and what information is accessible from that 
vantage point. In addition to the direction of gaze, each of the primary articulators of the body 
may also be used to demonstrate different aspects of viewpoint. In this section we will consider 
each of the following in turn: gaze and facial expression, several kinds of manual gestures, 
whole body enactments, and gestures which simultaneously express multiple viewpoints.
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2.2.1.1 Gaze and facial expression
The face, and gaze in particular, are rich sources of viewpoint information. Often, due to 
their proximity, they work in coordination. Sidnell (2006) notes that, in English, direct 
speech quotes  are often accompanied by facial displays of affect while averted gaze is often 
used to mark the onset of direct speech utterances, and gaze returned to the addressee is 
used to mark the right boundary. He also notes that when speaker gaze is directed towards 
the narrative space established by the quoted utterance, addressees change their gaze 
behavior, too: instead of tracking the speaker’s gaze, addressees look to the gestures and 
the narrative space that are evoked. In Korean, Park (2009) observes differences which 
depend on the source of the quote: when quoting one’s past self, speakers avert their gaze 
and use overly expressive facial expressions as a sort of caricature, but when quoting a 
co-present person’s past speech, speakers use exaggerated prosody, touch the person they 
are quoting as if to ground or anchor the quote, and turn their gaze to the addressee(s). 
At the same time, the person who has been quoted removes their gaze from the speaker 
and also turns to gaze at the addressee(s). Along these lines, both Maury-Rouan (2011) 
and McClave (2000) note that explicit and implicit expressions of viewpoint shift are 
accompanied by head tilts to the side while the face is re-oriented. Maury-Rouan (2011) 
further notes that gaze is removed only in explicit viewpoint shifts, such as when quoting; 
otherwise, it remains fixed on the addressee. 

Turning to facial displays, Bavelas and Chovil (2000) note that for English speakers, facial 
displays tend to be partial portrayals insofar as certain stylized features, such as raised 
brows, are used to suggest emotions like surprise rather than express them directly. In this 
way, facial displays tend to be used to evoke a sense of emotion or state of mind in the 
same way that character viewpoint gestures are used to evoke a sense of a character’s body 
or movements. For example, if in the middle of a narrative about a car crash which was 
narrowly avoided, a speaker says, “We’re going ‘Oh my god!’” while making a fearful face 
– rounded mouth, wide eyes, raised brows, gaze directed away from the addressee – that 
face refers to events in the narrative, not to the act of retelling (Bavelas & Gerwing, 2007: 
299).  Bavelas and Chovil (2000) classify facial expressions into two groups: iconic facial 
displays, which depict the speaker at another point in time or another person, and facial 
metaphors, which are a sort of meta-comment offered by the speaker, e.g. when squinted 
eyes and furrowed brows are used to communicate incredulity. Importantly, these facial 
displays are related to the structure of the talk and do not reflect the emotional state of 
the quoted speaker at the time of the original utterance. In this way, facial expressions 
and even gaze can be used as a means of expressing differences in conceptual viewpoint.

2.2.1.2 Manual gestures: Character vs. observer viewpoint
Manual gestures may be categorized in different ways. Here, we focus on McNeill’s iconic 
gestures (McNeill, 1992) which are often further subdivided into the following categories: 
character viewpoint gestures (CVPT) and observer viewpoint gestures (OVPT).
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CVPT gestures map the character’s body onto the gesturer’s body such that the gesturer’s 
hands, torso, gaze and etc. correspond to those of the character (McNeill, 1992). Thus, the 
gesturer’s body parts are the character’s body parts (see Liddell, 2003 or Dudis, 2007 for a 
discussion on how this is possible). This iconic mapping enables the experience of characters 
“as they were”: speakers re-enact them from a first person perspective, and addressees 
witness them from a third person perspective, as they would anybody else. For example, 
after watching a cartoon cat “hop along”, one gesturer (Parrill, 2009: 273) demonstrates 
the cat’s movements with a CVPT gesture: he raises his wrists and turns his palms down, 
showing his hands as cat paws, and moves his hands up and down, illustrating the hopping 
action as the cartoon cat might have experienced it.

Unlike CVPT gestures which enable the gesturer to embody a character, OVPT gestures are 
schematic (McNeill, 1992). Typically, OVPT gestures condense information into one or two 
dimensions only – e.g. trajectory, manner, shape, static layout or orientation – and show the 
scene to the interlocutor as if from afar. For example, if we consider the same cartoon cat 
who hops along, another gesturer (Parrill, 2009: 273) demonstrates the cat’s movements by 
using his right index finger to trace the trajectory of the cat’s hopping movement: vertical 
oscillations along a horizontal path.

OVPT gestures tend to be used to profile schematic, spatial-orienting qualities while CVPT 
gestures profile the embodied character and its experiences and reactions. As the examples 
described here show, the same stimulus (a cartoon cat, hopping along) may elicit different 
gestural viewpoints from different participants who are completing the same task. Thus, 
gestural viewpoint suggests a difference not only in physical viewpoint but in conceptual 
viewpoint, presumably highlighting different features according to their saliency with 
respect to the speaker. 

2.2.1.3 Character enactments/embodiments
Several researchers (Clark & Gerrig, 1990; Fox & Robles, 2010; Park, 2009; Sidnell, 2006; 
Streeck, 2002) note a recent trend towards analytic awareness of mimetic performance 
in face-to-face communication, which they describe as a preference for depicting events 
as they were witnessed. What Clark and Gerrig (1990) and Fox and Robles (2010) call 
demonstrations, and Sidnell (2006) calls depictions (roughly: speech, co-speech gesture and 
facial displays of affect), are central to these constructions since they give interlocutors 
as direct an experience of the original event as our bodies allow. Demonstrations include 
visible gestures, such as CVPT gestures, and also vocal gestures such as pitch, intonation and 
accent. This allows addressees to make inferences about the event without explicitly relying 
on the speaker to make those inferences clear, thus “eras[ing] the witness and obscur[ing] 
the subjective basis of an account” (Sidnell 2006: 406) so that the addressee feels as if they 
were actually there, witnessing the event happen in real time. 

Multimodal expressions of this kind are especially useful for reproducing emotion, urgency, 
indecision, sarcasm, disfluencies, prosody and gesture. Whereas verbal descriptions of 
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these would be cumbersome, demonstrations are easy, fluid and clear, thus supporting the 
observation that demonstrations in “real time” are both easier and preferred (Goldin-Meadow 
& McNeill, 1999). Like Parrill (2010b) and Clark and Gerrig (1990), Sidnell observes that 
some events lend themselves to demonstration more easily than others – those which rely 
on spatial orientation, body part use or physical viewpoint often elicit more enactment-like 
behavior than others (Sidnell 2006).

Although it would be interesting to see the degree to which the different viewpoint strategies 
described here interact with each other to create these enactments, in particular the role 
that CVPT gestures may play, at the time of this writing thorough descriptive work on 
enactments in co-speech gesture has yet to be done.

2.2.1.4 Gestures with multiple viewpoints
Although single-viewpoint gestures are the most frequent, gestures which simultaneously 
express multiple viewpoints do exist, especially if we include non-manual behaviors such 
as facial expression (Bavelas & Chovil, 2000). These gestures partition the body (in the 
sense of Dudis, 2004), creating multiple real space blends such that each partitioned section 
or area expresses a different gestural viewpoint. These dual viewpoint gestures (Parrill, 
2009) necessarily involve multiple articulators and are characterized by the simultaneous 
expression of CVPT and OVPT gestures. They may partition the body vertically, horizontally, 
and even diagonally, and may recruit any body part: arms and hands; legs and feet; the head 
and face, etc.

Parrill (2009) describes several such gestures. In one, the gesturer is shown  representing a 
cartoon skunk holding a cat who immediately runs away (Parrill, 2009: 285). The gesturer 
represents the body of the cartoon skunk with a CVPT gesture: his left arm curves to hold 
a body just as the skunk’s right arm does in the cartoon. At the same time, the gesturer’s 
right hand performs an OVPT gesture which displays the trajectory of the cat as she runs 
away: a straight line along the sagittal axis, away from the gesturer’s body. This divides the 
gesturer’s body such that each articulator corresponds to a different character’s body. 

There are also instances in which dual-viewpoint gestures represent different perspectives 
on the same body. In another example, Parrill describes a dual-viewpoint gesture made to 
represent a cartoon cat who recently swallowed a bowling ball and is half-running, half-
rolling down a hill (2009: 283). In this case, the gesturer makes an OVPT gesture with the 
right hand to illustrate the cat’s trajectory while making a CVPT gesture with his legs and 
feet to illustrate the motion the cat’s lower body makes while going down the hill. 

If we extend Parrill’s category of dual viewpoint gestures to include other visible actions, 
such as facial expression or gaze, then we see other interesting partitions of the body. For 
example, Bavelas and Chovil (2000: 167) describe a gesturer who recounts her brother’s 
uncertainty at an Italian train station: the gesturer’s hands make an OVPT gesture which 
shows the relative locations of different trains while the gesturer’s eyes, which widen and 
then bounce back and forth between the trains, show the brother’s uncertainty. A puzzled 
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face could easily express some of the same information as the moving gaze. In this case, the 
gesturer’s hands set the scene from an observer’s perspective while the head shows a specific 
non-redundant reaction to it with CVPT. 

This simultaneity and multiplicity of viewpoints expressed in gesture recalls Sweetser’s 
(2012) and Young’s (2002) observations that we are constantly surrounded by other 
viewpointed bodies whose physical viewpoints affect our own. Even though we only 
actually experience one physical viewpoint at a time, the one afforded by our own eyes, 
we are simultaneously aware of other conceptual viewpoints. One viewpoint is often not 
enough: multiple viewpoints are needed to accurately recreate a scene and present as much 
information about it as possible.

2.2.2 Viewpoint preferences

If we take seriously Hostetter and Alibali’s (2008) claim about the relation between co-
speech gestures and mental simulation, then gestural viewpoint, and all of the semantic 
effects it entails, actually reflects the way that speakers and addressees imagine, simulate 
and experience a given scene. But what prompts one viewpoint strategy over another? And 
what effects on cognition might that choice entail? We will consider each question in turn.

2.2.2.1 Linguistic preferences
Research conducted on gestural viewpoint preference has focused on the CVPT vs. OVPT 
distinction, and shows that there are both language-specific and generic conceptualization 
constraints. 

Research on the encoding of event properties suggests that the structure of the language one 
speaks exerts an influence on how these features are distributed across speech and gesture 
(e.g. Özyürek, Kita, Allen, Furman, & Brown, 2005) as well as on the gestural viewpoint 
speakers prefer while describing a given event. For example, while English verbs typically 
encode both path and manner information in the verb root, co-occurring gestures tend to 
encode only path information from an observer’s perspective. This tendency is so strong 
that, as Brown (2008) reports, even intermediate learners of English adopt this preferential 
viewpoint strategy in multi-modal communication. She notes in particular that although 
Japanese speakers tend to prefer co-occurring CVPT gestures, native Japanese speakers who 
have relatively low exposure to English (basic to intermediate level) adopt English’s OVPT 
strategy not only when speaking English, but also when speaking Japanese. By doing so, 
they demonstrate an influence of second language on native language. This contrasts to 
earlier research (Haviland, 1996; Nuñez & Sweetser, 2006) which, though not concerned 
with viewpoint per se, demonstrated an effect of gesture styles typical of the speaker’s native 
language affecting gestures in the second language.

Conceptualization constraints include the suggestion by McNeill (1992) that, in American 
English, CVPT vs. OVPT gestures might reflect the complexity of the utterance or the imagery 
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associated with it, for example by noting that transitive utterances tend to be accompanied 
by CVPT gestures while intransitive utterances tend to be accompanied by OVPT utterances. 
He also notes that events which are causally central to discourse tend to be accompanied 
by CVPT gestures. Parrill (2010b) extended McNeill’s English work by describing several 
factors which affect the correlation between gestural viewpoint and information structures. 
These are: discourse structure, event structure, and linguistic structure. 

Concerning discourse structure: Parrill’s (2010b) data suggest that events which are causally 
central to discourse (e.g., actions or results) are more likely to be accompanied by co-speech 
gesture than peripheral events (e.g., character introductions or reactions). However, she 
found no significant difference between viewpoint strategies accompanying these discourse-
central events. In cases where a discourse-central event evoked both CVPT and OVPT 
gestures, Parrill found other factors, such as the narrator’s focus, whether the information 
was shared or new, and the structure of the narrative determined the viewpoint of the 
gesture. In particular, shared information was less likely to have CVPT and more likely to be 
accompanied by OVPT gestures (Parrill, 2010a). 

In other cases, the represented event itself may preclude one gestural viewpoint or another.  
Parrill found that the spatial, motion and imagistic nature of an event can affect its portrayal, 
as can affordances of the different objects in use. She found that motion along a path or 
trajectory is highly correlated with OVPT gestures, regardless of transitivity. She also noted 
that some object affordances do not work with some viewpoints, e.g. some objects (like 
newspapers) and events (like reading them) tend to be more often represented gesturally 
with CVPT gestures. In fact, in general, if an object or an event involves the upper body or 
torso, or if the description involves a display of affect, then the accompanying gestures often 
have CVPT. 

Finally, Parrill (2010b) found that linguistic structure also influences gesture type. Her 
findings support McNeill’s (1992) observations on the correlation between gestural viewpoint 
and transitivity. Looking at a corpus of narrative data based on the Sylvester and Tweety 
Bird cartoons, she found that while 56% of transitive utterances included a CVPT gesture, 
only 33% of intransitive utterances did. The result is even more striking with intransitive 
utterances: only 16% were accompanied by a CVPT gesture, while 80% were accompanied 
by an OVPT gesture. This finding is supported by Beattie and Shovelton (2002), who found a 
strong correlation between transitivity and gestural viewpoint in British English. In their task, 
participants first described short cartoons to another participant. Iconic gestures were then 
extracted (15 each with CVPT or OVPT) from these re-tellings and were played back silently 
to a second group of participants. This second group of participants then had to describe 
what they had seen. Interestingly, Beattie and Shovelton found that CVPT gestures were 
significantly more likely to be accompanied by transitive descriptions than OVPT gestures, 
which were more likely to be accompanied by intransitive ones. They conclude that the 
transitivity of the clause is at least partially signaled by the viewpoint of the accompanying 
co-speech gesture (Beattie & Shovelton, 2002: 189).
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2.2.2.2 Cognitive preferences
Concerning the effect of gestural viewpoint on cognitive processes, Beattie and Shovelton 
(2002) used a memory test to show that CVPT gestures convey more information than OVPT 
gestures to interlocutors in British English. Beattie and Shovelton also found that, whether 
in the presence of the original speech (Beattie and Shovelton, 2001) or isolated from it 
(Beattie and Shovelton, 2002), CVPT gestures are significantly “more communicative” 
than OVPT gestures on a number of measures concerning actions and/or objects: identity, 
description of action, shape, size, movement, direction, speech and relative position. 

But this is only the tip of the proverbial iceberg: numerous studies have noted that changes 
in gestural viewpoint correlate with the emergence of deeper understanding, especially of 
abstract concepts – perhaps related to Beattie and Shovelton’s claim. In most circumstances, 
younger children and less advanced students seem to demonstrate a preference for CVPT 
gestures and only acquire OVPT gestures later (Merola, 2009; Gerofsky, 2010).  These 
CVPT gestures let the child act out what would otherwise be an abstract situation. Because 
of this, some educators argue that the use of CVPT gestures drives the learning process and 
marks a first step in understanding (Petrick, Berland, & Martin, 2010).

In support of this, we may cite Wright (2001) who offers several examples of young students 
learning to reason abstractly about motion in a primary school classroom. She notes that 
one pair of students who found the task of observing and documenting changing motion 
particularly challenging were able to “get it” when they began enacting the changed motion 
events, using whole body enactments and CVPT gestures. They used their own movements 
across a “road” laid across their classroom to help solve their assigned problem sets. Others 
in the class who had already mastered this basic inference had dropped the CVPT gestures 
and were instead using more schematic, trajectory-based OVPT gestures. 

Similarly, Fadjo (2009) and Petrick et al. (2010) tracked a class of older students who 
were learning a basic programming language created for the purposes of their studies. 
The students’ task was to individually program a soccer playing robot who could pair up 
with a random set of others in the class to compete as a team. Students who used problem-
solving strategies which relied on CVPT gestures (such as embodying the robot and turning 
or kicking as it would) were shown to create more advanced, robust programs than other 
students who either did not gesture, or who used OVPT-based gesture strategies, such as 
rotating a finger to mark the robot’s path. Even advanced researchers in theoretical physics 
were shown to reach better conclusions in abstract contexts when they were specifically 
asked to think through the reasoning process with a first person perspective which used 
CVPT gestures (Ochs, Jacoby, & Gonzales 1994). 

Together, these studies suggest that switching gesturing styles from one which emphasizes 
CVPT gestures (and by extension, reasoning from a first person perspective) to OVPT 
gestures indicates a shift in reasoning processes. Although the findings discussed here 
may seem contradictory, several studies have noted that changes in gestural viewpoint 
correlate with both a movement from understanding individual cases to their abstract, 
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unifying structure (Gerofsky, 2010), as well as better memory of the taught concept 
(Merola, 2009). This relationship between changes in gestural viewpoint and depth of 
understanding is so strong that, as Gerofsky demonstrates, teachers are able to use it to 
predict student engagement and understanding with great accuracy. 

These findings support the embodied cognition hypothesis (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Lakoff 
& Johnson, 1999), which claims that abstract meaning both develops from and depends 
on everyday reasoning with the body. They also support the claim by Parrill (2010b) 
that certain contexts prefer one viewpoint strategy over another. CVPT gestures seem to 
spark and develop understanding, especially in contexts which require abstract reasoning, 
while OVPT gestures seem to suggest mature understanding and the ability to work with 
abstract concepts schematically. When we consider this in the light of Fauconnier & 
Turner’s (2002) claim that we understand abstract concepts by making them personal 
and human-sized, this is not so surprising a conclusion. We are used to reasoning with 
viewpointed bodies; adopting and extending those viewpoints, especially in circumstances 
which demand novel inferences and approaches, seems only appropriate. 

2.2.3 Interim summary: Viewpoint strategies in co-speech gesture

The co-speech gesture strategies described here – facial expression and differences in 
gaze, CVPT vs. OVPT gestures, dual viewpoint gestures and other enactments – allow 
gesturers to embody characters and present narratives in vivid, dynamic ways. Although 
gestures usually express but one viewpoint, in many cases multiple viewpoints may also 
be expressed in gesture. Some factors, such as complexity of the described scene, the 
articulators involved or certain aspects of the accompanying speech, may affect the way 
viewpoint is expressed. In cases where multiple viewpoints are possible (such as the CVPT 
or OVPT construal of the robot’s next soccer move), what is expressed in gesture may 
actually reflect depth of understanding and so have profound implications for education.

2.3 Viewpoint strategies in sign language

Unlike spoken languages which conceptual viewpoint is multimodal, largely inferred 
from linguistic input and supported by co-speech gesture (see Parrill, 2012 for a review), 
conceptual viewpoint in signed languages – whether inferred from linguistic or gestural 
information – takes place solely in the visuo-spatial modality. The expression of detailed 
information about the relative location, orientation, motion and activity of characters 
in an event is encoded from a physical perspective which the signs and their spatial 
organization embody (Özyürek & Perniss, 2011). Because of this visual flexibility, sign 
languages often encode detailed spatial information related to perspective (see Liddell 
2003 for a discussion of how it is included via gesture). In addition, because our bodies 
have relatively independent articulators, and because signers use space in a more 
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structured way than do speakers (Emmorey, 2002), signers are able to simultaneously 
express multiple physical and conceptual viewpoints in unique ways which speakers have 
yet to be shown to do. In this section, we will consider some of them. First we will consider 
the means by which viewpoint is expressed, and then we will consider situations in which 
preferences for one strategy or another have been noted.

2.3.1 Means of expression

In sign, as in co-speech gesture, each of the major articulators of the body may be used 
to express shifts in viewpoint. We describe each of the following in turn: gaze and facial 
information; manual signs (classifiers and handlers); simultaneous signs (constructions 
which simultaneously express multiple viewpoints across multiple articulators); and 
constructed action/constructed dialogue, which uses the whole body. 

2.3.1.1 Gaze and facial expression
Some signs require simultaneous articulation by the hands and face. In these cases, the 
face adds grammatical information. But there are other instances where the face is used 
gesturally to express conceptual viewpoint. The two examples described here illustrate 
how even subtle movements can profoundly affect conceptual viewpoint.

The first is the evidential marker in ASL (Shaffer, 2012), which is described via the “what 
I heard” blend. In this blend, the signer typically uses the direction of gaze to suspend 
discourse and index the physical and mental space in which a previous discourse segment 
is reconstructed (Shaffer, 2012: 152-153). The signer shows the reaction of their past self 
to the addressee: the signer turns her gaze to the side, signs “it was signed to me” there and 
shows her reaction to the reported utterance on her face. Subsequently, the signer actually 
signs her reaction and then, to end the account, returns her gaze to her actual addressee. 
In this way, the evidential marker is not only metonymic for witnessing the described 
event, but also reminiscent of face-to-face encounters, where participants are able to see 
each other react to events in real time.

The second example comes from Liddell (2003: 208-209), who describes an utterance 
in ASL which would be translated into English as “[We will] compare the deaf and the 
hearing from the point of view of the Deaf.” The underlined portion of this utterance is not 
signed, but rather emerges from the signer’s use of physical space. In ASL, this utterance 
was produced as: DEAF HEARING.PEOPLE COMPARE-DUAL. Here, the signs for DEAF 
and HEARING were produced as the signer leaned her body to the right and then to the 
center-left, respectively, turning her face to match each lean. The sign for COMPARE was 
made from the right: the signer held her body in the real space for the Deaf and produced 
the sign COMPARE towards the real space for the hearing. Had she done the reverse, the 
English transcription would have read “...from the point of view of the hearing”, or had 
she maintained a neutral stance, no explicit point of view would have been mentioned. 
The perspective of the comparison emerged from the slight leans which the signer made in 
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either direction and, more importantly, from the direction her face turned as each group 
was named. Other uses of the face and gaze to mark conceptual viewpoint interact with 
more complex strategies, and are described in Section 2.3.1.3. 

2.3.1.2 Character vs. observer perspective
When describing co-speech gesture, character viewpoint (CVPT) and observer viewpoint 
(OVPT) refer to  manual actions, specifically the degree to which the body is mapped in 
gesture space (partially or entirely for CVPT and not at all for OVPT). In the context of sign 
language, more precision is needed and so a distinction is made between the viewpoint 
adopted by the hands and the viewpoint adopted in sign space as a part of event projection. 

Manual perspective largely rests on handshape distinctions, the most common division of 
which involves forms which depict objects and forms which depict the handling of objects, 
commonly called ENTITIES and HANDLERS (see Schembri, 2003 for a review). ENTITIES 
typically represent whole or part of the referent, and are based on salient physical 
characteristics of size and shape which create iconic shape representations, e.g. the /V/ 
handshape in British Sign Language which can be used to represent scissors (Cormier, 
Quinto-Pozos, Sevcikova, & Schembri, 2012). In this sign, the index and middle fingers of 
the dominant hand are displayed in  a ”V” shape, like the emblem for “peace” or “victory”. 
HANDLERS, on the other hand, typically represent the way in which whole or part of the 
referent is handled or touched, e.g. the /5/ handshape in British Sign Language (displayed 
with wiggling fingers) used to denote playing the piano (Cormier et al., 2012). In this 
sign, the palm of the dominant hand is held up and all five fingers are spread, wiggling, 
showing how one might play the keys on a piano. This two-way distinction nicely parallels 
the CVPT vs. OVPT distinction made in gesture (McNeill, 1992). 

In sign languages, we also find character perspective (CVPT) or observer perspective 
(OVPT). Although other terms are possible (see Özyürek & Perniss, 2011 for a review), we 
follow Perniss’ (2007a) nomenclature since she makes an explicit, purposeful link between 
sign and gesture terminology. According to her, CVPT space denotes an event space which 
is projected onto sign space from a character’s physical viewpoint within an event while 
OVPT space denotes an event space which is projected onto sign space from an external 
physical viewpoint in front of the signer, e.g. from the kind of third person perspective 
offered by most narrators (Perniss 2007a). Prototypical alignments occur when both 
manual and spatial perspectives are the same; non-alignments occur when they differ, 
such as when a HANDLER (a CVPT sign) occurs in OVPT space. 

Aligned event spaces come in two types: CVPT space with HANDLERS (CVPT signs) and 
OVPT space with ENTITIES (OVPT signs). The first is a case of true enactment since the 
signer’s own body movements and local space map onto those of the character. An example 
of this, from German Sign Language, is a signer retelling a cartoon in which a mouse plays 
with a ball: the signer shows an imagined life-sized ball in front of her body and moves 
her arms to demonstrate throwing it as the mouse did, forward along the sagittal axis 
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(Perniss, 2007b: 1331). In the case of aligned OVPT space, entities are represented from 
afar, as they were witnessed. In the same cartoon as before, the mouse stands across from 
an elephant; they are shown to the left and right of each other on screen. In German Sign 
Language, the signer represents this with an ENTITY classifier for each animal on either 
side of her body (Perniss, 2007a: 203).  The signer doesn’t map her head or torso into the 
event space – only her hands represent entities in the reported situation.

These prototypical alignments nicely parallel the discussion of CVPT and OVPT gestures 
in the previous section, and point to the fact that we seem to be able to take two basic 
embodied perspectives on events, as a participant or observer of an event. 

2.3.1.3 Constructed action
Constructed action  is the selective reconstruction of a referent’s actions or thoughts 
(Metzger, 1995; Liddell & Metzger, 1998). It has also been called constructed dialogue 
(Metzger, 1995), referential shift (Emmorey & Reilly, 1995), quotative role shift (Pfau & 
Quer, 2010) and role shift (Padden, 1990; Lillo-Martin, 1995). It includes representations 
of actions, utterances, thoughts, attitudes and feelings, etc.. and is a widespread feature 
of diverse sign languages. It is the means by which signers can embody other animate 
entities, including themselves in another time or place.

Although there is some evidence that constructed action should be sub-divided into 
different categories (e.g., Emmorey & Reilly, 1998, who show that constructed dialogue 
is used by age 7 but constructed action takes longer), most recent discussions focus on 
constructed action as a single category which allows for mimetic representation akin 
to the demonstrations discussed by Clark and Gerrig (1990). Perhaps because of this, 
constructed action is one of the most productive constructions in sign languages, and is 
widely reported in ASL and its relatives, as well as in Israeli Sign Language, Irish Sign 
Language and Taiwanese Sign Language, to name a few (see Janzen, 2004 and Cormier, 
Smith & Sevcikova, in press for a review of constructed action, and Quinto-Pozos, 2007 for 
a discussion of its status as a grammaticalized feature of signed languages). 

Constructed action is marked by the systematic use of the signer’s head, face, hands and 
body to enact a given character, thereby allowing the signer to show the adoption of 
another’s viewpoint. It ranges from subtle enactments, which use the face and gaze, to 
elaborate enactments, which also use the torso to depict CVPT events in CVPT space 
(Perniss, 2007a; Quinto-Pozos, 2007). It usually begins with a sign that identifies the 
referent (e.g., by full NP or fingerspelling the name), followed by disengaging eye contact 
with the signer’s actual addressees and shifting gaze and body posture off-center – a shift 
typically made in horizontal space. Once oriented to a new space, the signer can then 
sign from that character’s perspective, just as speakers of oral languages can quote one 
another’s speech. Each direction, and thus, each change in physical viewpoint, corresponds 
to another character in the signer’s narrative. For example, a signer who quotes a small 
child in ASL would direct her own signs upward, as if she were a small child signing to an 
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adult (Taub, 2001). If that narrative were to continue and the signer next quoted an adult 
signing to the child, the signs would be directed downwards, to an invisible child-sized 
addressee. 

Sign language researchers typically point to constructed action as “the way” in which 
character viewpoint is expressed in sign language discourse, but as Janzen (2004, 2012) 
points out, it is actually one option which seems to be preferentially used to highlight 
comparison. Another option, described by Janzen (2012) as rotating the vantage point, 
creates rotated spaces and is analyzed in terms of a network of blends. As with constructed 
action, the signer signs from the quoted/enacted character’s perspective. However, unlike 
constructed action, the spatial distribution of characters is virtual rather than real. Because 
of this, better terms for these strategies may be body-rotation role shift or virtual-rotation 
role shift.

When rotating the vantage point, a signer embodies first one character and then another 
without body rotation. Instead, the real space blending shifts so that the space in front 
of the signer becomes, in turn, the space in front of each character.  Frequently the two 
characters are facing each other so there is a 180 degree rotation of viewpoint of the 
imagined situation. Only the real space and the spatial displacement of referents suggest 
this difference. There are no other physical cues that a viewpoint shift has taken place. 
Thus, rotating the vantage point requires that the signer and the addressee actively 
maintain each participant’s conceptual viewpoint in memory, and rotate the real space 
to match it for each character change. Moreover, unlike constructed action, the circular 
rotation inherent to rotating the vantage point requires that each character establish the 
relevant location of other characters from their physical viewpoint each time.

Typically, signers rotate space by 180 degrees, since most conversations, especially signed 
ones, happen face-to-face. As Janzen points out, space is rotated and not simply reversed. 
For example, two characters active within a rotating the vantage point network may point 
to the same physical location (e.g. to the right of the signer’s body) and intend different 
referents (such as JUDY and HER.DOG) since each character maintains his own physical 
viewpoint which is aligned with the signer’s.

2.3.1.4 Simultaneous signs/body partitions
The simultaneous expression of multiple viewpoints is a frequent strategy which 
maximizes information content, allowing addressees to experience a given scene from 
multiple physical viewpoints at once. Sometimes, as in the case of the ASL evidential 
marker described earlier (Shaffer, 2012), the face and head express the signer’s reaction to 
the content of the signing space elaborated by the hands. But strategies which partition the 
body into multiple physical viewpoints also exist. We will consider each of these in turn. 

Dudis (2004) describes several possible partitions of the body for the simultaneous 
expression of physical viewpoint. Similar to Parrill’s (2009) description of dual viewpoint 
gestures, the articulators are seamlessly divided amongst different characters in an event. 
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For example, Janzen describes an example from ASL in which the signer’s left arm and 
face represent a cop while the right arm represents the signer herself during that encounter 
(2004).  Aarons and Morgan (2003) describe several instances of this kind of partitioning in 
South African Sign Language, where multiple simultaneous viewpoints commonly co-occur 
with classifiers. They claim that the distribution of viewpoint across articulators reinforces 
both perspective and topic maintenance, and thus is a creative and efficient meaning 
making strategy which is capable not only of tracking multiple perspectives, but of doing 
so simultaneously. One example they give (p. 131) is of a signer describing a picture in 
which a parachutist drifts past an airplane: Having already shown the parachutist drifting 
through space with a series of CVPT signs, the signer partitions his body such that the right 
hand signs the classifier for airplane and maintains the parachutist’s location in relation to 
it while the signer’s face and left hand sign the parachutist’s first person reaction to it. In 
terms of Perniss (2007b), this constitutes a non-aligned use of event space: The event space 
is CVPT while the signer’s body is partitioned and gives both CVPT and OVPT information.

Partitioning the body in this way, in order to show the simultaneous interaction of multiple 
entities, is a common strategy in sign languages. Showing the simultaneous interaction 
of multiple spaces is much less common and has, to date, only been documented in 
Turkish Sign Language in what Perniss and Özyürek (2008) call fused perspective. In fused 
perspective, the signer simultaneously expresses both CVPT and OVPT perspectives: they 
map the character’s head and torso onto their body, moving those articulators from the 
character’s perspective, but project the movements into signing space from an observer’s 
perspective. As an example, participants in their study watched a film in which a mouse 
makes a pancake, flips it – and misses, accidentally dropping the pancake on the floor. On 
the screen, this movement is horizontal but within the narrative space, the movement is 
across the sagittal axis of the characters (that is, made in front of the mouse’s body). When 
signing this story to others, Özyürek and Perniss’s participants signed from the perspective 
of the mouse, showing the frying pan in front of the body, but flipped the pancake on the 
lateral axis. This manual action matched the way the signers had witnessed the event in 
the cartoon, not the way the mouse within the story experienced it, even as the gaze, head 
and shoulders of the signers continued to describe the mouse’s actions. Descriptions like 
this conflate observer and character viewpoints, and somehow represent better what the 
signers saw on screen than either a purely OVPT or purely CVPT retelling would. Because of 
this, Perniss and Özyürek argue that the construction increases efficiency and information 
content since it combines aspects of the signer’s and the character’s perspectives.

Less dramatic examples of this combination are Perniss’s non-prototypical alignments, 
which have been documented in German Sign Language and Turkish Sign Language 
(2007b). These are cases in which the signer projects multiple perspectives onto the signing 
space: either CVPT space with OVPT classifiers or OVPT space with CVPT classifiers. The 
first case is exemplified by the South African Sign Language data mentioned above. The 
second case is exemplified by an example from Perniss and Özyürek (2008: 363, example 
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2): the signer’s hands simultaneously represent participants (CVPT classifiers) and the 
spatial relations between them (OVPT space) in the described event. This combination 
allows for discourse coherence, e.g. concerning the efficiency of perspective sharing 
which is supported by the finding that simultaneous constructions reduced the number of 
utterances needed to describe a cartoon by half (Perniss, 2007b), or the ability to express 
unambiguous information about precise spatial relationships. 

This expression of multiple viewpoints is visually complex, and may reflect both properties 
of the original stimulus and the signer’s visual experience of them. In both cases, it increases 
the information content of the utterance by condensing multiple event perspectives into 
a single utterance. 

2.3.2 Viewpoint preferences

As we have seen, signers have a number of options for expressing differences in conceptual 
viewpoint, most of which hinge on the difference between CVPT and OVPT. But what are 
the circumstances under which one or the other kind of expression tends to occur?

2.3.2.1 Linguistic preferences
Perniss (2007) and Özyürek and Perniss (2011) show that in sign languages, viewpointed 
spatial information is conveyed in two ways (manual signs and event space projection) 
which may combine to be prototypically aligned or non-aligned. Moreover, they suggest 
that these viewpoint combinations reflect affordances of the visuo-spatial modality. In 
their comparison of German Sign Language to Turkish Sign Language, Özyürek and Perniss 
find a strong preference for viewpointed predicates over lexical predicates, with a strong 
preference for HANDLERS (CVPT signs) over ENTITIES (OVPT signs), and a preference for 
CVPT space over OVPT space. This points to an overall preference to embody characters 
and act from their perspective which is in line with observations by Engberg-Pedersen 
(1993) on Danish Sign Language, Earis and Cormier (2013) on British Sign Language, and 
Quinto-Pozos (2007) and Rayman (1999) on American Sign Language.

The degree to which each language uses CVPT can of course differ (e.g. Özyürek & Perniss, 
2011 note that German Sign Language uses CVPT space more often than Turkish Sign 
Language does, and suggest that this might be because German Sign Language has an 
explicit CA marker), but the overall tendencies remain. Along the same lines, aligned 
perspectives, in which both the event space projection and the manual signs reflect the 
same viewpoint, are more common than unaligned perspectives, with individual languages 
determining the relative frequencies of each. Turkish Sign Language seems particularly 
adept at combining information from multiple physical viewpoints (Perniss & Özyürek, 
2008).

As with Parrill (2010b) in her work on co-speech gesture, Engberg-Pedersen (1993), 
Zwitzerlood (2003) and Özyürek & Perniss (2011) found that transitive utterances in 
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signed languages tend to be accompanied by CVPT signs while intransitive utterances tend 
to be accompanied by OVPT signs. Earlier, we mentioned that this distinction is motivated 
by iconic properties, such as which body parts are involved, as actions or objects which 
involve the hands seem particularly suited to CVPT perspective. In addition, Özyürek 
and Perniss (2011) found that event type can predict the use of aligned vs. non-aligned 
perspectives: events involving one animate entity are more likely to be depicted with 
aligned perspectives whereas events involving multiple animate entities, or an animate 
entity with an object, are more likely to be depicted with non-aligned perspectives, thus 
showing that physical viewpoint, linguistic viewpoint and the semantics of the event 
interact to determine representation.

2.3.2.2 Task-specific preferences
In general, when asked to retell narratives, signers show a strong preference for telling 
them from the perspective of the characters involved using constructed action – regardless 
of whether the original narrative was presented with a written description (Earis 2008) or 
a short cartoon (Rayman 1999). Considering how prevalent constructed action is, Quinto-
Pozos (2007) posed the question: is it obligatory? 

To answer that question, Quinto-Pozos asked 10 native/early signers of American Sign 
Language to watch 20 short clips (of animate and inanimate subjects) and retell them 
twice. The first time, participants were asked to describe the clips spontaneously, using 
whatever means seemed the most natural to them. In the second retelling, the experimenter 
asked them to retell the same clip, but with one crucial difference, e.g. if they used 
constructed action the first time, they were asked to not use it the second time. Quinto-
Pozos found that when participants were asked to omit constructed action, nearly 50% 
of them refused to do so, claiming it was impossible. A few participants opted instead to 
increase the complexity of the conceptual viewpoint. For example, instead of representing 
a bee landing on a flower directly, they elaborated the original clip and showed somebody 
watching the bee buzz around before landing on the flower. When asked about their 
choice for describing the clips, most participants reported that constructed action let them 
do so in a more clear and precise way.

In a follow-up study, Quinto-Pozos asked 18 native/early signers of American Sign 
Language to watch the same clips and the retellings the first group of signers had produced. 
They were asked to rate each retelling for clarity and correctness. Quinto-Pozos found that 
the two tellings were rated very differently. In general, and following the instincts of 
signers in the first study, he found that the use of constructed action was preferred, with 
instances with constructed action rated as being both more clear and more correct. In 
practice, this meant that the first spontaneous telling was preferred – a few cases resulted 
in a preference for the second telling, but in those cases, the second telling introduced 
constructed action. This finding lends strong support to Özyürek and Perniss’s (2011) 
observation that CVPT perspective is preferred. 
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In a related study, McCleary and Viotti (2009) conducted a qualitative micro-analysis of 
a narrative in which they found that one signer reliably maintained the conceptual and 
gestural viewpoint of the original stimulus when retelling it later (there are hints of other 
signers maintaining such viewpoint in Rayman, 1999 and Earis, 2008). Working with 
native signers of Brazilian Sign Language, McCleary and Viotti describe one narrative 
in particular in which the signer maintained the perspective of the original stimulus, 
faithfully reproducing the conceptual viewpoint from which it was viewed. In their study, 
McCleary and Viotti showed a signer the Pear Story (Chafe, 1980) and asked him to 
retell it. When he did, they discovered that the viewpoint of the shots used in the film 
corresponded exactly to those used in the signer’s narrative: scene-by-scene, the depicted 
viewpoints and actions matched. This lends support to the idea that signers are not only 
sensitive to viewpoint, but that they go so far as to reflect the continuity and identifiable 
shifts in point of view that they experience.3 

2.3.3 Interim summary: Viewpoint strategies in signed languages

Expanding McNeill’s (1992) terminology to signed languages as Perniss and Özyürek 
(2008) and Cormier et al. (2012) do makes it easier to see how affordances of the visuo-
spatial modality are similarly reflected in linguistic communities, regardless of the primary 
mode of communication. Although there may be more terminological discussions in the 
sign literature, the basic CVPT/OVPT division remains, with signers showing a strong 
preference for CVPT depictions. Signs display viewpoint choices with regards to manual 
signs (HANDLERS and ENTITES, roughly CVPT and OVPT signs) and spatial projection 
(CVPT and OVPT), which interact to create the aligned and non-aligned event projections 
described by Perniss and colleagues. This choice seems to be motivated by a need for 
clarity, precision and correctness (Quinto-Pozos, 2007), but is sensitive to features such as 
animacy, transitivity, and number of entities involved (Özyürek & Perniss, 2011). Signed 
utterances which conflate multiple viewpoints, such as non-aligned event projections 
(Perniss, 2007), fused perspective (Perniss & Özyürek, 2008), and body partitions (Dudis, 
2004) seem to be more widespread than in co-speech gesture, and perhaps reflect the 
flexibility signers have with the visuo-spatial modality.

2.4 A comparison of viewpoint strategies in gesture and sign language

Because the best representation of a viewpointed body is another viewpointed body 
(Sweetser, 2012), it should come as no surprise that both co-speech gesture and sign 
language use the body in similar ways to iconically represent conceptual viewpoint. There 
are of course important differences between these two groups, but as we have already 

3  We do not yet know whether speakers are also able to reproduce viewpoint shifts to the same degree following 
presentation of a video stimulus.  But see Kendon (2004, ch. 9) for a detailed account of an example in which one 
sees fluent shifts in viewpoint.
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seen, bodily representations of viewpoint for each come in two basic forms: CVPT and 
OVPT. To better understand how they are used, and what the differences in their use 
are, we will now compare viewpoint strategies in co-speech gesture and sign. We begin 
with manual behaviors. Then, we look to viewpoint preferences in narrative and spatial 
reasoning tasks. Finally, we present a table which documents the viewpoint strategies 
used in both groups. Taken together, these show that although most viewpoint strategies 
employing visible bodily action are available and widely documented in both groups, the 
way in which each group uses them is very different. 

2.4.1 Two strategies: CVPT and OVPT

Earlier, we saw that gesturers can use their hands to show objects with CVPT or OVPT 
(McNeill, 1992), and that signers also make this distinction, describing objects with either 
HANDLERS or ENTITY classifiers (Schembri, 2003). Cormier et al. (2012)  make explicit 
connections between CVPT gestures and HANDLERS and OVPT gestures and ENTITIES, 
claiming that there are quantitative differences but not qualitative ones; the production of 
each class is similar in both groups. In particular, they note the finding of Schembri, Jones, 
and Burnham (2005) who compared native speakers of Australian English to native/early 
signers of Australian Sign Language. Schembri et al. found that on the verbs of motion task, 
speakers and signers express similar OVPT information in similar ways with regards to 
movement and spatial arrangement of the hands, and differ only with regard to handshape, 
which is a grammatical feature of sign. 

Schembri et al.’s finding is in line with the findings of Brentari, Coppola, Mazzoni, & Goldin-
Meadow (2011). In their study, Brentari et al. compared two groups of signers (Italian Sign 
Language and American Sign Language) against two gesturing-only groups composed of 
speaker-hearers (Italian and English) in two age groups (children aged 4-8 and adults) 
and with both gestural viewpoints (CVPT/HANDLERS and OVPT/ENTITIES). The speaker-
hearers were asked to pantomime – i.e. to gesture without speech. Participants were shown 
clips of objects and people handling those objects, and were asked to reproduce them 
for a partner. They found that, overall, the signers patterned similarly and the speakers 
patterned similarly, regardless of language or age. With respect to viewpoint, they found 
that CVPT/HANDLERS were expressed in similar ways, which may be due to the fact that 
the speakers simply imitated the object manipulation they had seen, and this handling 
nicely matched the CA used by the signers. There was much more variation with the OVPT/
ENTITIES group, mostly based on handshape complexity. Brentari et al. hypothesize that 
this is because the signers were influenced by the conventionalized handshape categories 
which their languages provide – unsurprising since the typical speaker-hearer would 
probably not know the classifiers of the local signed language.

Like Schembri et al. (2005), Brentari et al. (2011) found a number of similarities 
between signers and speakers, as well as differences which stem from grammaticalized 
or conventionalized forms. Based on this and the narrative preferences discussed below, 
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Cormier et al. (2012) propose that the CVPT/OVPT distinction which pervades gesture 
studies should also be used in sign studies in order to more easily draw parallels between 
uses of the visuo-spatial modality. Perniss (2007) and Sweetser (2012) make a similar 
argument.

2.4.2 Viewpoint preferences

Both speakers and signers exhibit preferences for particular viewpoint strategies in different 
contexts. In this section we consider two, narratives and spatial reasoning.

2.4.2.1 Viewpoint preference in narrative
Earis and Cormier (2013), Marentette, Tuck, Nicoladis, and Pika (2004), and Rayman (1999) 
document differences between speakers and signers with regard to viewpoint preference 
and narrative strategy. These differences appear to stem from the fact that storytelling 
could evidence a cultural difference (Peters 2000): Signers tend to be skilled storytellers 
who focus on detailed information from a character’s perspective whereas speakers tend to 
prefer narrator perspectives which suggest narrative detail. This holds for both quantitative 
and qualitative measures. For example, Marentette et al. (2004) asked participants to 
retell a fable, and compared ASL signers (native signers vs. late signers vs. English/ASL 
bilinguals) against monolingual speakers of English. They found that the average length 
of stories was longer in ASL than in spoken English, and that constructed action was used 
much more often than CVPT gestures. Even amongst the signers, these observations held, 
with native/early signers taking more time and using more constructed action to retell the 
fable than late signers or English bilinguals did.

In terms of qualitative analysis, Rayman (1999) asked five native speakers of English and 
five native signers of ASL to retell the same narrative (the tortoise and the hare fable) from 
a cartoon stimulus. Participants were matched on all demographic measures, including 
exposure to theatre. Rayman found that English speakers tended to tell short stories from 
the narrator’s perspective, and relied on their addressee’s ability to infer story details such 
as the fact that the two animals began their race with a gunshot aimed to the sky. Most 
of her English-speaking participants did not gesture (Rayman, 1999: 72). One participant, 
trained in theatre, did gesture and was quite animate in comparison to the others, but her 
narrative was still shorter than the average signed story, and she used visible bodily action 
to characterize the main characters to a lesser extent than the signers. In the same task, 
Rayman found that signers tended to use constructed action to give rich spatial and visual 
information. Their stories were longer and were told from each character’s perspective, 
focusing on details and supporting actions to a greater extent than did the speakers. 

In a follow-up study, using the same fable, Earis and Cormier (2013) conducted a micro-
analysis to compare the viewpoint preferences of native British Sign Language signers 
against two expert storytellers (“speakers”) from the Scottish Storytelling Center. Earis and 
Cormier also found that speakers tell shorter stories from a narrator’s perspective compared 
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to signers, who give more detailed stories from each character’s perspective. The speakers 
in this study, however, did tend to use CVPT gestures in creative ways, often supplementing 
them with vocal gestures which gave an overall effect similar to constructed action (though 
without its structural properties, such as the consistent use of different spaces for different 
characters).  As expected, the signers used constructed action to structure their narratives, 
assigning each character to a consistently-used space. In addition, Earis and Cormier also 
found that speakers tended to point to characters in the same way that signers index 
characters. Although multiple studies agree on the behavior of signers, we have too little 
information on the behavior of speakers in comparable tasks. Taken together, these studies 
seem to confirm an earlier finding that input modality does not affect gestural viewpoint 
produced (Parrill, Bullen, & Hoburg, 2010). They do, however, suggest that viewpoint 
choices may be an effect of production modality – but to what extent remains to be seen. 

2.4.2.2  Viewpoint preference in spatial tasks
If we turn now to spatial reasoning tasks, we also find a difference in viewpoint preference. 
Spatial reasoning tasks ask participants to navigate through space, e.g. by giving a route 
from one landmark to the next using a real world location (such as San Francisco) or an 
invented one, such as the small town used in Park-Doob (2010). Typically, participants use 
one of two options: a survey perspective (OVPT) which takes a bird’s eye view of the scene; 
or a route perspective (CVPT) which structures navigation from a particular first person 
point of view. Considering these two options, and the fact that signers have demonstrated 
such a strong preference for CVPT in other tasks, the question naturally arises: how do 
signers and speakers compare when navigating through space?

Emmorey, Tversky, and Taylor (2000) answered that question by asking groups of native 
or early signers of American Sign Language and native speakers of English to complete a 
spatial reasoning task.4 They found that each group presented very strong, very different 
preferences for solving it. Signers demonstrated a preference for depicting highly schematic 
scenes which used OVPT: descriptions traced the trajectory of a person’s movement across 
a map of the area which projected into the space in front of the signer. In contrast, English 
speakers preferred projections from “within” the scene (roughly, CVPT gestures), which 
involved left and right points and torso shifts, and no projection of a map into the space in 
front of them.

This is a curious reversal of the narrative pattern, which saw signers demonstrate a 
strong preference for CVPT construals. Those construals were made in order to maximize 
information content, especially clarity, since all relevant aspects of the scene could be 
presented simultaneously (Quinto-Pozos, 2007). The same can be argued here: a 2D 
projection of a map into the signer’s lap (or, into the shared speaker-addressee space) 
where visible landmarks and routes can be explicitly marked is much more clear than a 
series of left or right turns.
4  In this study, native signers (n=27) were raised from birth in an ASL environment; early signers (n=10) learned 
ASL before age 7 but missed the early exposure to sign the native signers had, and three participants learned ASL 
after age 14.
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2.4.3 Interim summary: Viewpoint strategies in co-speech gesture and 
signed languages

Considering these findings, and those described in previous sections, we can now 
summarize the strategies using visible bodily actions that are used to encode differences 
in physical and conceptual viewpoint (Table 2.1).

Table 2.1: Summary of visible viewpoint markers in co-speech gesture and sign language

Domain Marker Description Features

Gesture Character 
VPT gestures

Sub-class of iconic gestures. 
Preferentially used to indicate 
emotional states, manner, role shift 
and activities performed with the 
torso or hands from the enacted 
character’s point of view. Often used 
accompanying transitive utterances 
(McNeill, 1992; Parrill, 2010).

May be a preferred language- specific 
gesture strategy (e.g., Brown, 2008) 
which conveys more information content 
to addressees (Beattie & Shovelton, 2002).

Conflicting accounts as to whether it 
indicates a deeper, mature understanding 
of conceptual information (Ochs et al., 
1994; Petrick et al., 2010) or a more 
basic understanding (Wright, 2001).Some 
indication that CVPT is used first when 
confronted with abstract concepts, e.g., 
Merola (2009).

Observer 
VPT gestures

Sub-class of iconic gestures. 
Preferentially used to indicate path, 
manner+path and spatial layout, 
or when participants have shared 
knowledge or common ground.

Typically gives third person perspectives 
of scenes or schematic depictions of 
events, such as trajectory for motion 
events. Often used accompanying 
intransitive utterances (McNeill, 1992; 
Parrill, 2010).

May be a preferred language- specific 
gesture strategy(e.g., Brown, 2008).

Conflicting accounts as to whether it 
indicates a deeper, mature understanding 
of conceptual information (Wright, 
2001) or a more basic understanding 
(Ochs et al., 1994; Petrick et al., 2010).
Some indication that OVPT is used when 
abstract concepts are understood, e.g. 
Merola (2009).

Gesture 
Location

Indicates the spatial location of entities, 
especially in real space blends, which 
pair spatial locations with conceptual 
information. Often in
directly indicates conceptual viewpoint.

In combination with body orientation, 
face orientation, gesture location or eye 
gaze, gesture location may indicate role 
shift, character viewpoint or a rotated 
space (e.g., Earis, 2008).

Sign
Language

Handlers
(CVPT signs)

Type of classifier. Typically used to 
indicate the way in which 
the referent is handled or touched 
(Schembri, 2003).

May indicate whole or part of the 
referent. Often occur in transitive 
utterances, especially with animate 
entities (Özyürek & Perniss, 2011).

“Handlers” have many names –see 
Schembri (2003) for a review. Display 
similar iconicity, and sensitivity to 
linguistic constructions, as CVPT gestures 
(Cormier et al., 2012).
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Entities 
(OVPT signs)

Type of classifier. Typically used to 
indicate schematic features of the 
referent which are based on salient 
physical characteristics of size and shape 
(Schembri, 2003).

May indicate whole or part of the 
referent. Often occur in intransitive 
utterances (Özyürek & Perniss, 2011).

“Entities” have many names – see 
Schembri (2003) for a review.Display 
similar iconicity, and sensitivity to 
linguistic constructions, as OVPT gestures 
(Cormier et al., 2012).

Aligned 
event space 
projections

An event space projection in which the 
projected space and the manual signs 
depict the same viewpoint: either CVPT 
or OVPT (Perniss, 2007).

Typically occur when single entities are 
involved, e.g. with intransitive utterances 
(Özyürek & Perniss, 2011). More frequent 
than non-aligned projections (Perniss & 
Özyürek, 2008).

Aligned CVPT spaces are instances of true 
embodiment,i.e. Constructed Action/Role 
Shift (Perniss, 2007; Quinto-Pozos, 2007).

Non-aligned 
event space 
projections

An event space projection in which the 
projected space and the manual signs 
depict different viewpoints,e.g. 
Handlers in OVPT space, or Entities 
in CVPT space (Perniss, 2007).

Typically occur when multiple 
entities and/or objects are involved, 
e.g. with transitive utterances 
(Özyürek & Perniss, 2011).

Non-aligned perspectives maximize 
information content by compressing 
multiple physical viewpoints into one 
space (Perniss & Özyürek, 2008; Özyürek 
& Perniss, 2011).

Rotating 
Spaces

Indicates a different conceptual 
viewpoint which is established by 
gesture location and orientation. 
May also be established by eye gaze
or face and body orientation (Janzen, 
2004; Janzen, 2012).

The real space is divided amongst 
conceptually present characters in the 
narrative, whose relative positions are 
maintained as the signer shifts between 
them (Janzen, 2004; Janzen, 2012).

Often accompanied by character- 
viewpointed gestures and role shifted 
signing (Janzen, 2012).

Both Body
Partitioning

Typically includes a division of the 
body, such that two or more distinct 
aspects of an event are simultaneously 
represented in different ways on 
different parts of the same body. The 
torso may be divided from the head, 
the left side of the body from the right, 
etc. (e.g., Dudis, 2004; Parrill, 2009).

Typically includes the simultaneous 
expression of gestures or signs from 
multiple physical (Perniss & Özyürek, 
2008; Narayan, 2012) orgestural

(Parrill, 2009) viewpoints.

Indicates most commonly the 
simultaneous expression of multiple 
viewpoints (dual viewpoint gestures 
or simultaneous signs), e.g. Aarons 
& Morgan (2003); Özyürek & Perniss 
(2011); Parrill (2009); Perniss & Özyürek 
(2008).



2

Meaningful shifts

35

Constructed 
Action 
(Role Shift)

Indicates a different conceptual 
viewpoint which belongs to another 
character or to the speaker in another 
place an d time (e.g., Quinto-Pozos,
2007; Earis, 2008).

Typically indicated by non-addressee- 
oriented face and body orientation and 
eye gaze (e.g., Quinto-Pozos, 2007). Often, 
the speaker’s face takes on characteristic 
features of the depicted character, such 
as affective displays (e.g., Rayman, 1999; 
Earis & Cormier, 2010).

Often accompanied by character- 
viewpoint gestures or signs 
(e.g., Earis, 2008).

Eye Gaze Indicates the transition from one 
conceptual viewpoint to another, or 
from one mental space to another
(e.g., Maury-Rouan, 2011).

Typically includes disengaging  
(or re- engaging) eye gaze from the 
addressee and redirecting it to 
another space (e.g., Shaffer, 2012).

Typically accompanied by changes 
in body and face orientation, or 
differences in pitch-accent (e.g., 
Earis & Cormier,2010)

When combined with non- addressee-
oriented face and body orientation, 
eye gaze may indicate role shift or 
character viewpoint. When combined 
with addressee- oriented face and body 
orientation, it may indicate a rotated 
space or discourse-level viewpoint (e.g., 
Bavelas & Chovil, 2000; Maury- Rouan, 
2011; Janzen, 2012; Shaffer, 2012).

Body 
Orientation

Used for physically representing and 
locating different conceptual viewpoints, 
e.g. Janzen (2012) or Liddell (2003).

Typically includes shifting or rotating 
the torso and directing gestures to a 
new signing space. This space/body 
orientation then becomes a real space 
blend for the conceptual viewpoint 
located there (e.g., Janzen, 2012).

When combined with eye gaze, body 
orientation may indicate role shift 
or character viewpoint (e.g., Earis & 
Cormier, 2010; Fadjo et al., 2010; 
Janzen, 2012).

Facial
Information

Preferentially used for identifying 
different conceptual viewpoints and 
displaying character viewpoint 
(McClave, 2000; Fox & Robles, 2010).

When combined with eye gaze, face 
orientation or expression may indicate 
role shift or character viewpoint (e.g., 
Bavelas & Chovil, 2000; Earis & Cormier, 
2010; McClave, 2000; Shaffer, 2012).
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2.5 Summary and suggestions for further inquiry

The focus of this review has been on the strategies used in co-speech gesture and sign 
languages to express differences in conceptual viewpoint, especially with regards to the 
strategies and affordances offered by using gesture. Among the strategies found to convey 
differences in viewpoint were: facial displays, direction of gaze, orientation and manual 
gesture. These were considered in terms of both descriptive and experimental work, the 
combination of which suggests that although the strategies used in sign language are more 
structured than those found in co-speech gesture, the kinds of strategies used and the ways 
in which they combine with linguistic means to express conceptual viewpoint are similar. 
In particular, the division of iconic gestures into character vs. observer viewpoint gestures 
(handling vs. entity constructions in sign), and the situations in which one or the other tends 
to appear, is remarkably similar for both co-speech gesture and sign languages. Likewise, the 
ability to partition the body to simultaneously represent multiple viewpoints was also shown 
to be in common use in both communities.

Of course, a number of questions still remain, and there is plenty of room for further 
research. For example, the relationship between the expression of viewpoint and the number 
of articulators involved in its expression should be addressed; in particular, the use of non-
manual articulators by speaking populations needs further study. So too does the degree 
to which gesture space and the physical space around interactants affect the expression 
of viewpoint in gesture (see Stec & Huiskes, 2014, for preliminary indications). Finally, as 
Bavelas and colleagues (Bavelas, Beavin, & Chovil, 2000; Bavelas & Gerwing, 2007) point out, 
a systematic study of the communicative uses of facial expressions (affective or otherwise) 
and gaze needs to be carried out. Thanks to the work of Shaffer (2012) and others, we are 
beginning to understand their significance in the grammar of different sign languages, but 
comparative work done in speech communities is lacking. Sweetser and Stec (in press) and 
Rossano (2012) provide some qualitative indications about the communicative complexity 
of gaze in face-to-face communication; Part II of this dissertation will attempt to situate the 
role of facial expression and gaze during direct speech quotation. Research which compares 
the viewpoint strategies of speakers and signers may clarify some of these issues.

Although the summary of documented strategies using visible bodily action used to convey 
viewpoint (Table 2.1) might easily look as if it claims to be an absolute list of such viewpoint 
expression, people often prove to be adept at creating and constructing meaning in even the 
most meagre of circumstances. We are very sensitive to even the most subtle visible action 
or shifts in conceptual viewpoint; in theory, any gesture or change in gesturing style may 
potentially mark a viewpoint shift, just as any linguistic cue or shift in accent may serve to 
mark one. The literature reviewed here demonstrates that we are constantly inhabited by 
other bodies, including their affordances and physical viewpoints. We cannot help but track 
and communicate them. We are used to tracking the points of view of those who share our 
physical spaces. It only makes sense that this skill, like any other general cognitive strategy, 
be part of an everyday communicative process. 
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Chapter 3
Reporting practices in multimodal viewpoint research: 

A methodological meta-analysis

Abstract: This study assesses methodological reporting practices in multimodal viewpoint 
research using the 51 primary studies previously synthesized by Stec (2012). These 
studies were coded for the designs and reporting practices associated with the collection 
and analysis of multimodal data in order to facilitate a discussion on current reporting 
practices. Results point to several systematic strengths, as well as to several systematic 
weaknesses. I discuss these trends in light of methodological reviews in other fields (e.g., 
Plonsky, 2013) and make a number of suggestions for reforming reporting practices with 
an aim to increase transparency and replicability. 
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3.1 Introduction

The field of gesture studies, including multimodal viewpoint studies, is rich in theoretical 
and empirical advances, as well as in research questions and methodologies.5 Although 
theoretical advances are often synthesized, e.g., Kita’s review of cross-cultural pointing 
(2009) or Kendon’s review of the communicative function of gestures (1994), methodologies 
are not. In fact, although several resources exist for describing methodological approaches 
to studying multimodal communication (e.g., Enfield 2013 or Seyfeddinipur, 2011 for 
gesture, or Orfanidou, Woll & Morgan, 2014 for sign), as far as I know, no one has yet 
synthesized current methodological reporting practices — whether in gesture studies more 
broadly or in multimodal viewpoint research, in particular. Synthesizing methodologies is 
important for documenting both recent and current practice (a retrospective view) as well 
as for motivating improvements to those practices (a prospective view). It can also improve 
the quality of our research, i.e. the degree to which methodologies are transparent enough 
to be reproducible. In this paper, I use a synthetic approach to consider the current state of 
methodological transparency in multimodal viewpoint research, and make suggestions for 
improving methodological reporting practices.

The fact that no previous meta-analyses of gesture methodologies exist may be due to the fact 
that gesture studies — including multimodal viewpoint studies — are a developing field. A 
field needs to reach a certain maturity before a meta-analysis can be performed; 20 studies 
are better than 2, but 200 studies are better still. Moreover, as Selinker and Lakshmanan 
(2001) note in their review of second language acquisition (SLA), it may be “the case with 
all developing fields and especially with a field that draws from so many other fields, that 
very few papers tend to question their basic [methodological] assumptions” (p. 324). In 
other words, the fact that multimodal viewpoint studies are inherently interdisciplinary, 
drawing on fields such as anthropology, conversation analysis, linguistics and psychology, 
each of which has its own practices and expectations for reporting methodologies and 
presenting analyses, may encourage us to focus on research questions and interpretations 
rather than on methodologies per se. This may be because there is more common ground 
in the former, and more discipline-driven differences in the latter. At the same time, given 
the degree to which the field is interdisciplinary, and the degree to which multimodal 
viewpoint studies (and, more broadly, gesture studies) is increasing in number and gaining 
in scientific credibility and visibility, it is unfortunate that relatively little attention has been 
paid to the state and development of our research methodologies. Any credible progress 
depends on sound research designs, principled data analysis and transparent reporting 
practices. Because we are such an interdisciplinary field, even more importance should be 
given to methodological transparency and clarity — after all, empirical rigor is needed to 
reliably and accurately inform our theoretical understanding, particularly across domains, 
where research designs are more likely to diverge.

5  This chapter is adapted from: Stec, K. (2015). Reporting practices in multimodal viewpoint research: A 
methodological meta-analysis. Gesture, 14(2), 226-254.
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In general, reporting on a field’s methodologies is done with the aim of increasing 
transparency by means of documenting the current state of methodological practices and 
pointing out both strengths and weaknesses found therein (e.g., Downs & Black 1998). 
Such methodological scrutiny has many benefits. In addition to making interpretations 
of findings more credible, it aids attempts at reproduction (see Zwaan & Pecher, 2012 or 
Alogna et al., 2014 for a discussion about why this is important) and serves the pedagogical 
purpose of making study design accessible to new researchers. It also aids in the reporting of 
meta studies, such as Hostetter (2011). The more systematic and transparent our reporting 
practices are, the better we are able to synthesize empirical results across domains and 
reach consensus. In this sense, the methodological reporting and calls for reform found 
in Plonksy (2013, 2014) and Cumming (2012) serve as a good model. Henrich, Heine & 
Norenzayan (2010) make a similar call in their report on WEIRD Science, a study which 
called into question certain ‘human universals’ because of a selection bias favoring young, 
well-educated, Westernized participants. In our field, this kind of transparency might be 
even more critical as privacy concerns often prohibit meaningful distribution of data, 
rendering it unavailable for scrutiny by other scientists. As a reader, knowing that you will 
probably never have access to a study’s data, it is preferable to have as much information 
about those data (elicitation, treatment, analysis and participant characteristics, in 
addition to the items of interest) as possible.

As scholarly publications have not yet provided an overview of our methodological practices, 
this study is an initial attempt to do so. The purpose is simple: to contribute to the future 
of multimodal viewpoint research by looking at its past. To do so, this study systematically 
describes and assesses reporting practices in the field of multimodal viewpoint studies. 
The topic of multimodal viewpoint studies was chosen for several reasons: First, a recent 
theoretical synthesis was published on the topic (Stec, 2012), and its references can serve 
as the dataset for this study. Second, multimodal viewpoint studies contain many ‘types’ 
of gesture studies: co-speech gesture and sign, empirical designs which manipulate stimuli 
or observe natural interactions, and qualitative and quantitative methods of analysis. 
Third, these studies are interdisciplinary, involving methods from across the cognitive 
sciences, including anthropology, (cognitive) linguistics, and psychology. In this way, a 
representative sample of the diverse disciplines, methodologies and reporting practices 
are taken into account. 

There are, of course, important differences in research designs and methodologies. 
Because of these differences, typically only quantitative research has been included in 
meta-analysis, where the focus has often been on effect sizes and measures of statistical 
significance. However, because this study focuses on methodological reporting practices 
rather than results, all studies were included in the sample, regardless of their design. The 
body of work analyzed here shares a methodological common ground in the sense that all 
research requires a sensitivity to phenomena of interest, and progress is made only when 
informed, empirically-motivated choices are made at every step of the way. Reporting 
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these choices, and the research practices which support them, can only help our field. This 
precision will increase methodological clarity, and, crucially, tell us the extent to which 
claims are generalizable.

As previously mentioned, transparency is only one measure of study quality. Plonsky (2013: 
657) defines study quality as: (a) adherence to standards of contextually appropriate, 
methodological rigor in research practices and (b) transparent and complete reporting 
of such practices. Importantly, a poorly reported study is not necessarily a study of poor 
quality, something better left to the scholarly community to decide. Instead, reporting 
practices can be indicative of transparency and availability of methodological information 
in the available literature. From a meta-analytic perspective, such transparency at the 
primary level is preferred as it enables direct analysis at the secondary level, thereby 
limiting potential biases such as whether or not authors make their data and methods 
available for meta-analysis.6

In line with Plonksy’s definition of study quality, the range of items used to assess 
reporting practices in this study is focused on features of data collection/elicitation and 
data treatment, especially concerning the creation and use of annotation schemes. Two 
research questions were addressed: (1) Which methodological practices are currently 
reported? (2) Is the reported information sufficiently informative? In other words, the 
second question asks whether current reporting practices would provide a researcher with 
enough information to construct their own study, either from scratch or in an attempt at 
replication of the published study. If methodological reporting practices are sufficiently 
transparent, then even researchers new to the field of gesture studies should be able to 
replicate (or create) a study based on published materials. If not, then we can use current 
reporting practices to empirically motivate changes at either the individual researcher or 
organizational level.

3.2 Method

To answer these questions, a representative sample of multimodal viewpoint research was 
surveyed — namely, single studies which had previously been synthesized by Stec (2012). 
While the present study differs from most synthetic work in that the focus is exclusively 
methodological, it is in line with other methodological surveys such as Plonsky (2013) 
and Larson-Hall and Plonsky (2015). It is also in line with the methodological reporting 
practices recommended by the APA Publication Manual, whose guidelines are followed by 
Gesture and other journals in which gesture research can be found.

6  This is a common, but often invisible problem: Larson-Hall & Plonsky (2015) contacted more than 200 SLA 
authors requesting data for a meta-analysis, and report a response rate of 14.5%. If those materials had instead 
been published with the original study, or online as easily-accessed supplementary materials, this contact would 
have been unnecessary and their meta-analysis would have been representative of the existing literature, rather 
than a subset of it.
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3.2.1 Selection Criteria

This study focuses on the methodologies and reporting practices used by the primary studies 
which are reported on by Stec (2012), and can therefore be considered representative of 
the existing literature on multimodal viewpoint. Stec (2012) cites 87 publications. Of 
these, 11 publications were excluded because they concern spoken language rather than 
multimodal behaviors, e.g, Chafe (1994) and Lakoff and Johnson (1980). An additional 
28 publications were excluded because they were books (both single-authored and 
collected volumes), dissertations, conference papers or theoretical syntheses. In addition, 
Dudis (2007), an unpublished manuscript, was excluded as it was no longer available for 
download from the author’s website. 

These exclusion criteria left 51 single studies available for meta-analysis. Some, e.g., 
Quinto-Pozos (2007), are composed of two related studies. In case of multiple related 
studies published in a single article (of which there were seven in this dataset), both 
studies were entered as data points, e.g. Quinto-Pozos 2007 1 and Quinto-Pozos 2007 2. 
This brings the number of possible data points to 57.

3.2.2 Coding 

I coded all 57 studies according to a protocol adapted from Plonsky & Gass (2011) 
which was successfully used in several methodological meta-analyses of SLA research 
(e.g., Plonsky 2013 and Larson-Hall & Plonsky, 2015). Their protocol draws on previous 
instruments used for assessing methodological quality (Ellis, 2000; Goodwin & Goodwin, 
1985; Valentine & Cooper, 2008), as well as recommendations found in publications 
of the American Psychological Association. It consists of five categories of data (study 
identification, design, analyses, reporting of data and outcomes), and relies on dichotomous 
variables in order to assess the presence or absence of particular methodological features. 
However, as the protocol used by Plonsky and colleagues was tailored for quantitative SLA 
research, not gesture studies per se, I modified it to fit our methodologies and confirmed 
its appropriateness with several researchers.

The protocol is described in detail below, and is summarized in Table 1. Briefly, this protocol 
relies on dichotomous variables whenever possible, and makes use of five categories of 
data which are methodologically relevant for gesture studies: study identification, design, 
data elicitation/description, participant characteristics and annotations. Although the 
question of reporting practices for results is an interesting one (see, e.g., Plonsky 2013), I 
specifically decided to exclude statistical reporting practices from this study so that I could 
focus on the methodologies common to all studies in the sample. 

When coding articles, I first looked for and read the methods section, if there was one. 
After that, I looked for methods-relevant information elsewhere in the published text. 
Once the data were coded and verified, I compared frequencies and percentages for each 
of the coded features.



3

Chapter 3

42

3.2.2.1 Coding protocol
Multimodal viewpoint studies share a methodological common ground, and generally take 
the following form: 

 • Data is either collected or elicited (using a specific method) from human participants, 
who provide informed consent to participate in the study. Sometimes an existing 
corpus is used, in which case it is either mentioned (if it is a public corpus, like the 
Red Hen Corpus7) or described (if it is a private corpus, which is not accessible to the 
general public). 

 • Participants have certain demographic characteristics which are noted. 
 • Once collected, data are treated, typically using an annotation scheme of some kind 

using software, such as ELAN.8 In this sense, annotation/coding schemes are the 
instrument by means of which analysis takes place, and should be carefully described. 

 • Annotations themselves are composed of several parts: annotation by a primary 
annotator, refinement of the annotation scheme, and possible reliability annotations 
made by additional annotators. 

 • Following this, analysis (not discussed in this study) takes place. 

Following this generic study outline, the coding scheme in Table 3.1 was implemented. 
Values emerged from the dataset itself. ‘Unknown’ indicates that the authors did not state 
that value, and I was unable to infer it from the manuscript. ’N/A’ indicates that a given 
variable doesn’t apply, e.g. studies which don’t do reliability coding will neither have a type 
of agreement to report, nor will they report conflicts related to reliability coding.

Study identification: Each study was identified by the author name(s) and publication date. 
In case of multiple studies, a number was added (e.g., Schembri et al. 2005 1, Schembri et 
al. 2005 2).

Study classification: Multiple features about the design of the study were noted: domain, 
method of analysis and context of data. Domain identifies the study’s main focus: co-speech 
gesture, sign language or both. Method of analysis identifies the primary method of analysis: 
qualitative (which includes micro-analysis or detailed discussions of particular examples, 
such as Parrill & Sweetser, 2004), quantitative (which includes statistical tests or other 
numerically-based results, such as Alibali et al., 2011) or both (such as Perniss & Özyürek, 
2008, where a multimodal behavior is described using both qualitative and quantitative 

7 The Little Red Hen Corpus, together with The UCLA NewsScape Archive, was developed by the Department 
of Communication at UCLA and the Distributed Little Red Hen Lab. Most of the collection consists of televised 
broadcasts from the US, with extensive coverage of the Los Angeles and Cleveland, OH media markets. A growing 
international component includes news in English from Israel, Japan, Russia, and the UK, and news in national 
languages from the Czech Republic, Denmark, Norway, Spain, and Sweden. The collection is accessible through an 
online search engine at http://newsscape.library.ucla.edu/. See http://www.redhenlab.org for more information.

8 ELAN is a software tool developed for use by multimodal researchers by the Max Planck Institute for 
Psycholinguistics, The Language Archive, Nijmegen, The Netherlands. It is freely available for download at http://
tla.mpi.nl/tools/tla-tools/elan/ and has been described in several publications, including Lausberg & Sloetjes 
(2009).
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analyses). The third type identifies the context of data collection: manipulated (which 
includes experimental manipulations, such as Perniss & Özyürek 2011) or observational/
exploratory (e.g., Shaffer, 2012; Ochs, 1994).

Table 3.1: The coding scheme used for annotating the dataset. 

Variable Coding Description

        Study identification Author name(s) + Date + Study number (if more than one)
Study Design
        Domain Gesture, Sign, Both
        Method of analysis Qualitative, Quantitative, Mixed
        Context of data Manipulative, Observational/Exploratory
Methods
        Methods section Yes, No, Partial (only elicitation described)
        All info in methods Yes, No 
Demographics
        Stated demographics Yes, No 
        Inferred demographics Yes, No 
        L1 Yes, No 
        Age Yes, No 
        Gender Yes, No 
        Education Yes, No 
        Other Yes, No 
Elicitation Procedure
        Stated informed consent Yes, No 
        Stated participant compensation Yes, No 
        Described elicitation procedure Yes, No 
        Provided elicitation text Yes, No 
        Provided elicitation stimuli Yes, No, Partial (only a few example(s) provided), N/A
        Number of Participants Number, Unknown
Annotations
        Annotated data Yes, No 
        Annotations inferred Yes, No 
        Agreement/reliability Yes, No 
                Number of annotators Number, Unknown
                Subset re-annotated Percent, N/A
                Type of agreement Percent, Cohen’s kappa, Both, N/A
                Report conflicts Yes, No, N/A 
                Resolution strategy Discussion, Dropped data, Used primary annotator’s annotations, N/A
        Qualitative info about difficulties Yes, No 
        Complete annotations info Yes, No, Partial 
        Text examples Yes, No 
        Picture examples Yes, No 
        Published codebook Yes, No 
        Number of annotation variables Number, Unknown
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Reported methods: Information about the reported methods of the study were noted. 
Published methods sections may be more or less complete in the sense that they may or 
may not be explicit about the inclusion of certain information such as informed consent or 
the compensation participants received for participating in the study. To understand the 
degree of transparency in this context, I annotated articles for information about methods 
sections: participants, data collection practices and the annotation of data. Note that 
henceforth, unless otherwise noted, all variables have possible values of either yes or no. 

I then noted the presence of a methods section, and whether the methods section was 
complete. I considered a methods section to be present if the text included a section titled 
Methods, Corpus Information, The Data or something similar where methods for data 
elicitation and treatment were described. The second part of this definition is crucial as, 
e.g., McCleary and Viotti (2009) describe in a section called The Data the stimulus they 
use for eliciting materials, but not the elicitation procedure or data treatment. For this 
variable, their study was coded as not having a methods section. In addition, the value 
partial was used to refer to methods sections which describe elicitation procedures but 
not data treatment (e.g., Emmorey, Tversky & Taylor, 2000). I considered a methods 
section to be complete if all methods information presented in the article was mentioned 
in one place, and not strung throughout the text. For example, Brown (2008) was coded 
as having a complete methods section while Alibali & Kita (2010) was coded as having 
a methods section which was incomplete since the coding scheme was presented (and 
described in detail) in the supplementary materials. Similarly, Emmorey et al. (2000) was 
coded as incomplete since data elicitation but not treatment was described.

Demographics: Some studies were explicit about these details and stated relevant 
characteristics as part of their study’s methods (e.g., Quinto-Pozos, 2007; Beattie & 
Sholveton, 2002); others did not state them explicitly, but they were easily inferred from 
the text (e.g., Narayan, 2012). Factors considered were language of elicitation, age, gender 
and education. Some studies, such as Nunez and Sweetser (2006) included geographic 
location, as that information was pertinent to their research questions.

Elicitation procedure: These variables ask whether the authors stated the elicitation 
procedure(s) used for collecting the data they analyze, as well as the number of participants 
used in the study, including the value unknown for studies which did not report a number 
(e.g., Janzen, 2012). Studies which described the elicitation procedure were often task-
focused, e.g., Emmorey et al. (2000), while studies which did not describe the elicitation 
procedure often referred to existing data from a private corpus, e.g., Shaffer (2012) or 
Park (2009). I also noted whether the authors stated that participants were compensated 
in some way, e.g., Parrill, 2009 is one of the few studies that states that participants were 
compensated for their time. Finally, I noted whether the authors stated that participants 
gave informed consent, as the fact that a study meets standard ethical requirements 
(informed consent) should always be stated, never implied. (Although it has become a 
standard ethics practice, it isn’t yet canonical enough that it need not be mentioned; see 
the APA Publication Manual, Chapter 2 for more on this topic.)
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As part of the elicitation procedure, I noted whether the exact words used to elicit data or 
information about the stimuli participants were shown were also provided. Parrill et al. 
(2010) was the only study to include elicitation text as part of the study’s supplementary 
materials. Several studies in this dataset (e.g., Schembri et al., 2005) cited the use of 
stimuli from other studies, both published and unpublished. Although this is an accepted 
practice, it relies on the fact that those materials are somehow accessible to a scholarly 
audience. In cases where stimulus materials were cited, I tried to track them down using 
Google, YouTube (for video stimuli) and Google Scholar. In most cases, these searches 
were not successful. As my interest is in transparency and accessibility, I considered the 
answer to the question “Were stimulus materials included in publication?” to be no for 
studies which cited materials which were not easily found. Studies which did not use 
stimuli were coded as N/A.

Annotation procedure: As details about annotation schemes are often incomplete, it proved 
difficult to decide whether a given study had annotated its data or not. Some studies, such 
as Emmorey et al. (2000), suggest the use of annotations even if those annotations are not 
explicitly described, e.g., the following excerpt, which introduces the authors’ discussion 
of results: 

Each description was judged as adopting a route perspective, a survey perspective, or a mixed 
perspective. For the ASL descriptions, two Deaf native signers were asked to decide if the description 
felt more like a “tour”, a bird’s eye view description, or a mixture of both (…) For the English 
descriptions, two of the authors (HT and BT) independently rated each description and agreed on 
all of the judgements (…) The perspectives adopted by ASL signers differed from those of English 
speaking participants (Emmorey et al. 2000: 162)

Because of this, I decided that if a study’s figures suggest annotations had taken place, 
as is the case with Emmorey et al. (2000), I would consider it to have annotated data. 
I also made the decision to consider data to be “annotated” if there were any speech or 
gesture transcripts in the article.9 Following this definition, Janzen (2012) and Rayman 
(1999) count as annotated studies. I made this decision in particular because text-based 
transcripts differ widely in their choice of material to include, whether for gesture or 
speech. There is even more variation for sign (compare, e.g., ASL transcripts in Dudis, 
2004 and Janzen, 2012).

As these decisions suggest, published information about annotations can be more or 
less complete. Since all gesture discussion depends on observations made about audio-
video data, it makes sense that annotation methodology should be the most transparent 
component of gesture analysis. Even in studies which do not use annotations to guide 
the discussion and analysis of data, methodological processes are there and should be 
described. In particular, the selection of data and the specific annotations made (i.e. 
variables and values regardless of whether the researcher used ELAN, Excel or other 

9  This decision was made because of the variety of transcriptions seen in the sample, even amongst papers which 
did not discuss use of an annotation scheme. See Ochs (1979) for a discussion about the relationship between 
theory and transcription/annotation practice.
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software), should be included.

I coded overview information about the annotations, such as whether the authors were 
explicit (e.g., Özyürek & Perniss, 2011) or implicit (e.g., Maury-Rouan, 2011) about their use 
of annotations, whether they reported some kind of reliability measure or inter-annotator 
agreement and, if so, how many annotators worked on the dataset. Throughout this section, 
I used the value unknown to indicate that the authors did not explicitly state the information 
and I was unable to infer it from published material. For example, the number of annotators 
which worked on a dataset was often unknown. In addition, the total number of annotators 
who worked on a dataset was not stated; rather, the number of annotators who contributed 
to each reliability measure was. Because of this ambiguity, I added the number of reported 
annotators per analysis together in order to obtain the total number of annotators per study. 
So if, e.g., a study used 3 independent reliability measures as Parill (2010b) did, with 2, 2 
and 3 annotators (respectively), I considered the total number of annotators to be 7 for that 
study.10

I then asked whether, while in the course of obtaining reliability measures, the author 
reported conflicts between annotators and, if so, whether they also reported that a particular 
resolution strategy was used, e.g., discussion (Parrill, 2009). I also asked if there was any 
qualitative information (such as verbal or imagistic descriptions of data or ambiguous 
instructions in codebooks) about the disagreements or difficulties experienced while 
annotating regardless of the number of annotators or presence of inter-annotator measures.

I then noted how complete the published information about the annotation scheme was. For 
this, I was particularly interested in how explicit authors were in describing their annotation 
scheme; i.e. whether they provided the information needed to reconstruct the ELAN template 
used in the study (tiers, values) or to re-create the annotations described elsewhere in the 
article. Published descriptions like Alibali and Kita (2010) or Earis and Cormier (2013) are 
thus considered to be ‘gold star standards’ in this regard: Alibali and Kita (2010: 25-27) 
provide an appendix with detailed information about their coding scheme and the choices 
they made, while Earis and Cormier (2013: 320-324) include multiple tables in the main 
text of their article which present the variables and values used in their coding scheme, and 
some text to explain coding choices they made. 

Following this definition of ‘explicit’, I asked if the authors were explicit about their 
annotation scheme, and used partial when the process was summarized in paragraph form 
(e.g., Özyürek & Perniss, 2011) rather than described in detail (e.g., Earis & Cormier, 2013). 
This difference was chosen because the annotation templates used by authors are often 
difficult to reverse-engineer from published descriptions. To illustrate this point, compare 
the paragraph descriptions provided by Alibali and Kita, (2010) or Earis and Cormier (2013) 
against the published coding schemes. Were you able to infer the coding scheme from the 
description? In light of this difference, I then noted if a codebook or scheme were published 

10  Another option would have been to count the fewest number of annotators needed to obtain the stated results 
(in the case of Parrill 2010b, 3 annotators).
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with the article, and whether pictures or text were used to support the annotation choices 
authors made.

In order to try to gauge the complexity of the annotation scheme, I noted the number of 
variables (tiers in ELAN) used. Note that, as stated above, I often had to infer the number of 
categories as authors were rarely explicit about the annotation templates they used.11

3.3 Results

The first research question addresses current methodological reporting practices in 
multimodal viewpoint research, especially concerning the reporting of data elicitation 
and annotation procedures. Results presented in this section will answer this research 
question, as the results of the meta-analysis serve as an overview of methodological 
reporting practices in the field. Before continuing, note that this section presents results 
for the entire sample rather than subsets of it. This is done on purpose: Although there are, 
of course, slight group differences, all methods reporting can be improved.

Study classification: As Table 3.2 demonstrates, 33 of the 57 studies (57.9%) in the sample 
were co-speech gesture studies while 21 (36.8%) were sign studies. The remaining 3 
studies (5.3%) were classified as both, i.e. they compared co-speech gesture strategies 
against strategies used in sign. Concerning the design of the studies in the sample, 22 
studies (38.6%) manipulated stimuli which were presented to participants, while 35 
studies (61.4%) were observational in nature. Finally, the method of analysis used shows 
that 29 studies (50.9%) used qualitative methods of analysis, while 19 studies (33.3%) 
used quantitative methods and 9 studies (15.8%) used mixed methods of analyses, i.e. 
made use of both quantitative and qualitative methods of analysis. 

Table 3.2: Classifications of multimodal viewpoint studies (counts and percentages).

N %

Domain Gesture 33 57.9

Sign 21 36.8

Both 3 5.3

Design Manipulated 22 38.6

Observational 35 61.4

Method of Analysis Qualitative 29 50.9

Quantitative 19 33.3

Mixed 9 15.8

Reported methods: Methods sections which address both the elicitation and treatment of 
data were included by 35 (61.4%) of the studies. However, 3 (5.3%) of the studies include 

11  An interesting follow up question might be to compare the number of categories I (or another researcher) 
would infer from the published material against the template actually used by the researchers themselves, or to 
investigate the extent to which the complexity of the coding scheme varies with inter-rater reliability measures.
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methods sections which address only data elicitation, and 19 (33.3%) of the studies do 
not include methods sections at all. Although a distinct ‘Methods’ section is preferable, 
annotations were made for any methods discussion included in the publication, regardless 
of where they appeared in the text.12 Portions of the manuscript devoted to methods 
information (usually between corpus information and the start of the analysis) can be 
more or less complete. Of the 57 studies, only 15 (26.3%) had methods sections which 
were complete, while 42 (73.7% of studies) were incomplete.

Demographics: Participant characteristics were reported in 47 (82.5%) of the studies, and 
recoverable from other information in the published text in the remaining 10 (17%) studies. 
This meant that any (though not necessarily all) information about the participants, such 
as the language used in the study, or the participants’ age, gender, education or location, 
was either stated directly or recoverable.

In general, studies tend to report participants’ first languages (39 studies, 68.4%), but 
other information such as participants’ age, gender, education or other study-relevant 
information (such as location, second language, ability in math or other skills, etc.) are 
reported with less frequency (17-31%). This is shown in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3: Type of demographic information provided (counts and percentages of studies).

Participant Demographics N %

L1 39 68.4

Age 18 31.6

Gender 11 19.3

Education 16 28.1

Other 10 17.5

Elicitation procedure: No study in the sample (0%) reported that participants gave informed 
consent. Presumably such consent was obtained — but as noted earlier, adherence to 
research ethics should always be stated, not implied. In addition, only 7 studies in the 
sample (12.3%) reported that participants were compensated for their time. As for the 
elicitation procedure itself, 42 studies (73.7% of the sample) described the elicitation 
procedure in some detail. However, only 1 study in the sample (1.8%) provided the text 
used to elicit data from participants. These data are presented in Table 3.4.

Moreover, of the 43 studies which used stimuli to elicit data, only 12 (27.9%) provided full 
access to their materials while an additional 8 studies (18.6%) provided partial stimuli, 
e.g. one or two examples of the stimuli set. This means that over half of the studies which 
used stimuli to elicit data (23 studies, 53.4%) did not provide any substantial information 
about their stimuli.

12  See the APA Publication Manual: Chapter 2 for a discussion on why distinct methods sections are necessary, 
and what information should be included. Although the APA Guidelines were written with experimental research 
in mind, in my view even qualitative research should include such material so that readers understand better who 
the relevant population is, and the circumstances under which the data were obtained and treated.
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Table 3.4: Features of data elicitation (counts and percentages of studies).

Yes No

N % N %

Stated Informed Consent 0 0 57 100

Stated Participant Compensation 7 12.3 50 87.7

Described Elicitation Procedure 42 73.7 15 26.3

Provided Elicitation Words or Text 1 1.8 56 98.2

Concerning number of participants: as Table 3.5 shows, 15 studies (26.3%) do not report 
the number of participants who contributed to the data used in analysis. Of the studies 
which do report number of participants, 1-9 is the most frequent (13 studies, 22.8%) 
followed by 10-19 (7 studies, 12.3%).

Table 3.5: Number of participants (counts and percentages of studies).

Number of Participants N %

1-9 13 22.8

10-19 7 12.3

20-29 5 8.8

30-39 2 3.5

40-49 5 8.8

50-59 4 7.0

60-69 0 0

70-79 0 0

80-89 2 3.5

90-99 0 0

100 or more 4 7.0

Unknown 15 26.3

Annotation procedure: Data pertaining to annotations methodology is presented in Table 
3.6. Recall that I considered a study to use annotations if there were examples provided 
which had linguistic transcripts and either gesture transcripts or images of gestures 
with, e.g., edits to show hand movement. Following this definition, 54 studies (94.7%) 
were annotated. The three that were not involved participant rating tasks for which no 
annotations were required. Interestingly, 28 studies in the sample (49.1%) had inferred 
annotations — that is, based on the presence of transcripts or charts describing multimodal 
behaviors, a reader could infer that annotations took place even though no annotations 
were explicitly described.
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Table 3.6: Reported annotation information (counts and percentages of studies).

Type of Annotation Information N %

Annotated data 54 94.7

Annotations inferred 28 49.1

Agreement/reliability 17 29.8

Text examples 8 14.0

Picture examples 5 8.8

Published codebook 2 3.5

One feature of annotations is the use of a reliability or agreement measure, which is 
used to indicate that the features a primary annotator observes are also observed by an 
independent observer. Measures of inter-rater reliability were used by 17 studies (29.8%), 
about which more below. In addition to reliability measures, published annotations 
methods may be more or less complete about the information provided for annotations 
decisions. The information may be provided in text, with notes about how specific 
instances from the corpus were coded or with general information such as text like “path 
information was coded”. Eight studies (14%) provided this kind of text-based information. 
Of course, information may also be given with images which show the differences 
annotations were meant to capture; five studies (8.8% of the sample) provided this kind 
of image-based information. Finally, the actual coding schemes or codebooks used by the 
study were published in only two studies (3.5%): as part of the methods section (e.g., Earis 
& Cormier, 2013) or in supplementary materials (e.g., Alibali & Kita, 2010). Overall, only 
seven studies (12.3%) reported what can be called ‘complete’ annotations information, 
with 37 studies (64.9%) reporting partial information.

Reliability measures: Agreement measures may be reported as percentage agreement, the 
value of Cohen’s kappa, or both. Of the 17 studies which reported any kind of agreement, 
percentage agreement (64.7%) was the most frequent, with only four studies reporting 
Cohen’s kappa (23.5%), and two studies (11.8%) reporting both percentage agreement 
and Cohen’s kappa. This is shown in Table 3.7.

Table 3.7: Type of reliability agreement (counts and percentages of studies). Percentages reflect the small number 
of studies (17) which reported reliability measures.

Type of Agreement N %

Cohen’s Kappa 4 23.5

Percent agreement 11 64.7

Cohen’s kappa and percent agreement 2 11.8

In addition, all studies which reported reliability scores also reported the subset of data 
annotated in percentages, given in Table 3.8. The most frequent subset of data re-annotated 
for reliability measures was 100% (10 studies, 62.5% of the 17 studies which reported 
using inter-rater reliability measures).
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Table 3.8: Amount of data used for obtaining reliability measures (counts and percentages of studies). 
Percentages reflect the small number of studies (17) which reported reliability measures.

Percent re-annotated N %

11 1 6.3

12 1 6.3

15 1 6.3

20 1 6.3

25 2 12.5

100 10 62.5

The total number of annotators employed by a study is also important to note — not 
only for determining how reliable annotations are, but also as a fundamental feature of 
data treatment. Often, studies reported the total number of independent annotators used 
for each reliability measure. As described earlier, I added the number of annotators for 
each reliability measure together in order to obtain the total number of annotators who 
worked on a particular study. This is reported in Table 3.9. There are a high number of 
unknowns; 38 studies (66.7%) did not report the total number of annotators who worked 
on the dataset. The most commonly reported number of annotators working on a project 
was two (11 studies, 19.3%).

Table 3.9: The number of annotators used (counts and percentages of studies).

Number of Annotators N %

2 11 19.3

3 2 3.5

4 2 3.5

7 1 1.8

Unknown 38 66.7

N/A 3 5.3

Often, information about the number of annotation variables used in a study was given 
indirectly rather than directly, and so had to be inferred from descriptions in the text. 
In this way, I could infer the annotation variables used by 51 of the studies (89.5%). 
Considering annotation variables (inferred or otherwise), the most frequent number of 
variables used (21.1% of the sample) was two, often indicating linguistic transcript and 
gesture transcript/segmentation. Others depended on the complexity of the study, ranging 
up to 15 variables in Earis and Cormier (2013). Note that 6 studies (10.5% of the sample) 
used an unknown number of annotation categories, which means that the text was not 
sufficiently clear to determine how data had been treated for analysis. This is reported in 
Table 3.10.
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Table 3.10: The number of annotation variables used (counts and percentages of studies).

Number of Annotation Variables N %

1 5 8.8

2 12 21.1

3 9 15.8

4 6 10.5

5 6 10.5

6 3 5.3

7 5 8.8

8 1 1.8

9 1 1.8

10 2 3.5

15 1 1.8

Unknown 6 10.5

Reporting conflicts or difficulties: Of the 17 studies which reported reliability measures, 
only seven (41.1%) reported conflicts. The most frequent conflict resolution strategy was 
discussion, used five times (71.4% of the time for studies reporting conflict resolution). 
The primary annotator’s annotations were given preference one time (14.3%) and the 
option of either discussing or dropping data was used one time (14.3%). No study in the 
sample (0%) provided qualitative information about the difficulties that arise with data 
annotation, whether encountered as the sole or primary annotator, or when comparing 
annotations with another annotator for the purposes of reliability.

3.4 Discussion

The goal of this study has been to document current methodological reporting practices, 
paying particular attention to the practices surrounding data collection and data treatment 
— both of which play central roles in any study within the field of multimodal viewpoint 
research, as well as in gesture research in general. Every kind of study, regardless of 
the discipline or theoretical preferences of its authors, uses some kind of methodology. 
Exactly because we are such an interdisciplinary field, these methodologies should be as 
transparent as possible. Only then can we be sure we understand not only the process of a 
given study, but the interpretation and generalization of results as well.

The primary goal in conducting this study was not to characterize particular studies as 
being of high or low quality. That is something best left to editors and peer review. Instead, 
this study considered the range of methodological features reported in the literature and 
asks “Is it enough?” In terms of variation of design, it might be: Table 2 shows that there 
is variation in the domain, design and method of analyses used by studies in the sample. 
There could be more studies directly comparing sign to co-speech gesture or using mixed 
methods of analyses, but for the rest, there was a good representation of the different 
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kinds of studies carried out in the field. This variation is a definite strength of multimodal 
viewpoint studies — variation in study design coupled with consistency of findings lends 
a certain credibility which is hard to argue against. 

At the same time, as far as methodological reporting practices are concerned, there are 
weaknesses. As Section 3.3 demonstrates, although we have general information about the 
methodological processes involved in multimodal viewpoint research, specific information 
is lacking. In particular, specific information regarding data collection and data treatment 
was lacking across the sample, regardless of the classification of the study. This means, 
for example, that while we know actual people (not, e.g., computer-generated avatars) 
participated in the collection of research materials, audio-video data of those people were 
collected and used for analysis, and interesting segments were identified for treatment 
(particular segments identified for further study; annotation schemes applied, etc.), the 
actual details of what choices were made and why are not always articulated. In fact, as 
the Section 3.3 shows, more often than not, they are not mentioned or discussed at all. 

In particular, all information pertinent to methods used in the study should be given in one 
place in the paper, preferably under a section titled ‘Methods’ or something similar. This 
may sound silly to some readers, but different research traditions use different practices in 
the reporting of their findings, and sometimes this means no methodological information 
is given at all. All studies use some kind of methodology, even studies which document 
that a certain feature or practice exists. Making that information explicit is important and 
necessary for an interdisciplinary audience; having it located in one place makes it easier 
for the reader. In the following paragraphs, specific methodological issues are discussed.

Demographics: Often, participant information was inferred and not stated. When it was 
stated, the language of study was often mentioned without reference to other participant 
characteristics. Reporting of this information could improve. Following recommendations 
made by Henrich et al. (2010) and others, including the APA Publication Manual, age, 
gender, education and other pertinent characteristics should always be reported. In 
particular, Henrich et al. urge social scientists to report as many participant characteristics 
as possible so that interpretations of results may be appropriately cast. This is in part 
because of a tendency amongst social scientists to generalize from specific findings which 
are true of one group (e.g., university students) to an entire population (humans). This is 
especially important for including findings or results in meta-analyses and synthetic work. 
In addition, the number of participants was often unknown. Here, too, reporting could 
improve. 

Elicitation materials: Often, some information was provided about the context of recording, 
but rarely was specific information given. Thorough, accurate reporting of the elicitation 
procedure is important so that we know the circumstances under which the data were 
obtained. This is important for the maintenance of research ethics, in the sense that 
informed consent was obtained, regardless of whether the study protocol was vetted by 
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institutional review. Although obtaining informed consent may be standard practice, it 
is not yet canonical enough that it needs not be mentioned. It is also important because 
stimuli may lead to unexpected biases or behaviors, especially as we learn more about the 
links between speech and gesture or image and gesture. Because of this, the stimuli used 
to elicit research material should always be provided in full. Although organizations like 
the APA state that previously used materials may be cited in order to save space, materials 
which are not accessible with a quick search (e.g., the cartoon stimuli cited by Beattie 
& Shovelton, 2001, or the tasks cited by Schembri et al., 2005) should be described and 
made available — if not in the full text, then in an online repository. Moreover, if one 
is interested in replication (and a growing number are — see, e.g., the Reproducibility 
Project at the Open Science Framework, www.osf.org) then having the exact text and 
stimuli used to elicit data is not only important, but absolutely necessary.

Annotations and annotation materials: Transparency with regards to data treatment is both 
necessary and important, particularly when annotations are used. Not only will it help 
researchers construct successful annotation schemes of their own, but it will familiarize 
readers with your data and help them understand how particular analyses took place. 
Inferring the status of an instrument at the center of our data treatment is not preferred 
— the use of annotations should always be stated. Specific information about the coding 
scheme should be provided (variables, values and an abbreviated codebook), including the 
total number of annotators who worked on the project and the subset of data they worked 
on. Reporting strategies found in Earis and Cormier (2013) or even Hostetter (2011) are 
quite good in this regard. While word limits imposed by journals or editors may prevent 
the full scheme from being described, online repositories are both cheap and plentiful; 
there is no excuse for not providing this information in supplementary materials or at a 
stable URL.

In an effort to promote robust analytic processes, thorough information about the 
annotation process should be given. This concerns both the final annotation scheme that 
was applied to the data, as well as the issues that arose while creating that annotation 
scheme and (if necessary) any outliers or difficult cases. Because of concerns about word 
length, about which authors typically lack control, this kind of information may be 
provided in supplementary materials.

Reliability coding: Whether or not to use agreement measures is a question individual 
researchers should answer based on their research questions and study design, but if they 
are used, meaningful information about obtaining inter-annotator reliability measures 
should be provided. Looking at the range and frequency of percentages used, it seems 
more likely that studies were using a subset of participants in the dataset rather than a 
percentage of data. Perhaps this reporting practice could change as well: percentage of 
dataset and number of participants re-coded.
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In addition to this, any difficulties encountered during the annotation process should 
be discussed (in supplementary materials, if not elsewhere). Especially in the case of 
inter-annotator disagreements, specific information about difficult cases and how their 
annotations were resolved should be provided. However, even in the case of a single 
annotator, difficulties arise. In my own experience, no multimodal annotation task is 
entirely straightforward — there are often difficulties, as well as changes, and resolution 
of those difficulties can be both informative and interesting for other scientists — at a 
minimum, to avoid repeating past mistakes. For example, articles in the sample note that 
multiple annotators worked on the data and resolved discrepancies by “discussion” but 
give no information about the kind of difficulties that were encountered, or what that 
“discussion” entailed. Did those difficulties arise from an ambiguity in the codebook? If 
yes, then tell us so that other scientists can avoid that phrasing in their own projects. Or 
maybe those difficulties arose from an ambiguity in the data? If so, perhaps that ambiguity 
points to an interesting finding the community would like to know about.

Taken together, this lack of specific information is unfortunate: Specific information is 
needed not only to (retrospectively) understand exactly how a particular study was carried 
out but also to (prospectively) help design future studies which are methodologically 
sound, ideally without running into the same design flaws and problems previous 
researchers have encountered. The more specific our methodological reporting practices 
are, the better we will be able to appreciate the diversity of empirical approaches in 
the field, from data collection and participant selection to specific, empirically-motivated 
choices concerning data treatment. In addition, we — whether ‘we’ are veteran researchers 
or early stage researchers — will be better equipped to design studies which improve on 
previous successes, not flaws. One’s experience should not affect the ability to re-construct 
methods of published studies, especially not for a procedure as important as annotation. 
Bringing transparency to current methodological practices can only improve the quality 
of our research.

Of course, sufficient documentation of methodologies takes precious space: word limits 
and editorial decisions often trump authorial preferences. To mitigate that, we can either 
call on journals to make methodological materials available for inspection, for example as 
supplementary materials accessible on the journal’s website. We can also take matters into 
our own hands, and publish supplementary materials on our own. Most researchers have 
their own websites to which these files can be uploaded. In addition, there are scholastic 
communities online where these materials can be made available. One example is the 
Open Science Framework (http://www.osf.io), where a Gesture Project could be started 
exactly for the purposes of distributing methodological knowledge. Other possibilities 
include the Mind Research Repository (http://openscience.uni-leipzig.de/index.php/mr2) 
and FigShare (http://figshare.com/).
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3.4.1 Recommendations

Specific recommendations and requests for transparent methodological reporting practices 
are as follows, and should be considered ‘applicable’ to all publications in the field, 
regardless of discipline or design:

 • Describe the data collection/elicitation procedure and include the text used to elicit 
data from participants. Do this even for existing corpora, unless the corpus is publicly 
available.

 • If stimuli are used, provide the entire stimulus set as a supplement to the publication 
or at a stable URL. Only cite stimuli if they are easily found online.

 • Give participant characteristics. Minimally, this should include at least three of the 
following: language, age, gender and education. More information can be given, 
depending on the nature of the study (e.g. L2 fluency, location, specific skill set, 
etc.) This is useful not only for interpretation of a particular study’s results, but also 
necessary for meta-analyses, such as Hostetter (2011) or Kita (2009).

 • State the number of participants in the study, and whether their participation was 
compensated. Also state that informed consent was obtained.

 • If the study used annotations, say so. 
 • Describe the coding scheme in detail; Hostetter (2011: 301, Table 1) and Earis and 
Cormier (2013: 330, Tables 1-3) are both good examples of brief ways of doing this. 

 • Provide text or graphics to support your coding decisions as necessary. This 
information may be provided as part of a supplementary materials packet.

 • Discuss difficulties applying the coding scheme to the data, regardless of whether or 
not reliability measures were used. As stated above, difficulties can shed interesting 
light on either the annotation process itself, or behaviors present in the data. 
Discussion of difficulties can also help other researchers to avoid the mistakes or 
problems which past studies encountered. This information may be provided as part 
of a supplementary materials packet.

 • If reliability measures are used, give the total number of annotators who worked on 
the project, the subset of data each annotator worked on, the measurement used, and 
the means by which discrepancies were resolved.

 • If any of this information cannot be added to the manuscript itself because of concerns 
about length, provide it in supplementary materials accompanying the article or at 
a stable URL.

Finally, perhaps members of the research community could ask the editors or publishers 
of relevant journals to include more venues for publishing methodological information, 
whether as project notes, supplementary materials or by allowing adequate space for 
methods discussions in research articles.
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3.5 Conclusions

This study has described current methodological reporting practices in multimodal 
viewpoint research, and commented on the degree to which they are transparent. Results 
of this meta-analysis indicate that although many aspects of gesture methodologies are 
being reported, the frequency with which they are reported as well as the thoroughness of 
that reporting could be improved. Although current methodological narratives provide a 
general picture for how a study has taken place, specific details crucial to its execution are 
lacking. More methodological transparency is necessary, and will not only to improve the 
quality of research in our field, but also make our methodologies accessible to early stage 
researchers and others who would like to join us in conducting multimodal research. I am 
hopeful that necessary steps will be taken to improve methodological transparency so that 
together we can move the field forward.
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Chapter 4
Annotating multimodal indicators of viewpoint shift 

in conversational narratives

Abstract: There is an increasing body of research on multimodal communication which 
uses corpora that are annotated for co-speech gestures and other bodily actions. In this 
chapter, we address the concern that the annotation schemes developed for such research 
tend to be presented as ready-to-use systems while the research practice in fact involves 
delicate processes of adaptation and learning from the data, which most publications 
do not describe. We discuss these processes as we encountered them when collecting a 
multimodal corpus (5.5 hours of video data) and annotating speech and bodily actions in 
704 quotations. We focus on the systematic use of qualitative inter-annotator assessments, 
driven by discussion, which were used to optimize the annotation scheme applied to 
our corpus. We argue that approaching annotations as a process, rather than product, 
will aid in the creation of high-quality annotations and that increasing methodological 
transparency will help to establish sound methodological practices in the field of co-
speech gesture studies.
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4.1 Introduction

One of the principal concerns in research on multimodal communication is how to 
effectively represent and describe the actions of multiple articulators (such as the head, 
facial expression and gaze, the hands and arms, torso and legs) in coordination with speech 
so that these complex bodily actions may be fruitfully analyzed.13,14 Consequently, there 
are many different kinds of annotation schemes which attempt to capture, in as meaningful 
and objective a way as possible, the complex coordination of these behaviors. There are 
general-purpose, wide-scope schemes like the NEUROGES-ELAN system (Lausberg, in 
press), CoGesT (Trippel et al., 2004), and LASG (Bressem, Ladewig & Müller, 2013), which 
focus on the relationship of speech to manual co-speech gesture, or FACS (Ekman, Friesen 
& Hager, 2002) and Rossano’s gaze notation system (Rossano, Brown & Levinson, 2009) 
which focus on the movements of particular non-manual articulators.  Other annotation 
schemes focus more narrowly on particular phenomena to answer specific research 
questions concerning, for example, perspective taking via multi-articulator behavior in 
spoken and signed environments (Earis & Cormier, 2013), or the relationship between co-
speech gesture and math ability (Alibali & Kita, 2010). In almost all cases, descriptions of 
these annotation schemes are partial in the sense that they describe in general terms the 
processes which were used but leave specific information about the variables and values 
of the annotation scheme implicit (see Chapter 3 of this dissertation). Although this may 
be sufficient for general-purpose schemes like NEUROGES-ELAN, for which additional 
publications and documentation exists, it is insufficient for the narrowly-defined and used 
annotation schemes which are prevalent in co-speech gesture research (e.g., Perniss & 
Ozyurek, 2015; Cormier, Smith & Sevcikova, in press, So, Kita & Goldin-Meadow, 2009).

In fact, examining the methodological literature in co-speech gesture research reveals 
a peculiar imbalance: One can find detailed information about a number of general-
purpose annotation schemes such as NEUROGES-ELAN (Lausberg, 2013) or those used by 
the Grammar of Gesture project (e.g., Bresem, 2013; Ladewig & Bressem, 2013). Equally 
available is technical information about the software used to implement those schemes 
(e.g. ANVIL, ELAN), or the existence of certain public/private corpora and the specific 
way in which annotation schemes were applied to them (e.g., Chen et al., 2006; Blache et 
al., 2009; Johnston, 2010; Cormier et al., 2012; Brone & Oben, 2014). What is missing in 
this methodological picture, however, is information about the methodological processes 
used, for example, in developing an annotation scheme to suit a research question and 
adapting that scheme so that it is as intersubjectively-verifiable as possible. For example, 
NEUROGES-ELAN is often described as the outcome of “a process of repeated testing of 

13  This chapter is adapted from: Stec, K., Huiskes, M., Cienki, A., & Redeker, G. (2015). Annotating bodily 
indicators of viewpoint shift in oral narratives. Manuscript in preparation.

14  This chapter introduces the procedure used to annotate our corpus. Information about the content of the 
annotation scheme is presented in the methods sections of the empirical investigations presented in Part II of this 
dissertation.  
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the categories and values” (Lausberg, 2013: 1024), but specific information about that 
process is not made available, whether for the development of the NEUROGES system 
itself or for the means by which it was tested and refined. As Chapter 3 of this dissertation 
reports, there is, in general, poor methodological reporting in co-speech gesture research: 
Enough information is presented to have a general idea about how a study was conducted, 
but specific information – the kind of information a junior researcher might use when 
conducting their first gesture project – is often lacking.

In  co-speech gesture studies, information about how to collect corpus data (i.e. how 
participants are recruited; what text or stimuli they are presented; how actual data are 
collected) and how to annotate data once collected is scarce. When information is given, 
annotation work is treated as a final product rather than as a process which involves 
watching the data, creating and piloting an annotation scheme with multiple passes 
through one’s data, improving that scheme as one makes new observations or encounters 
unexpected difficulties, implementing it and obtaining (if desired) measures of inter-rater 
reliability. Moreover, however much we would like annotation schemes to be objective 
measures of “what’s in the data”, annotation schemes reflect theoretical choices and 
interpretations at every step of the way (cf. the discussions about transcription as a 
theoretical tool found in Ochs, 1979 or Bohle, 2013). After all, even the most quantitative 
of studies are based on qualitative interpretations insofar as they require the identification 
and use of labels at particular moments in the data, a process which is often rendered 
invisible by current methodological reporting practices. 

It seems that externalizing and explicating the decisions made throughout annotation 
work can help shed light on this process. This is important for understanding how a study 
arrived at its findings. As annotations, and annotation schemes in particular, are often at 
the heart of co-speech gesture analyses, increasing the transparency of methodological 
processes would allow other researchers the chance to critique important methodological 
decisions. Although there are plenty of theoretical introductions to conducting co-speech 
gesture research (e.g., Gullberg, 2010 or Sweetser, 2006), only recently have there been 
specific methodological introductions which address the ethical and privacy concerns of 
collecting video data (see, e.g., Perniss, 2014 or Enfield, 2013), practical concerns such 
as recording facilities and equipment (Perniss, 2014; Enfield, 2013; Seyfeddinipur, 2011) 
and the tools and processes involved in performing analyses (Duncan, 2008 and Perniss, 
2014; see the methods section of Müller, Cienki, Fricke Ladewig, McNeill & Tessendorf, 
2013, Volume 1,  for more information). 

Methodological discussions such as these are important, especially insofar as they concern 
the training of annotators to use annotation schemes, the process of obtaining inter-rater 
reliability measures or the improvement and evolution of an annotation scheme over 
the life of a project. As far as we know, Duncan and Perniss are the only researchers 
to address the point of making multiple passes through one’s data and conducting finer 
grained analyses in subsequent passes through it; in a similar way, Ladewig & Bressem 
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(2013) highlight the need for the coding of gesture phases as a process which is built on 
a necessary interdependence of all phases of an annotation project. Stelma & Cameron 
(2007) provide an excellent discussion of the difficulties they experienced trying to 
apply a ‘standard’ transcription process to their data — and how, in the process, they 
found that creating one well-trained annotator who could work on the project’s entire 
dataset yielded more meaningful annotations than their attempts at obtaining inter-rater 
reliability measures with Cohen’s Kappa. To ensure intersubjective reliability, they made 
several systematic comparisons of files annotated by multiple annotators (their primary 
annotator and two external experts), and used observed differences to hone their primary 
annotator’s skills. Their attempts to train their primary annotator illuminated many blind 
spots in the literature, concerning especially the identification of boundaries for their 
items of interest (intonation units) and the way phonological factors interacted with them. 
Without their approach of ‘learning with the transcript’, rather than from measures of 
statistical reliability, this would not have happened. 

Their annotation procedure, and the difficulties they encountered, points to the difficulties 
involved in trying to annotate a supposedly well-defined linguistic feature (namely, 
intonation units). This raises the question of how much more difficult this process may be 
for annotation projects with co-speech gesture data, whether for established annotation 
schemes like CoGesT or for annotation schemes which are developed for use in specific 
projects (e.g., Earis & Cormier, 2013). Although developing generalizable coding schemes 
such as NEUROGES-ELAN  may be useful, our experience with multimodal viewpoint 
studies rather points to the need for a standard for evaluating and describing general 
annotation practices. For example, while existing methodological literature presents 
annotation work as a linear process akin to the workflow presented in Figure 4.1, we 
found that we used a recursive process which is shown in the workflow presented in 
Figure 4.2, namely: Following data collection, the data were  watched multiple times 
throughout the annotation process and the annotation scheme itself was revised as a result 
of annotation work or subsequent viewings of the data.

Figure 4.1: Annotating data as a linear process, where each stage of work leads directly to the next.
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Figure 4.2: Annotating data as a recursive process. 

Discussions about methodological practices take place in related fields (see, e.g., the 2013 
special issue of Dialogue & Discourse on annotating discourse phenomena). However, we 
have not yet found such a nuanced discussion for co-speech gesture research. While the 
special issue on multimodal corpora published in Language Resources & Evaluation in 
2007 does offer a theoretical overview of methodological concerns and provides several 
general-purpose annotation schemes, in our view, more attention needs to be given to the 
development and presentation of annotation schemes which are created for limited use. 
Although specific processes differ from project to project, they have certain methodological 
practices and approaches in common. 

In the rest of this chapter, we discuss the procedures we used to obtain a skilled primary 
annotator. While the details are obviously specific to our project, we hope that the 
discussions of how to make multiple passes through one’s data, with multiple revisions 
to an annotation scheme after discussion with multiple collaborators, will be useful to 
other researchers and projects as well. As others have noted (e.g., Perniss, 2014 and 
Chapter 3 of this dissertation), presenting scientific research as a process, rather than 
result, has the pedagogical advantage of aiding early stage researchers in designing and 
carrying out research. In addition, discussions on the strengths and weaknesses of specific 
methodological choices and challenges can help streamline methodological practices, e.g. 
by giving the community necessary information so that future research can avoid past 
mistakes. These methodological challenges may include technical difficulties of recording 
locations, the creation and use of an annotation scheme for multimodal behaviors, and 
establishing some kind of measure for determining the quality of those annotations — all 
of which, of course, depend on the aims of a particular study.
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4.2 Project aims and corpus collection

As many researchers have pointed out, there is an inextricable link between research 
questions, theoretical framework, coding scheme and possible analyses (e.g., Ochs, 1979; 
Bohle, 2013). This study is part of a larger project on the use of the conversation frame15 
in discourse in which special consideration is given to the role of direct speech quotation, 
particularly on the use of direct speech vs. fictive interaction. Direct speech is quoted 
speech which is reported in the first person, maintaining the quoted speaker’s deictic 
center; fictive interaction identifies specific instances of direct speech as being functionally 
distinct, e.g., by voicing voice-less entities (such as animals, objects, situations, or attitudes) 
or quoting utterances that have not or could not have been witnessed (see Pascual, 2014 
for more information about this difference).

Our contribution concerns the use of multimodal articulators – that is, visible bodily 
actions made by the eyes, face, hands and body, as well as paralinguistic information 
such as intonation  –  which act in coordination with direct speech utterances. As speakers 
and signers are increasingly shown to have similar expressive capabilities in the visual 
modality (e.g., Perniss & Vigliocco, 2014; Perniss, Özyürek & Morgan, 2015), especially 
concerning the coordination of manual and non-manual articulators (e.g., Chapter 2 of 
this dissertation) in narrative contexts,  we aim to describe the extent to which manual 
and non-manual articulators are used by speakers of American English when quoting. 
Our research questions include: (1) How is multimodal viewpoint expressed? (2) Which 
multimodal articulators typically occur with quoted utterances? and (3) How similar are 
the multimodal actions used by speakers to the ones used during role shift sequences in 
sign languages?

4.2.1 Collection of co-speech gesture data

To answer our research questions, we decided to elicit semi-spontaneous data using a 
semi-structured, semi-spontaneous format in which participants told personal narratives 
to a friend. This is in part because previous work investigating the role of multimodal 
articulators used written narratives as prompts, focusing on the practices of experienced 
storytellers (Earis & Cormier, 2013 and Rayman, 1999). While this allowed for the 
manipulation of bodily actions used in co-speech gesture vs. sign, which both Rayman and 
Earis and Cormier were interested in, it lacks ecological validity in the sense that it does 
not tell us what ordinary people do when communicating. We choose to collect English 
data in order to compare findings from our corpus with findings from the work of Earis 
and Cormier and Rayman, and used a corpus-collection procedure which had previously 
been used to elicit semi-spontaneous interaction (Becker et al., 2011).

15  The conversation frame is a frame in the sense of Fillmore (1982), i.e. the structured representation of a 
concept. The conversation frame is evoked by speakers who produce utterances at a certain place and time, and is 
prototypically experienced in ordinary face-to-face communication.



4

Annotating multimodal indicators of viewpoint shift

65

The author of this dissertation (KS) collected video data on the West Coast of the US 
in January and February 2012. Following observations made by Henrich, Heine and 
Norenzayan (2010) about the overuse of WEIRD participants16 in behavioral research, we 
specifically aimed to collect data from participants who were outside of the age range of 
typical undergraduate students: namely, participants who were in their mid-20’s or older. 
Although we did not collect education data, we know anecdotally that all participants had 
completed bachelor’s degrees; many had also completed master’s degrees. Participants 
were recruited using social media and word of mouth. All participants volunteered their 
time. 

We used the data collection methods outlined by Becker et al. (2011) for their clarity and 
focus on the collection of semi-spontaneous interaction. Namely, (i) the 2-part consent 
form described below, (ii) pairs of participants whose chairs were positioned next to each 
other at about 45 degrees, with a wide-angle view on participants from the torso up, 
and (iii) a list of prompts which asked about events participants had either witnessed or 
experienced themselves. We made several necessary changes to Becker et al.’s methods: 
In order to increase accessibility to potential participants, two recording locations were 
used. In one location (Figure 4.3), participants were seated in chairs in the center of the 
room with the videocamera positioned on a table nearby. In the other location (Figure 
4.4), participants were seated in chairs next to a table on which the videocamera was 
positioned; behind participants was another table. As both locations had many windows, 
actual locations of the chairs on which participants sat were altered depending on time of 
day. This maximized visibility of the recordings. Relative position of the chairs on which 
participants sat was kept at a constant 45 degrees in order to maximize visibility of co-
speech gestures and give a sense of depth to the recording. However, we did not block or 
restrict chair movement, so sometimes, during the course of a recording, chair positions 
were changed by participants. Figure 4.3 shows one recording location, and Figure 4.4 
shows the other.

Figure 4.3: Schematic of the first recording location, with a screenshot of data recorded there. 

16  WEIRD participants are Westernized, Educated, Industrialized, Rich and Democratic participants. Although 
our participants are all of these things, they are at least older than the undergraduate students typically used in 
behavioral research (a secondary critique of Henrich et al. 2010).
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Figure 4.4: Schematic of the second recording location, with a screenshot of data recorded there. 

All participants were native speakers of American English. Participants were asked to 
bring a friend to one of two recording locations where they completed two consent forms: 
the first was completed before recording began and granted consent to participate in the 
study, and the second was completed immediately after recording ended and granted 
specific use of the materials just collected. We obtained consent in this way because of 
the personal, potentially sensitive nature of the narratives told. After completing the 
first consent form, participants were asked to tell each other personal narratives about 
which their friend had not yet heard.17 Some dyads improvised, and comfortably told and 
requested personal narratives from each other. Others used the topic sheet which had been 
prepared by the first author. All participants comfortably alternated the roles of telling 
and requesting.

Thirty-two  participants (19 females) were recorded: 24 participants formed 12 dyads, 
while eight participated with the first author as their ‘friend’ thereby making 20 dyads. 
This was necessary as these eight participants were either unable to identify a friend 
willing to accompany them, or their friend had made a last minute cancellation. In these 
cases, the first author, who is a native speaker of American English, requested narratives 
and did not tell any of her own. Two dyads were excluded for technical issues (low light 
and low volume), one dyad was excluded for producing no quotatives and one dyad was 
excluded for producing no gestures. This resulted in 26 participants (16 females). As we 
had recorded approximately 15 minutes of narratives per participant, or about 30 minutes 
per dyad, this left us with a total usable corpus length of approximately 5.5 hours. We cut 
each recording into narrative-length clips, resulting in 85 narratives which range in length 
from 0:30 to 15:51, with an average length of approximately 5 minutes.

Immediately following data collection, we entered meta-data about each recording 
into a spreadsheet. An overview of this information is provided in Table 4.1. (Perniss, 
2014, describes the meta-data noted by the Max Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics; 
their meta-data are more extensive than the meta-data we describe here.) These meta-

17  The text used to obtain informed consent is provided in Appendix A1 along with the text used to start recording 
(A2) and the optional topic sheets provided to participants (A3).
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data concern participant information and clip information. Participant information tells 
us about the primary data file associated with each participant, as well as any privacy 
restrictions on the use of their data. Clip information provides specific information about 
each narrative, including technical information about the recording and the presence of 
particular features which are interesting for our research questions. 

Table 4.1: Meta-data noted for each video file.

Variable Value

Participant info

     Participant name Full Name

     Participant ID number Number

     Participant gender Male, Female

     Recording location Location 1, Location 2

     Restrictions on data use Yes (specify), None

Clip info

     Filename dyad id numbers . clip name . mov

     Video OK Yes, Profile, Dark

     Audio OK Yes, Low

     Direct speech Yes, No

     Fictive interaction Yes, No

     Gesture Yes, No

     CVPT gestures Yes, No

     Role shift Yes, No

4.2.2 Collection of psychological data

At the time of recording, we had no specific hypotheses about individual variation in 
behavior. However, as our familiarity with the corpus increased, we began to hypothesize 
about causes for the individual variation we saw in speakers’ use of bodily actions. For 
example, some participants used relatively large gesture spaces and others used relatively 
small gesture spaces; some seemed to fully embody the quoted characters using their 
entire body – similar to descriptions of role shift in signed languages (e.g., Cormier et al., 
in press) – whereas others made minimal use of one or two bodily actions.  Therefore, 
approximately one year after recording, participants were asked to complete a psychological 
survey. We decided to use the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 1980; hereafter IRI) 
which has been widely used for assessing perspective-taking abilities, most notably in 
work connecting mirror neurons to empathy (Iacoboni, 2009). We specifically chose the 
IRI for its link to mirror neuron research, as well as for its use of sub-scales: perspective 
taking, fantasy, empathic concern, personal distress. We hypothesized that there would 
be a link between IRI scores and non-verbal behaviors, namely: participants with higher 
scores on the perspective taking and fantasy sub-scales would be more likely to produce 
multimodal quotations. (However, we have not found a significant link between IRI scores 
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and multimodal articulation during quotation.) Participants were contacted by email and 
asked to complete the 5-minute IRI Questionnaire online using Survey Gizmo (www.
surveygizmo.com). At the time, Survey Gizmo was offering free accounts for scholarly 
research. Items were presented as a list on one page, and were scored using a 5-point 
Likert scale, with ‘does not describe me well’ and ‘describes me very well’ as the low and 
high values, respectively. All participant scores fall within the long-established ranges 
associated with the IRI Sub-Scales. 

4.3 Corpus annotation

Various tools are available for annotating video data (see Perniss, 2014 for an overview). 
We choose to use ELAN (see Wittenburg, Brugman, Russel, Klassmann & Sloetjes, 2006 
and http://tla.mpi.nl/tools/tla-tools/elan/) because it was specifically designed for 
multimodal analysis of language-based interaction and is widely used in the gesture 
community. Before beginning our project, some researchers shared their ELAN templates 
with us and discussed specific concerns we had about our data and using ELAN. These 
discussions shaped the annotation steps we took, such as using hierarchical tiers and 
using direct speech utterances to anchor all annotations. While these choices facilitated 
and streamlined the annotation process, they also restricted the questions we were able to 
answer. For example, although we can say what happens during direct speech utterances 
– based on the categorical presence or absence of certain articulators – we cannot say 
whether those same behaviors occur outside of quotative contexts, or anything about the 
time course of the different behaviors. 

Our goal for the annotated corpus was two-fold: We wanted to create an annotated corpus 
which would reflect the variety of multimodal behaviors used by participants. These 
annotations were intended to serve as the basis for qualitative and quantitative analyses. 
We also wanted to do this by training the first author in the creation and execution of 
an annotation scheme. Many people contributed to this project; we consider the range 
and variety of experience to be a strength. We based our choices on available literature 
whenever possible — though specific methodological information was sparse, both for 
exact definitions of the variables and values used during the annotation and concerning 
the development and testing phases of annotation schemes used in co-speech gesture 
research. In particular, we noticed differences between reported annotation schemes and 
the schemes as they were actually used and implemented in ELAN (or Excel, ANVIL, 
etc.).  While this convinced us that we should report our final annotation scheme – as 
implemented in ELAN – in the methods sections of articles stemming from this corpus, we 
found that, as part of the editorial process, we had to substantially revise its presentation. 
The annotation scheme we report is presented in Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2: The reported coding scheme.

Category Tier Controlled Vocabulary

Linguistic 
Information

Transcript Text

Quote type Direct speech (the utterance voices a character)
Fictive interaction (the utterance is a direct speech quote which voices a character’s 
thoughts, voices an entity which cannot speak, or refers to a future, pretend or 
counterfactual scenario)
Unclear

Quote 
sequence type

Quoted dialogue (two or more characters are quoted over successive utterances)
Quoted monologue (one character is quoted over several utterances)
Quote island (one quoted utterance)
Other

Quote 
position

Initial (first quoted utterance in a multi-utterance sequence or quoted utterance 
that is a Quote Island)
Continuing (non-initial quoted utterance)

Quoting 
predicate

Bare (no quoting predicate)
Be like
Say
Think
Other

Quoted 
character

Speaker (the speaker quotes themselves)
Addressee (the speaker quotes their addressee)
Speaker+Addressee (the speaker quotes themselves + their addressee)
A-F (the letters A-F are used to identify other quoted characters in the narrative, 
e.g., all quotes attributed to “the official” are identified as A)

Multimodal 
Articulators

Role shift Present (the speaker demonstrates the quoted character, e.g. by showing how they 
looked or felt)
Absent (the speaker doesn’t demonstrate the quoted character)
Unclear

Character 
Intonation

Present (speaker’s voice altered to demonstrate the quoted character)
Absent (speaker’s voice unchanged)
Unclear

Hands Character viewpoint gesture (speaker’s hands demonstrate a manual action 
performed by another entity)
Other gesture (including beats, iconic gestures which are not character viewpoint, 
deictic gestures, emblems, etc.)
No gesture

Character 
Facial 
Expression

Present (speaker’s facial expression changes to demonstrate the quoted character)
Absent (speaker’s facial expression is unchanged)
Unclear

Gaze Maintained with addressee (speaker’s gaze is directed to addressee throughout the 
quote)
Away from addressee (speaker’s gaze is not directed to the addressee throughout 
the quote)
Late change (speaker’s gaze moves away from the addressee after the quote started)
Quick shift (speaker’s gaze jumps around throughout the quote)
Unclear
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Posture 

Change

Horizontal (the speaker moves in a horizontal direction)
Vertical (the speaker moves in a vertical direction)
Sagittal (the speaker moves in a sagittal direction)
Unclear 
None (the speaker’s body does not move)

Notes Notes Notes

In the rest of this chapter, we discuss the process by which we created this annotation 
scheme and rendered it “annotator-friendly”. Although we spent considerable time 
developing and implementing our initial annotation scheme (Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2), 
multiple rounds of annotating and assessing this scheme (Section 4.3.3) were needed 
before we arrived at the final annotation scheme (Section 4.3.4) which was implemented 
on our dataset. 

4.3.1 Developing the initial annotation scheme

We began our project with a literature review (Chapter 2 of this dissertation) and a pilot 
study of TED Talk videos. The literature review identified features of interest, and the 
pilot study suggested to us that, in line with findings from Rayman (1999) and Earis & 
Cormier (2013), both manual and non-manual actions played a role in the production of 
multimodal direct speech utterances. We were especially interested in the role that the 
organization and use of gesture space might play, but later had to amend this aspect of our 
research questions to accommodate the annotators’ ability (or lack thereof) in coding this 
information.18 Given this dual interest in bodily action and linguistic action, we developed 
an annotation scheme which we hoped would capture these features of interest. Our 
scheme is primarily based on an overview of the manual and non-manual means by which 
viewpoint is expressed by speakers and signers (Table 2.1). As part of this process, we 
watched the entire corpus several times, thereby familiarizing ourselves with the data and 
allowing us to identify new features of interest which were included in our initial ELAN 
template (Table 4.3). 

Annotation of the corpus  was done by the thesis author (KS) in collaboration with her 
supervisors (AC, MH and GR). KS, designed the annotation scheme and annotated the 
entire corpus — this was her first major annotation task as a gesture researcher, hence our 
focus on the development of her skills. MH, an expert in conversation analysis, annotated 
a subset of the data and contributed to the design of the annotation scheme. This was his 
first gesture project. AC is an expert in gesture studies and cognitive linguistics, and GR is 
discourse researcher with extensive experience using corpora. They consulted with KS and 
MH in the design and implementation of the annotation scheme described here.

18  We specifically did not want to apply a geometric algorithm (such as, e.g., the script used by Paxton and 
Dale (2013), to extract frame-by-frame movements) to calculate actual differences; and the tools used to calculate 
motion trajectories with motion capture data, while interesting, were not possible with our data.
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Our goal was to be as comprehensive as possible without attempting to record everything 
— hence our reliance on controlled vocabularies and linguistic segmentation. The first 
author wrote a codebook which was used and updated throughout the study. This 
codebook described the annotation scheme’s variables and values, and was used to 
generate an ELAN template.  Our initial annotation scheme is presented in Table 4.3. 
The variables of interest were classified in five categories on 23 ELAN tiers: Linguistic 
content (transcript plus six variables), role shift indicators (two variables, one of which, 
“Present”, is a subjective assessment of the presence of a role shift), articulator activation19 
(four variables), and spatial indicators (nine variables). Finally, the annotation scheme 
contained a space for notes. 

Table 4.3: The original coding scheme. 

Category Tier Variable Values

Linguistic 
Info

Speech Transcript Text

Quote Yes, No, Unclear

Quote type Direct quote, Fictive interaction, Unclear

Quote sub-type 1st person, 2nd person, 3rd person

FI sub-type Self, Other, Hypothetical, Unclear

Quote head Say, Think, Be like, Be all, Go, Other

Character id Speaker, Addressee, Letter (range: a-f)

Role shift Gesture Present Yes, No, Unclear

Start Quote head, Quote, Other, None

Articulators Hands CVPT, OVPT, 2xVPT, Point, Discourse, No gesture, Unclear

Handedness Left, Right, Both, No gesture

Face Yes, No, Unclear

Gaze Yes, No, Unclear

Space Eyes (Start,End) 9 point space from McNeill (1992)

Head (Start,End) 9 point space from McNeill (1992)

Shoulders (Start,End) 9 point space from McNeill (1992)

Hands Away/Towards addressee, Left/Right of addressee, Up/Down, Neutral

Body Away/Towards addressee, Left/Right of addressee, Up/Down, Neutral

Change Horizontal, Sagittal, Vertical, None, Unclear

Notes Notes Notes

19  “Activation” indicates that an articulator, e.g. facial expression, is “actively” being used to represent the 
quoted character. For example, consider a speaker who produces a CVPT gesture for rock climbing by successively 
gripping empty spaces with both hands with either a neutral facial expression or a facial expression which depicts 
determination or fear. In both cases McNeill (1992) would classify the speaker’s entire body as contributing to 
CVPT, but only in the case of the co-articulated facial expression can we say that the speaker’s face is “actively” 
used in the expression of CVPT.



4

Chapter 4

72

4.3.2 Implementing the annotation scheme

ELAN offers several means for creating templates. One of the fundamental choices is 
whether to use hierarchical tiers, which are nested. By default, tiers in the same hierarchy 
use the same time segment. We chose to use hierarchical tiers since this would simplify the 
annotation process and let us easily distinguish linguistic annotations from annotations 
for bodily actions. Because of our specific interest in bodily actions accompanying direct 
speech utterances, we chose to use the linguistic transcript as an anchor for all annotations. 
This means that, in our corpus, whenever an utterance is a quote, a number of annotations 
are made; whenever an utterance is not a quote, no annotations are made. This is shown 
in Figure 4.5.20  We knew we would have a large corpus to annotate (5.5 hours of data, 
with an unknown number of quotes) so we also developed a set of controlled vocabularies 
and linguistic types, two features which work together to provide user-defined drop down 
menus for every tier in an annotation scheme. This is also shown in Figure 4.5. The 
combination of these choices streamlined the workflow, and let us work quite quickly 
once we were familiar with the annotation scheme.21

The top-most level of segmentation in any corpus needs to be chosen with care. As noted 
earlier, one of the advantages of using hierarchies is that once a time segment is selected 
in ELAN (see the highlighted portion of Figure 4.5), all dependent tiers use the same 
time segment. This makes it possible to identify a large set of features for any segment of 
video, which makes spreadsheet work more efficient as values are time-locked.22 We had 
hoped this would also make identifying action features more efficient, as most gesture 
annotation schemes focus on annotation of gesture stroke phases (see, e.g., Kita, Van Gijn 
& Van Der Hulst,  1998), which would normally require independent annotation of speech 
and manual gesture data. While such annotations may give accurate information about 
manual actions (though see Kita et al., 1998 for a discussion of relevant difficulties), they 
are not appropriate for the other bodily actions we were interested in, e.g. head, shoulder 
or torso movements, or the use of gaze. In addition, it was unclear how, after exporting 
the data, we would be able to identify all instances of behaviors accompanying direct 
speech utterances. Given our research questions, it seemed more straightforward to use 
hierarchies which were time-locked to specific direct speech utterances. 

20  This  choice contrasts with choices made by some gesture researchers (e.g., Ladewig & Bresem, 2013; Lausberg, 
2013) who annotate gesture actions independently of linguistic actions. Because our research questions specifically 
concern the link between quotations and bodily actions, we first annotated video files for quotes and later used the 
time sequences identified as quotes to anchor annotations made on visible bodily actions.

21  Once created and linked to media files, ELAN templates do not auto-update. This means that if a template is 
created and a corpus is fully annotated using it, any new features (e.g., a controlled vocabulary or tier) must be 
manually added to each file. New tiers will always be added to the bottom of the template; this will affect any 
export of annotations. Because of this, several rounds of piloting are highly recommended before committing to 
an annotation scheme.

22  Another consequence is the format of the exported annotation files. In our view, an annotation scheme with 
hierarchies is more easily cleaned for analysis than one which does not make use of hierarchies.
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Figure 4.5: Screenshot of ELAN with a selected quote (highlighted) and an active tier, identified by the drop-down menu.

Following advice from Duncan (2008) and others, the corpus was annotated with several 
passes through the data: First, each clip was watched. Second, a linguistic transcript was 
made – initially, we made a complete transcript for five narratives, but as this proved too 
time-consuming, we decided to only transcribe instances of direct speech (see Buchstaller, 
2013 for the identification of direct speech utterances in discourse). Annotations were 
only made on direct speech utterances. Third, linguistic annotations were made. Finally, 
annotations for bodily actions were made in chunks; often a clip was watched multiple 
times for articulator items, and then watched again for spatial items. In most cases, bodily 
actions started at the onset of the quote (the left-edge boundary, in terms of Sidnell, 2006). 
However, in some cases bodily actions preceded the quote – these were only included 
when the ‘stroke’ of the action occurred in the quote. Otherwise, they were not annotated.
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4.3.3 Assessing and improving the annotation scheme

To arrive at the final annotation scheme (and annotations) for our corpus, we used a 
procedure which involved multiple assessments with multiple experts, indicated below 
by their initials. These assessments served two purposes: they (1) contributed to the 
skill development of the first author, and (2) ensured validity insofar as multiple experts 
attempted to apply our annotation scheme to our data, thereby strengthening it with their 
observations and comments.  

Our annotation scheme was assessed three times. All comparisons were made between 
files annotated by our primary annotator (KS) and files annotated by someone else (MH, 
AS, CD or KK). AS, a sign language scholar, is experienced in sign language annotation, 
having worked on the development of a major national sign language corpus using ELAN. 
CD and KK, both gesture researchers, were familiar with gesture annotation, but this was 
the first time either had used ELAN. AS and CD worked remotely on their annotation task 
with only brief discussions with KS by email. KK annotated one narrative and discussed it 
in detail with KS (in person); KK and KS then annotated a second narrative together (also 
in person). These discussions lead to the final changes in the annotation scheme used in 
our project.

Our procedure was as follows, and is schematized in Figure 4.6:

 • Corpus work: KS annotated the entire corpus. 
 • Assessing the annotation scheme: 
 • KS and MH completed an inter-rater reliability check using 10% of the entire corpus. 
This inter-rater check, for which measures of Cohen’s Kappa for each variable were 
obtained, pointed to strengths and weaknesses of the coding scheme, and led to the 
adoption of different definitions and new/excluded variables for the second stage of 
assessments. In general, linguistic variables obtained high measures of Cohen’s Kappa 
(all above 0.8) while non-linguistic variables obtained low measures of Cohen’s 
Kappa (0.2 to 0.6). As will become clear, we found discussions about annotation 
issues to be more insightful than particular values of Cohen’s Kappa.

 • KS, AS and CD annotated the same 10% of the data as in the first stage, and discussed 
difficulties which arose. KS then generated an error report, which led to the adoption 
of different definitions and new/excluded variables for the third stage of assessments.

 • KS and KK annotated one narrative, and discussed in detail decisions each had made. 
KS and KK then jointly annotated a second narrative, discussing each annotation 
choice. This led to the adoption of the final coding scheme, which is given in Table 
3. Items which are different (compared to the initial coding scheme, given in Table 
2) are underlined.

 • Corpus work: KS then re-annotated the entire corpus with the final set of changes.
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Figure 4.6: Workflow of annotations on the corpus. Each shape signifies a subset of corpus which was annotated 
(i.e., 1 and 5 identify the same subset of corpus, as do 2 and 3).

The evolution of the annotation scheme was driven by two types of changes: (a) different 
definitions — either changes to the definition itself or to the values associated with the 
variable, and (b) different variables — both the addition and subtraction of features of 
interest. Some of these changes were driven by technical challenges, e.g. the frames of 
the glasses some of our participants wore prevented accurate gaze information from 
being recorded by annotators.23 Most were driven by challenges the annotators faced in 
applying the annotation scheme to the data. As a result of (re)assessment of our annotation 
scheme, we changed the values for three variables (Hands, Face and Gaze), added four 
variables (Quote context, Character intonation, Head and Change2), and removed three 
spatial variables (Eyes, Head and Shoulders, each with annotations made for the start and 
end of each direct speech utterance). One variable was doubled (Change, Change2) as 
discussions with annotators showed that complex trajectories (e.g., a diagonal movement 
with horizontal and vertical components) were difficult to agree on when only one option 
was possible. In the following sections, we discuss the types of changes which were made 
and then present the final annotation scheme which was applied to the dataset.

4.3.3.1 Refining definitions
We refined definitions in three ways: by making changes to the definition in the codebook, 
the controlled vocabularies, and both the definition and controlled vocabularies.

In our original codebook, we linked a number of our variables to interaction between 
speakers and addressees in our corpus, e.g. by noting that the speaker “[gazed] at the 
addressee” or “[moved] left of the addressee”. This seemed unproblematic until we realized 
that a number of the participants in our corpus treated the primary data collector (situated 
immediately behind the video-camera) as an addressee. Different annotators treated this 
in different ways: some kept the designated on-camera addressee as the anchor for these 
annotations; others were flexible in assigning ‘addressee-hood’ to either the on-camera 
or off-camera addressee, as appropriate. This ‘flexibility’ is a strength of speakers and the 
communicative situation, but problematic when trying to assign consistent coding values 
such as “[moved] left of addressee”. We operationalized this by editing the definitions for 
23  We accounted for this by adding an item to the controlled vocabulary for the gaze variable.
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these variables, and adding a general guideline saying  that, for the sake of consistency in 
coding practices and reference, the ‘addressee’ is always the on-camera addressee of the 
narrative in question.

In our initial viewing of the corpus, we observed a variation in gaze behavior which 
seemed to vary by speaker: some seemed to purposefully look towards their addressees 
during quoted utterances while others seemed to purposefully look away. We thought this 
would be an easy behavioral difference to capture, but it proved difficult — and not only 
for the technical challenge mentioned above. At each stage of the annotation process, we 
adjusted the values of this variable, using increasingly narrow definitions of possible gaze 
behavior. It was only at the final stage that we discovered that KS and KK were sensitive 
to similar differences in gaze behavior, but were systematically using different labels. 
Because of this, we made a final change which both KS and KK were comfortable with — 
and, crucially, were able to use comfortably, and with high agreement, in the final stage 
of annotation checks. 

We were surprised to discover that annotators had difficulty agreeing on whether character 
viewpoint was expressed in manual gesture or facial expressions. We found that even 
using standard definitions (e.g., McNeill, 1992) annotators had strong opinions about 
whether character viewpoint had been expressed, were consistent about their own use of 
the controlled vocabulary items, were fairly confident that they were correct, and yet were 
inconsistent when compared to each other. To account for this, we made two changes:

 • Manual gestures: We adopted a conservative definition of character viewpoint (CVPT) 
gestures, based on McNeill (1992), which focuses on manual actions performed by 
a character. Points (deictic gestures) and discourse gestures such as the Palm Up 
Open Hand can be attributed to characters, and thus constitute CVPT gestures, but 
our annotators were not able to agree on whether these gestures expressed character 
or narrator viewpoint (see Parrill, 2012); we therefore decided to exclude them, and 
changed the specification of the manual gesture values to CVPT, No gesture, Other.24 

 • Facial expression: We adopted a conservative definition of character viewpoint 
expression, based on McNeill (1992), and changed the values to Yes, No so that 
we identify only the clearest, strongest displays of character facial expressions, e.g. 
fear, surprise, joy, sorrow, anger. This was done in order to minimize conflation of 
character and narrator viewpoint, or character viewpoint and the speaker’s meta-
commentary on the quote (see Parrill, 2012 or Sweetser, 2012). 

24  We found this inconsistency (i.e. problems annotators faced in deciding whether or not a manual gesture should 
be classified as CVPT) the most puzzling, and intend to use data from the comparisons with AS and CD to inform a 
project about distinguishing CVPT gestures which enact characters from those which enact narrators.
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4.3.3.2 Adjusting variables
We made two types of variable changes: removing variables and adding variables. These 
changes were motivated either by difficulties encountered in applying the variables to the 
data, or by new observations which emerged during the process of annotating the corpus.

Our initial coding scheme included several tiers which captured spatial information 
according to the nine-point spatial grid successfully used by McNeill (1992) and others. 
This grid uses terms like “upper left, upper center, upper right” to capture meaningful 
bodily actions; we had hoped to use it to capture movements of the head, shoulders and 
hands at the start and end of each quoted utterance. Although both KS and MH were 
confident in their abilities to use this system, they made fundamentally different choices 
in applying it: MH used the grid as is, and noted less spatial variation overall than KS — 
a consequence of some speakers having smaller gesturing spaces. KS, recognizing that 
limitation, had adapted the nine-point grid to fit each speaker’s personal gesture space. 
Consequently, she captured more spatial variation. Moreover, both annotators felt that the 
45-degree filming angle – which added depth to the recording but prevented a direct shot 
of each participant – affected their coding choices. In discussion, KS and MH felt there 
was no satisfactory way to merge their approaches, so these variables were removed from 
our annotation scheme in favor of movement trajectories (e.g. “[moved] left/right of the 
addressee”), which were added and successfully used in subsequent checks. While this 
limited our ability to answer questions concerning the spatial locations used for character 
enactment, this did allow us to answer questions concerning the use of movement, or the 
direction of movement, co-occurring with quoted characters.

Following discussion with KK, who had observed with KS that intonation seemed to play 
a role in adopting character viewpoint, we added a variable to our coding scheme which 
captures character intonation in a very simple way: Yes, No. KK and KS piloted this together 
while jointly annotating one file, and KS later added this variable to the entire corpus. 
We made a subjective rather than a formal distinction; e.g. to qualify as Yes (“character 
intonation present”), the quote had to sound different than the speaker’s normal voice.

In summary, implementing our annotation scheme meant using a recursive process 
based on group ratification where each stage of assessment affected (and improved on) 
the existing annotation scheme. This necessitated a fluid approach, whereby features of 
interest, and the variables and values associated with them, were refined, adjusted or 
removed based on the observations, comments and annotation experiences of the multiple 
experts which worked on our data. 
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4.3.4 Final version of the annotation scheme

The final annotation scheme implemented in our corpus is presented in Table 4.4. Changes 
with respect to the initial annotation scheme presented in Table 4.3 are underlined. 

Table 4.4: The final annotation scheme. Changes with respect to the initial annotation scheme presented in Table 
4.3 are underlined. 

Category Tier Variable Values

Linguistic 
Info

Speech Transcript Text

Quote Yes, No, Unclear

Quote type Direct speech, Fictive interaction, Unclear

FI Subtype Self, Other, Irrealis, ?

Quote Head Say, Think, Be like, Be all, Go, Other

Quote Context Quoted dialogue, Quoted monologue, Quote island, Other

Character Speaker, Addressee, Speaker + Addressee, Letters A-F

Role shift Gesture Role Shift Present Yes, No, Unclear

Role Shift Start Head, Quote, Other, None

Articulators Character Intonation Yes, No, Unclear

Hands CVPT, Other, No gesture

Handedness Left, Right, Both, No gesture

Face Yes, No, Unclear

Gaze Yes, Late change, Quick shift, No, ?

Space Head Towards/Away from addressee, Left/Right of addressee, Up/
Down, Neutral

Hands Towards/Away from addressee, Left/Right of addressee, Up/
Down, Neutral

Body Towards/Away from addressee, Left/Right of addressee, Up/
Down, Neutral

Change Horizontal, Vertical, Sagittal, None, ?

Change 2 Horizontal, Vertical, Sagittal, None, ?

Notes Notes Notes

4.4 Discussion 

This chapter has presented the development of a coding scheme for annotating quotations 
and multimodal features in semi-spontaneous oral narratives. It is intended both as a 
description of our project and as a contribution to the methodological discussion on the 
development and reporting of co-speech gesture corpus annotation. As researchers, we will 
be better able to understand and critique each other’s work if we can be as methodologically 
transparent as possible. As far as we know, there are no widely accepted standards for 
the annotation of bodily actions during face-to-face communication; easily accessible 



4

Annotating multimodal indicators of viewpoint shift

79

annotation information, such as the wide-scope, general schemes like NEUROGES-ELAN, 
tend to focus on easy and reliable identification of the coding categories, while neglecting 
the need for honing the scheme for each new corpus or research question, training 
annotators, and consolidating the annotations by discussion and post-hoc reconciliation 
of differences. Annotation schemes which are developed for particular projects (such 
as the Earis and Cormier study cited above) eschew all of these issues by presenting 
what is (currently) needed for publication, despite the complexity of the task they face. 
Moreover, when presented thoroughly, such methodological transparency can provide 
the amount of information needed for the purposes of replication. Some of the important 
methodological features we touched on are the collection and organization of video data, 
and the development and implementation of a usable annotation scheme. We will discuss 
each in turn.

First, the process of collecting data, from recruiting participants which meet a study’s 
selection criteria, to actually recording data and the physical, technical and ethical 
sensitivities which are needed to do so: Chapter 3 of this dissertation points out, general 
research narratives abound in the literature, but specific methodological information 
is still lacking. For example, previous publications in this area primarily concerned the 
introduction of public/private corpora, descriptions of specific annotation schemes and 
examples of projects for which they were designed, and technical documents which 
introduce some of the software tools used in gesture research. Gradually, more publications 
addressing specific methodological concerns are beginning to appear. There are several 
papers now which describe practical aspects of gesture research, such as best practices 
for approaching participants and collecting data (both the ethical concerns involved 
therein, and practical concerns such as how to record data) — Seyfeddinipur (2011) 
and Enfield (2013) are particularly good examples for gesture; Perniss (2014) provides 
similar information for collecting sign language data, which is also relevant for research 
in gesture. We hope that the discussion of the adaptations made to our annotation scheme 
as well as the meta-data used in this project can help other researchers in designing and 
implementing their own projects.

Second, we have emphasized the importance of the process of developing and improving 
the annotation scheme, and the development of annotator skills. Like Stelma and Cameron 
(2007), our position is that the process of annotation is a central part of rigorous research 
— and the steps taken during that process should be discussed not only to make the 
annotation schemes themselves more transparent, but to inform and thereby enable future 
gesture research. Moreover, this discussion will externalize the process of applying labels 
to data and quantifying the use of those labels — an important process, but one which is 
often rendered invisible by current methodological reporting practices. We gave detailed 
descriptions of our process so that it may serve as a guide for future studies.

To that end, we provided flowcharts which describe the annotation phases of this project. 
These may serve as an overview or guideline, insofar as they make explicit the fact that 
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not only are multiple passes through the data needed to complete an annotated file, but 
that multiple rounds of annotation are needed in order to refine an annotation scheme 
into something which is both internally consistent and externally valid. These multiple 
rounds are also needed in order to train annotators. As Stelma and Cameron (2007) point 
out, even well-defined terms require expert training. This may be even more true for the 
variables used in gesture research, whether for general-purpose annotation schemes like 
NEUROGES-ELAN or schemes which are narrowly defined for particular projects, such as 
what we described here.

As part of the discussion of our annotation scheme, we provided information for the means 
by which it evolved – including the fact that, in articles which draw from this annotated 
dataset, we had to adapt our reporting of the annotation scheme, both reducing the 
number of variables we reported and changing the way in which it was presented. Part of 
our discussion  included tables which showed how the variables, values and definitions in 
our codebook changed over time. These changes were made possible by three features of 
our assessment procedure: the in-depth discussions annotators had together, the decision 
documents in which annotators noted difficult annotation decisions and their outcomes, and 
the annotation notes which KS kept to document progress and decisions made throughout 
the project. Together, these documents helped to externalize annotators’ decisions — often 
pointing to the fact that the supposedly “objective” codebook had masked certain intuitive 
or internalized choices and processes used by the primary annotator. Discussions between 
annotators, the error reports KS generated and the decision documents each annotator 
kept, helped us to learn with the annotations which had been made by each annotator. 
Like Stelma and Cameron (2007: 386) observe for their study, this eventually led to our 
primary annotator working within her skill level rather than at the limits of it.

In particular, we found discussions between annotators to be highly informative. Initially, 
we had thought that deciding whether an articulator was ‘active’ would be easy. In fact, 
we found that although annotators felt decisions were both easy and straightforward, there 
was a surprising amount of disagreement between what pairs of annotators considered to 
be ‘active’ with respect to character viewpoint. In most cases, the result of these discussions 
were more strict, more detailed definitions. In the case of gaze, it meant adding values 
to the controlled vocabulary. These discussions also pointed to the difficulty of applying 
supposedly objective spatial terms to our data. Work by McNeill (1992) and others led us 
to believe that this would be relatively straightforward to implement. Instead, we found 
that it was difficult to obtain reliable annotations of spatial features. We made several 
attempts at improving annotations for this feature and eventually discovered that the 
difficulties were due to different applications of spatial terms; annotators were seeing the 
same movement, but were applying different labels to it. Once realized, it was easy to 
correct — but noticing it without discussion would have been difficult. Together, these 
changes resulted in variables we were comfortable using, and which, in our view, capture 
the range of bodily actions in our data. In every case, we feel that having annotators 
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discuss and externalize their decisions led to better annotations – in part because, as 
we have argued throughout this chapter, it made the process transparent. In our view, 
it would help the field if coding templates and codebooks were made more widely 
available, especially for the smaller, specific-purpose, limited-use schemes such as the 
one described here. We hope that documentation concerning the process of collecting and 
annotating gesture data will increase. Such methodological transparency will improve the 
community’s methodological practices. 



Part II  Empirical Investigations
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Chapter 5
Multimodal analysis of quotation in oral narratives

Abstract: We investigate direct speech quotation in informal oral narratives by analyzing 
the contribution of bodily articulators (character viewpoint gestures, character facial 
expression, character intonation, and the meaningful use of gaze) in three quote 
environments, or quote sequences – single quotes, quoted monologues and quoted dialogues 
– and in initial vs. non-initial position within those sequences. Our analysis draws on 
findings from the linguistic and multimodal realization of quotation, where multiple 
articulators are often observed to be co-produced with single direct speech quotes (e.g., 
Thompson & Suzuki, 2014), especially on the so-called left boundary of the quote (Sidnell, 
2006). We use logistic regression to model multimodal quote production across and within 
quote sequences, and find unique sets of multimodal articulators accompanying each quote 
sequence type. We do not, however, find unique sets of multimodal articulators which 
distinguish initial from non-initial utterances; utterance position is instead predicted 
by type of quote and presence of a quoting predicate. Our findings add to the growing 
body of research on multimodal quotation, and suggest that the multimodal production 
of quotation is more sensitive to the number of characters and utterances which are 
quoted than to the difference between introducing and maintaining a quoted characters’ 
perspective. 
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5.1 Introduction

Narratives – personal and otherwise – are pervasive in human interaction (Turner, 1998; 
Zunshine, 2006).25 They engage our imagination by presenting real or fictional events 
outside the here-and-now of the story telling, often by enacting (or, in the terms of Clark & 
Gerrig, 1990, “demonstrating”) the characters’ speech or thought in direct quotation (Clark 
& Van Der Wege, 2001). Direct quotation shifts the deictic center (time, space, personal 
pronouns) to the original utterance or thought, thus assuming the quoted character’s 
perspective and shifting viewpoint to them (Dancygier & Sweetser, 2012). Consider the 
following extract from our collection of semi-spontaneous oral narratives. The narrator, 
Black, describes a last-minute costume change she requested as a child on Halloween.

(1)  Black: or maybe I didn’t want to be the clown I don’t know
      [past.self] mom I don’t want to be a clown
      [mother] well um it’s kind of last minute 
            all the Halloween stores are closed

In this example, Black quotes a dialogue between her past self and her mother. The tense 
shifts from past to present, but there are no other linguistic cues such as say or think which 
might prepare the listener for the viewpoint shifts which occur as the quoted dialogue 
unfolds. As we shall see in a more detailed discussion of this example (in Section 5.3), 
Black uses special prosody for each quoted character, looks away from her addressee 
in slightly different directions (left for her past self; left and down for her mother) and 
produces character-specific facial displays as well – a disappointed look when quoting her 
past self, and a frustrated look when quoting her mother. In this study, we investigate how 
such multimodal cues are used to signal the perspective shifts involved in quoting speech 
and thought in informal oral narration.

5.1.1 Linguistic realization of quotation

The structural and interactional functions of quotation have attracted considerable 
attention (e.g., Banfield, 1982; Li, 1986; Tannen, 1989; Redeker, 1991; Dancygier 
& Sweetser, 2012; Yao, Belin, & Scheepers, 2012; Eerland, Engelend, & Zwaan, 2013; 
Groenewold, Bastiaanse, Nickels, & Huiskes, 2014; Guerini, 2014; Pascual, 2014, among 
many others). This interest has stemmed from two observations (1) quotation is ubiquitous 
in discourse, whether in healthy speaking (Banfield, 1982; Tannen, 1989; Pascual, 2014), 
healthy signing (Engberg-Pedersen, 1993; Metzger, 1995) or brain-damaged speaking 
populations (Berko-Gleason, Goodglass, Obler, Green, Hyde, & Weintraub, 1980; Hengst, 
Frame, Neuman-Stritzel, & Gannaway, 2005; Groenewold et al., 2014), and (2) despite 
appearances, quotation does not commit the speaker to the veracity of either the form or 
the content of the quoted utterance (Bakhtin, 1981; Clark & Gerrig, 1990; Redeker, 1991; 

25  This chapter is adapted from: Stec, K., Huiskes, M., & Redeker, G. (In press). Multimodal analysis of quotation 
in oral narratives. Open Linguistics. 
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Sams, 2010). Instead, the interactional function – i.e. what purpose the speaker is trying 
to achieve with the quoted utterance – takes precedence.

Understanding quoted utterances relies on our ability to fluidly adopt, represent and 
understand multiple perspectives in ordinary discourse. This is in part because quotation 
makes the story lively (Groenewold et al., 2014) or vivid (Li, 1986; Mayes, 1990) by 
creating involvement (Tannen, 1989), dramatizing interaction (Labov, 1972; Redeker, 
1991) and stimulating our imagination (Clark & van der Wege, 2001). At the same time, 
quoting speakers are often more committed to preserving the intended meaning of a 
quoted utterance than its form (Lehrer, 1989; Redeker, 1991; Eerland et al., 2013). They 
may also use quotation without any ‘reporting’ function at all, e.g. when voicing non-
human entities (the dog was howling “feed me!”), inanimate objects (Firefox was like 
“Nope, you can’t see that webpage”), or thoughts and attitudes (he was all “Boring!”).  In 
these situations, speakers quote utterances which were never actually uttered – whether 
in form or content. Such uses have been variously termed constructed dialogues (Tannen, 
1989), dramatizing quotes (Redeker, 1991), enactments (Streeck & Knapp 1992), hypothetical 
active voicing (Simmons & LeCouteur, 2011) or fictive interaction (Pascual, 2014).

Because speakers use direct quotation outside of reporting contexts and for different 
interactional purposes, researchers have argued that it would be more appropriate to 
say that speakers demonstrate (Clark & Gerrig, 1990) or reenact (Sidnell, 2006) rather 
than describe or reproduce previous actions and events, and that they do so “by creating 
the illusion of the listener also being an eye-witness” (Sakita, 2002: 189). Direct speech 
constructions are particularly suited to this, as they help animate and enact characters in 
a narrative (Goodwin, 2007) and serves higher-order discourse functions, such as acting as 
an objective evidential outside of narrative contexts (Couper-Kuhlen, 2007). 

5.1.2 Multimodal realization of quotation

In addition to linguistic indicators of quotation, which are produced in the acoustic 
modality, narrators may use co-produced paralinguistic features or multimodal bodily 
actions. Paralinguistic features which are important for indicating a shift to a quoted 
perspective are changes in intonation or prosody (Couper-Kuhlen, 1999; Couper-Kuhlen, 
2007) or rate of speech (Yao et al., 2012). However, the visual modality can also contribute 
in meaningful ways. Most work on visible bodily actions accompanying speech focuses on 
contributions made by the hands in different communicative situations, such as problem 
solving (e.g., Holler & Wilkin, 2009), telling narratives (e.g., Parrill, 2012), or face-to-
face interaction (e.g.,  Kendon, 2004). Within the field of gesture studies, perspective 
is typically studied via manual gesture production, such as when a speaker produces a 
character-viewpoint gesture (e.g., pumping both arms to demonstrate “running”) rather than 
an observer-viewpoint gesture (e.g., moving an index finger  in front of the speaker’s body to 
demonstrate “running”) (McNeill, 1992). 
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However, as even early gesture work points out, the body is composed of multiple 
articulators, and people are adept at using those articulators in meaningful ways. Thus, as 
with sign languages (Cormier, Quinto-Pozos, Sevcikova, & Schembri, 2012), manual co-
speech gestures may be co-produced with other articulators in the visual modality, such 
as facial expression (Chovil, 1991), changes in gaze (Sidnell, 2006; Park, 2009; Thompson 
& Suzuki, 2014), or the use of gestural space (Özyürek, 2002; Perniss & Özyürek, 2015). 
In narrative contexts, Earis and Cormier (2013: 339) find that multimodal character 
representations in English often include prosodic elements, character facial displays and 
the use of co-speech gestures (though not necessarily character viewpoint gestures) to 
“enrich the narrative discourse”. Chapter 2 of this dissertation provides a summary of the 
articulatory means by which viewpoint shifts may be indicated by the gesturing body; 
Cormier, Smith and Sevcikova (2013) present a similar analysis for sign. In brief: People 
will create and construe meaningful differences using whatever means are available.

Considering in particular the visible bodily actions accompanying quotation, a number 
of qualitative studies have noted that multiple multimodal articulators are used in 
coordination with speech (e.g., Clark & Gerrig, 1990; Streeck & Knapp, 1992; Sidnell, 
2006; Buchstaller & D’Arcy, 2009; Park, 2009; Fox & Robles, 2010), with certain contexts 
of use garnering specific multimodal production strategies. One such example comes from 
Park (2009), who suggests that Korean speakers systematically use different multimodal 
behaviors depending on whether they use a direct speech construction to quote past-self 
(present), past-addressee (present) or a past third person character (absent), even though 
the Korean quoting particle already makes this distinction. Gaze is an important articulator 
for managing interaction in the here-and-now vs. representing other interactions (Sweetser 
& Stec, in press), and can be used to indicate whether an interlocutor is being quoted 
(Park, 2009) or is ‘standing in’ for the addressee of a prior exchange (Thompson & Suzuki, 
2014). Facial expressions may also be used when describing characters in a narrative 
(McNeill, 1992; Sidnell, 2006), or to differentiate between a described scene and the 
present moment (Chovil, 1991). And intonation and other prosodic or phonetic changes 
may be used not only to demonstrate what someone else said (Clark & Gerrig, 1990; Fox 
& Robles, 2009), but also to differentiate between the speaker and quoted characters 
(Couper-Kuhlen, 1999; Couper-Kuhlen, 2007) or even to make meta-comments on the 
quotative utterance (Günthner, 1999). 

5.1.3 Research questions

Previous research has demonstrated that there are different uses of quotation in discourse, 
and different multimodal realizations accompanying them. These discussions typically 
focus on single quoted utterances, such as The President said “We’re going to Mars!”. 
However, as example (1) above shows, there are also different quotation environments, 
or quote sequences. Our notion of quote sequence is intended to capture the fact that while 
single quoted utterances are common (Buchstaller, 2013), speakers can quote in dialogic 
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or monologic sequences in addition to the single quotes which are often studied. In other 
words, there are several possibilities for the production of quotations: (1) there is only one 
quoted utterance, immediately after which the narrative or interaction with interlocutor(s) 
resumes (single quotes, or Quote Islands), (2) there are multiple quoted utterances, all from 
the same quoted speaker (Quoted Monologues), or (3) there are multiple quoted utterances, 
from multiple quoted speakers (Quoted Dialogues). 

This distinction is important for two reasons. First, the number of quoted speakers could 
affect the multimodal strategies used. For example, when adopting character perspective 
in sign languages, there is evidence that the strategies used to enact two or more 
characters with contrastive roles (Padden 1986) differ from the strategies used to enact 
characters elsewhere (Janzen, 2012). As speakers and signers share certain capacities for 
iconic representation (Perniss, Özyürek, & Morgan, 2015; Vigliocco, Perniss, & Vinson, 
2014), it might be the case that speakers use different multimodal articulators when a 
different number of characters are involved.  Second, the number of quoted utterances 
could affect the multimodal strategies used. As several studies have demonstrated, not 
only do referential introduction and maintenance contexts garner different multimodal 
behaviors in both speakers (Levy & McNeill, 1992; Perniss & Özyürek, 2015) and signers 
(Cormier et al., 2012; Perniss & Özyürek, 2015), speakers appear to preferentially mark the 
introduction of quoted utterances with multimodal articulation (Sidnell, 2006). It might 
therefore be the case that the initial utterance of a multi-utterance quotation sequence 
is produced with different multimodal articulators or actions compared to continuing 
utterances, where quoted interaction is maintained. 

In this paper we report a corpus-analytic investigation of the role of multimodal indicators 
of perspective change and character embodiment in the production of direct quotation in 
oral narratives. We focus on the use of speech- or thought-report predicates (he says, I’m like, 
I thought, etc.), type of quotation (direct speech vs. fictive interaction) and a set of bodily 
articulators which may signal a shift to character viewpoint through the use of intonation, 
facial expression, gaze, or manual gestures which are used to demonstrate certain aspects 
of the quoted character. We expect short, single-utterance quotations (Quote Islands) to 
be treated differently from quoted sequences. Quoted Dialogues involve more than one 
character’s perspective and are thus expected to attract more multimodal indications of 
perspective shift than quoted sequences of utterances from a single character (Quoted 
Monologues). Finally, we expect initial utterances to be marked with more multimodal 
indicators of perspective shift than non-initial utterances.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: In the next section we describe our 
dataset and the means by which it was annotated. In the following section, we present a 
qualitative description of multimodal quotation in our dataset, focusing on Quote Islands 
(Section 5.3.1), Quoted Monologues (Section 5.3.2) and Quoted Dialogues (Section 5.3.3). 
We then present a quantitative analysis of multimodal quotation, focusing first on the 
frequencies of multimodal production in quotation sequences (Section 5.4.1) and then on 
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modeling quotation sequences with linguistic and multimodal predictors (Section 5.4.2). 
Finally, we discuss our results, and situate them within a broader discussion of multimodal 
quotation and multimodal character viewpoint.

5.2  Method

We conducted an exploratory analysis on a corpus of semi-spontaneous speech which was 
collected and annotated by the first author.  We give a brief overview of the collection and 
annotation procedure below; more detail can be found in Chapter 4 of this dissertation. A 
paper package containing relevant methods documents (codebook, data, R code, etc.) is 
available for download at the Mind Research Repository.

5.2.1 Data

We collected semi-spontaneous narratives from pairs of native speakers of American 
English. Participants volunteered their time, and completed a 2-step consent procedure 
in which they first consented to participate in data collection and later granted specific 
use of the materials which had been recorded (e.g. publication of the stills in Section 
5.3). All pairs of speakers knew each other, and were asked to tell each other personal 
narratives they would be comfortable having on film. Some dyads improvised, others 
used an optional topic sheet which had been prepared by the first author to guide their 
interaction. Our corpus consists of 26 speakers (17 female) and 85 narratives which range 
in length from 0:30 to 15:51 minutes, with an average length of about 5 minutes per 
narrative. There are 704 quoted utterances in our corpus.

5.2.2 Annotation

Our analyses are based on annotations made by the first author on the entire corpus. 
To obtain interobserver validity of annotations, we used a consensus procedure whereby 
annotations made by the first author on a subset of the corpus (10%) were compared against 
annotations made by four independent coders in successive rounds of annotation. These 
comparisons were facilitated by lengthy discussions of the annotation choices made until 
the underlying sources of disagreement were identified and resolved. We did not measure 
agreement by Kappa, as such measures can mask the underlying source of disagreement 
(Stelma & Cameron, 2007) or erroneously indicate agreement (e.g., Uebersax, 1987; 
Gnisci, Maricchiolo, & Bonaiuto, 2013).  More information about our consensus procedure 
is available in Chapter 4 of this dissertation.

The relevant portion of our final annotation scheme is presented in Table 5.1. This scheme 
was implemented in ELAN, video annotation software developed by the Max Planck 
Institute for Psycholinguistics – see Wittenburg et al. (2006) and http://tla.mpi.nl/tools/
tla-tools/elan/ for more information. Our annotation scheme includes variables (tiers) for 
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linguistic features pertaining to direct speech quotes and for multimodal articulators which 
have been identified as relevant for the multimodal expression of viewpoint in studies 
investigating speaking populations (viz. Sidnell, 2006; Park, 2009; Earis & Cormier, 2013 
– see Chapter 2 of this dissertation for a review).

Table 5.1: ELAN tiers and controlled vocabularies used (adapted from Table 4.1).

Category Tier Controlled Vocabulary

Linguistic 
Information

Transcript Text

Quote type  - Direct speech (the utterance voices a character)
 - Fictive interaction (the utterance represents a character’s 

thoughts, voices an entity which cannot speak, or refers to a 
future, pretend or counterfactual scenario, cf. Pascual 2014)

 - Unclear

Quote sequence
type

 - Quoted dialogue (two or more characters are quoted over 
successive utterances)

 - Quoted monologue (one character is quoted over several 
utterances)

 - Quote island (one quoted utterance)
 - Other

Quote position  - Initial (first quoted utterance in a multi-utterance sequence or 
quoted utterance that is a Quote Island)

 - Continuing (non-initial quoted utterance)

Multimodal 
Articulators

Character 
Intonation

 - Present (speaker’s voice altered to demonstrate the quoted 
character)

 - Absent (speaker’s voice unchanged)
 - Unclear

Hands  - Character viewpoint gesture (speaker’s hands demonstrate a 
manual action performed by another entity)

 - Other gesture (including beats, iconic gestures which are not 
character viewpoint, deictic gestures, emblems, etc.)

 - No gesture

Character facial 
expression

 - Present (speaker’s facial expression changes to demonstrate the 
quoted character)

 - Absent (speaker’s facial expression is unchanged)
 - Unclear

Gaze  - Maintained with addressee (speaker’s gaze is directed to 
addressee throughout the quote)

 - Away from addressee (speaker’s gaze is not directed to the 
addressee throughout the quote)

 - Late change (speaker’s gaze moves away from the addressee after 
the quote started)

 - Quick shift (speaker’s gaze jumps around throughout the quote)
 - Unclear

Notes Notes Notes
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5.2.2.1 Linguistic features
We first noted whether an utterance was a quote, and whether that quote was an instance 
of fictive interaction (Pascual, 2014). Quotes were identified by the presence of a quoting 
verb (be like, say, think, etc.) and, in the case of bare quotes, by the use of direct speech 
(such as I instead of he, a switch to present tense or other deictics, and so forth – see 
Buchstaller, 2013 for more information about identifying direct speech in discourse). We 
also noted if the utterance was spoken with special intonation – that is, whether it differed 
in any way from the speaker’s normal voice (henceforth, character intonation). This might 
be when a narrator whispers or shouts to demonstrate how a character actually spoke, 
or any change in pitch or loudness compared to the speaker’s normal voice. What was 
important to us was that there was an observable difference, not what the particular 
phonetic realizations of that difference might be. 

5.2.2.2 Quote sequences
To annotate the quote environment of each quoted utterance, we first noted whether it 
was an instance of a particular quote sequence: a Quote Island (QI), a Quoted Monologue 
(QM), or a Quoted Dialogue (QD). Nine utterances (1.3% of the dataset) were coded as 
‘Other’ and were excluded from this study.26 Our dataset thus consists of 695 utterances. 
An example of each quote sequence is given below; further discussion of these examples 
appears in Section 5.3. Throughout our paper, examples are formatted as follows,   
Speaker_Name: [quoted.speaker] quote.

QIs are single quoted utterances by a single speaker.

(2) Quote Island 

 Grey: [Picasso] darn kids

QMs are multiple quoted utterances in a row by the same speaker, with only quoting 
predicates appearing between the quoted utterances (e.g. and she said or bare quotes) . 

(3) Quoted Monologue

 Pink: [past.self] and I’m like oh this must be a special one really 
                  just for my headset
          [past.self] and I’m like oh it’s not working

QDs are multiple quoted utterances in a row by different quoted speakers, with only 
quoting predicates appearing between the quoted utterances. In our dataset, QDs only 
occur between two quoted characters, e.g in example (4) the speaker’s past self and her 
mother. 

26  ‘Other’ quotes came in four types: (i) echos, the addressee repeats the quote the speaker just produced (3 
quotes); (ii) completions, the addressee completes the quote the speaker starts (1 quote); (iii) generics, of the 
form he said that and she said that (2 quotes); and (iv) interruptions, which occur in one narrative when a quoted 
sequence is interrupted by the addressee (3 quotes).
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(4) Quoted Dialogue

Black: or maybe I didn’t want to be the clown I don’t know
               [past.self] mom I don’t want to be a clown
           [mother] well um it’s kind of last minute 
             all the Halloween stores are closed

As these examples demonstrate, quote sequences differ with respect to the number of 
quoted speakers (1 or 2) and the number of quoted utterances (QIs – 1, QMs – 2 or more, 
QDs – 2 or more). 

In addition to quote sequence, we coded all utterances as being initial (i) or continuing (c) 
in a given quote sequence. All QIs were coded as initial. If a quote was identified as a QM, 
we annotated the first quote in the sequence as initial, and all other quotes in the sequence 
as continuing. If a quote was identified as a QD, we annotated the first quote as “initial A” 
and the first quote by the other speaker as “initial B”; all other quotes in the sequence were 
annotated as continuing. An example of a coded quote sequence is given in (6):

(5)  Pink: [past.self] and I’m like oh this must be a special one really 
          just for my headset            [QMi]
       [past.self] and I’m like oh it’s not working       [QM2/c]

In this example, the first utterance in the sequence (oh this must be a special one really just 
for my headset) is coded as QMi. This code identifies the utterance as both being part of a 
Quoted Monologue (QM) and as the initial utterance in the QM sequence (i). The second 
utterance (oh it’s not working) is coded as QM2/c. This code identifies the utterance as 
being the second (2) or non-initial/continuing (c) utterance in a QM sequence.  All initial 
utterances were the first utterances in their sequence; the number of continuing utterances 
ranged from 2 (48 QM sequences and 38 QD sequences) to 19 (1 QD sequence).

5.2.2.3 Multimodal articulators
Although most co-speech gesture research focuses on the expressive capacities of the 
hands (e.g., McNeill, 1992 and Kendon, 2004, among many others), multiple articulators 
contribute to multimodal utterances. Several qualitative studies have emphasized this 
point (e.g., Sidnell, 2006; Thompson & Suzuki, 2014), and quantitative work is starting 
to do so (e.g., Earis & Cormier, 2013).  Chapter 2 of this dissertation provides a summary 
of the use of different multimodal articulators in conveying multimodal viewpoint in 
co-speech and co-sign gesture. The use of gaze, facial expression, manual gestures and 
the use of gesture space play important roles in the expression of conceptual viewpoint, 
i.e. the real or imagined physical location of a conceptualizer. The notion of conceptual 
viewpoint can be used to capture differences between quoted characters, such as when 
a speaker reproduces a past interaction and demonstrates their interlocutors’ actions and 
their own past actions (example 4 above), or the difference between observer or character 
perspective when describing an event (Parrill, 2012). Knowing which articulators can be 
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used to indicate conceptual viewpoint shift (such as when adopting character perspective 
in narrative contexts, viz. Earis & Cormier, 2013) can help to identify the articulators 
which are specifically used to demonstrate character viewpoint during quotes.

We annotated features which were identified in Chapters 2 and 4 of this dissertation, 
focusing on articulators which “actively” contribute to the multimodal expression 
of viewpoint. As an example of what we mean by “active” articulator use, consider a 
character viewpoint gesture which is produced with a display of affect on the face versus 
one which is not, such as a speaker pumping their arms to show a character running 
with or without a co-timed display of fear on the speaker’s face. Character viewpoint 
gestures use the speaker’s body to show how a character acted. According to McNeill 
(1992), character viewpoint would be mapped onto the speaker’s entire body regardless of 
whether or not a facial display of character affect is present. However, in the first instance 
(gesture with a fearful expression), we would say that both the hands and the face are 
“active” as both contribute to the speaker’s representation of the character while in the 
second instance, only the hands are “active” and therefore only the hands contribute to 
the speaker’s representation of the character.  We are only interested in “active” uses of 
multimodal articulators.

We annotated three nonverbal articulators for their “activation”: gaze, facial displays, 
and manual gesture. For gaze, we identified four kinds of behaviors: the speaker’s gaze is 
maintained with the addressee, moves away from the addressee at the start of the quote, 
moves away a few words into the quote (late change), or is undirected and jumps all over 
the place during the quote (quick shift). For the purpose of modeling, we identified the 
latter three behaviors (looking away, late change and quick shift) as being indicative of 
viewpoint shift and treated them as a group.27 Henceforth, we refer to them jointly as 
“meaningful use of gaze”. We noted whether the speaker’s face displayed the affect of the 
quoted character, e.g. with facial expressions attributable to the character being quoted. 
For manual gesture, we made a three-way distinction between character viewpoint 
gesture, other gesture, and no gesture. This simplified scheme reflects the fact that our 
notion of “activity” is specifically linked to character viewpoint, and the fact that speakers 
have been shown to use similar behaviors as signers when adopting character perspective, 
such as the combined use of manual character viewpoint gestures with character facial 
displays (Liddell & Metzger, 1998; Earis & Cormier, 2013) or the systematic use of gaze to 
differentiate viewpoint (Sweetser & Stec, in press). 

27  As a journal reviewer pointed out, speaker gaze is complicated (see, e.g., Thompson & Suzuki, 2014 or Sweetser 
& Stec, in press) and our variable simplifies it. Our decision to count “not maintaining gaze with addressee” as 
“meaningful use of gaze” was based on Sidnell (2006), who found that speakers often look away from interlocutors 
on the left boundary of quotes. This is similar to what some signers have been reported to do during constructed 
action or role shift sequences (e.g., Metzger, 1995). However, as the reviewer rightfully pointed out, a speaker 
who consistently gazes away from their addressee during the narrative but who consistently gazes towards their 
addressee when quoting is “meaningfully” using gaze, but this is not captured by our coding scheme. 
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5.3 Multimodal quote sequences 

5.3.1 Quote Islands 

When Quote Islands (QI) occur, they are single quoted utterances which are preceded 
and followed by other linguistic actions – asides to the interlocutor, other aspects of the 
narrative, etc. They voice only one character. There are 298 QI sequences (and thus, 298 
QI utterances) in our dataset.

An example is given in Transcript 5.1 and Figure 5.1. Each line of the transcript corresponds 
to an image with that number in the figure; i.e. line 1 of the transcript was produced with 
the actions shown in Figure 5.1, image 1. In this example, White, the narrator of this story, 
appears on the left of the frame. Her addressee Grey appears on the right. In this narrative, 
White describes a visit to a museum as a small child. Prior to the museum visit, White 
had been impressed by Picasso’s work, but after seeing the exhibit, she felt unimpressed 
and ends the narrative in line 1 by saying that Picasso is probably rolling in his grave while 
producing an observer-viewpoint gesture which shows three repetitive rolling actions. 

Figure 5.1: Stills from Mirrors.

Transcript 5.1: Mirrors (White’s narrative)

1 White: he’s probably like rolling in his grave
2       (0.5s)
3 Grey:  [Picasso] darn kids
4   or I don’t know something um French
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This is shown in Figure 5.1, image 1. Her addressee, Grey, mimics her observer-viewpoint 
gesture but with slower, larger movements which include his upper torso, head and visible 
beats each time he completes a circle during the pause on line 2 of the transcript (Figure 
5.1, image 2). He uses character intonation while uttering the QI in line 3 and scrunches 
up his face, as if in a scowl. This utterance is an instance of fictive interaction since Grey 
is voicing something which Picasso (long dead) couldn’t have said in response to this 
particular situation. While producing line 3, Grey looks away from his addressee and moves 
his head sideways (Figure 5.1, image 3). Grey returns to maintaining White’s gaze in line 4 
and his body comes  to rest, signaling to White that she can resume her narrative.

Multiple multimodal articulators contribute to this Quote Island: Grey uses character 
intonation, a character facial expression (the scowl), a change in gaze and head movements. 28

5.3.2 Quoted Monologues 

In Quoted Monologues (QM), one perspective is quoted multiple times in a row, with no 
intervening linguistic actions apart from quoting predicates (e.g. she said or bare quotes) 
or extended quoting predicates, such as and then she was all. Often a character is only 
quoted twice, but in some cases, three or more successive quotes occur. There are 59 
QM sequences in our dataset, with a total of 138 QM utterances. Most QM sequences are 
comprised of two utterances (48 sequences), with a range of up to seven utterances (one 
sequence). An example of a QM is given in Transcript 5.2 and Figure 5.2, which are taken 
from Pink’s narrative about a visit to a museum in Korea. 

Pink appears on the left of the images, and the QM sequence is italicized on lines 2 
and 3 of the transcript. When this example begins, Pink’s body is oriented towards her 
narrative space, which is situated between herself and her addressee. She uses her hands 
to shape the museum exhibit in front of her (line 1) using observer-viewpoint gestures, 
as well as her failed attempts to get her own headset, with a spoken English guide to the 
museum’s exhibits, to interact with it (lines 2 and 3). Figure 5.2, images 1a-d show the 
gestures accompanying line 1 of the transcript: Pink first uses a sweeping gesture (image 
1a) and then an observer-viewpoint gesture (images b-d) to depict the museum exhibit. 
In line 2, the first QM utterance, her left hand points to her head (Figure 5.2, image 2). 
She uses special character intonation, looks away from her addressee at the start of the 
quote, and displays surprise on her face. While uttering line 3, the second QM utterance, 
Pink’s right hand, now holding the imagined headset (a character-viewpoint gesture), 
moves up and down depicting her attempts to get it to work, while her left hand returns 
to rest (Figure 5.2, image 3). Like the previous QM utterance, she uses special character 
intonation, looks away from her addressee, and displays surprise on her face. The narrative 
continues in line 4 as Pink starts to trace a piece of the exhibit (Figure 5.2, images 4a-b). 

28  Although not considered here, head movements are also a rich source for the management of discourse, 
and transitioning between different characters within narratives – see McClave (2000) for further details on the 
multifunctionality of head movements.
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Figure 5.2: Stills from Korea. 

Transcript 5.2: Korea (Pink’s narrative)

 (1a)    (1b)    (1c)    (1d)
1 Pink: it doesn’t have any words it just shows like headset
2   [past.self] and I’m like oh this must be a special one really 
        just for my headset
3   [past.self] and I’m like oh it’s not working
      (4a)           (4b)
4    meanwhile next to the headset next to the like image of the headset

Throughout this sequence, her head alternates from looking to her gestures and her 
addressee, her gestures iconically depict features of the described scene, and her face 
expresses the surprise and confusion she felt at failing to get her own headset to interact 
with the exhibit. Here, too, we see multiple multimodal articulators working together in 
the production of the quotes

5.3.3 Quoted Dialogues 

In Quoted Dialogues (QD), the narrator quotes multiple characters in immediate succession, 
often reporting a dialogue which actually took place. There are no intervening linguistic 
actions between QD utterances apart from quoting predicates (e.g. she said or bare quotes) 
or extended quoting predicates, such as and then she was all. Most QDs are introduced 
without a quoting predicate. There are 76 QD sequences (213 QD utterances) in our 
dataset. There are often two utterances (38 QD sequences) or three utterances (24 QD 
sequences) per QD, but one narrative consists almost entirely of two QD sequences (21 and 
16 quoted utterances; see Chapter 6 of this dissertation for more about this narrative).29 

29  QD sequences in our dataset follow two patterns: quoted speakers alternating at every utterance (an A B… 
pattern) or not (an A A B…). Only four QD sequences follow the second pattern, and are excluded from the analyses 
presented in Tables 7, 11 and 12 in Section 5.4.2.
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Figure 5.3: Stills from Halloween.

Transcript 5.3: Halloween (Black’s narrative)

1 Black: or maybe I didn’t want to be the clown I don’t know
2   [past.self] mom I don’t want to be a clown
     (3a)         (3b)
3   [mother] well um it’s kind of last minute all the Halloween stores 
         are closed 
4 Pink:  be the clown and *eat your tea*
5 Black:      *eat your tea*
    (6a)    (6b) 
6  so I didn’t want to be the clown

An example of a QD is given in Transcript 5.3 and Figure 5.3, which is taken from a 
narrative about Black’s failed attempts to find a suitable Halloween costume as a small 
child. Black is on the right of the frame and her addressee, Pink, is on the left. The QD is 
italicized on lines 2 and 3 of the transcript: in line 2, Black voices her past self, and in line 
3, she voices her mother’s response. 

When the example begins on line 1, Black is looking at her addressee, Pink (Figure 5.3, 
image 1). Black then orients towards her narrative space, which is situated slightly to 
the left of the space shared with her addressee. While voicing her past self in line 2, she 
looks to her left while using special intonation for herself as a child (Figure 5.3, image 2). 
Simultaneously, she also produces a facial expression which evokes disappointment. When 
Black voices her mother in line 3, she looks down and to the left, and uses a character-
viewpoint gesture to express her mother’s frustration (Figure 5.3, images 3a-b). She also 
uses special frustrated character intonation for her mother, and produces a character 
facial display which evokes that frustration. When Pink interjects with a fictive quote 
in line 4, Black shifts her head and gaze towards her interlocutor and looks down while 
simultaneously echoing the second half of Pink’s interjection, eat your tea (Figure 5.3, 
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image 4-5).30 The near simultaneity is indicated in the transcript by the * on either edge of 
this phrase. Black then resumes her narrative in line 6 (Figure 5.3, images 6a-b).

For this Quoted Dialogue, we see different multimodal resources being used for each 
quoted character: Black’s past self is represented with fewer active articulators –  
character intonation and facial expression,  and a change of gaze – while Black’s mother 
is represented with more active articulators – character intonation and facial expression, 
character viewpoint gesture, and a change of gaze. Although this is a difference of only 
one articulator (manual gesture), the multimodal activity accompanying Black’s past self 
is minimal in comparison, since it both uses less of her gesture space and the active 
articulators are less distinct.

In this section, we have seen that in each of the three quoted contexts (QI, QM, QD) 
multiple multimodal articulators accompany quoted utterances. These articulators may 
be, e.g., the use of character intonation or facial expression, the meaningful use of gaze, 
and the use of gesture or body movement in addition to speech. Our findings are consistent 
with previous work which found extensive use of character intonation, facial expression 
and gaze when quoting or enacting characters (e.g., Sidnell, 2006; Earis & Cormier, 2013; 
Thompson & Suzuki, 2014) but limited use of manual character viewpoint gestures (Earis 
& Cormier, 2013). To this body of work, we add our observations about multimodal QD 
sequences, where, like Padden (1986) observed for sign language, contrastive behaviors 
may be used to distinguish multiple characters. 

5.4 Results

Our analysis comprises two parts: In Section 5.4.1 we present the frequency of multimodal 
articulator use in each quote sequence, and in Section 5.4.2 we model quote sequences on 
the basis of multimodal articulation or utterance location within a sequence. If speakers 
manage character perspectives via multimodal production, then we expect to find unique 
sets of multimodal predictors for single-character quote sequences (QIs and QMs) on the 
one hand and multiple-character quote sequences (QDs) on the other. We might also 
expect to find a difference between single characters which are quoted once (QIs) or over 
several utterances (QMs). If, however, the articulation is sensitive to changes in viewpoint 
from the narrator to a quoted character, then we expect to see a reduction in the number 
of multimodal predictors co-occurring with continuing compared to initial utterances 
across quote sequences (QI + QMi + QDi vs. QMc + QDc) and within quote sequences 
(QMi vs. QMc and QDi vs. QDc).

30  This phrase (eat your tea) was adopted by Pink and Black early in their recording session as a humorous way of 
expressing alignment. No character in any of their narratives actually utters this phrase. Rather, it is used fictively, 
in the sense of Pascual (2014), to demonstrate that the listener is actively following  the speaker’s story. In this 
case, Pink uses the fictive utterance to demonstrate what Black’s mother would not have done – i.e., insist that 
young Black wear an unwanted Halloween costume.
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5.4.1 Frequency of multimodal articulator use in quote sequences

We begin with an overview of the multimodal features accompanying quote sequences in 
our dataset. Because the distinction between initial and non-initial utterances is important 
for the regression results presented in Section 5.4.2, we make a distinction between QIs, 
initial and continuing QMs and initial and continuing QDs. 

In Table 5.2, we see the distribution of quoted and fictive speech in the three types of 
quote sequences. Overall, there are twice as many direct speech utterances (66.5%) as 
fictive interaction utterances (33.5%) in the corpus. Most utterances are QIs (49.2%), and 
there are almost twice as many QDs (37.2%) as QMs (19.9%). Each quote sequence differs 
with respect to the type of quoted speech that occurs: while QIs consist of somewhat 
more direct speech utterances (25.8%) than fictive interaction utterances (17.1%), 
QDs overwhelmingly consist of direct speech utterances (31.4%) with very few fictive 
interaction utterances (5.9%) and QMs consist of almost equal amounts of direct speech 
utterances (9.4%) and fictive interaction utterances (10.5%). In both QMs and QDs, there 
are more fictive interaction utterances in non-initial than initial position within the quote 
sequence: 6.2% vs. 4.3% for QMs and 4.5% vs. 1.4% for QDs.

Table 5.2: Quoted and fictive speech in the three types of quote sequences

Quote Sequences Quoted Speech Fictive Speech Total

N % N % N %

Quote Island 179 25.8 119 17.1 298 42.9

Quoted Monologue initial 29 4.2 30 4.3 59 8.5

Quoted Monologue continuing 36 5.2 43 6.2 79 11.4

Quoted Dialogue initial 66 9.5 10 1.4 76 10.9

Quoted Dialogue continuing 152 21.9 31 4.5 183 26.3

Total 462 66.5 233 33.5 695 100

The distribution of quoting predicates is given in Table 5.3. There are nearly twice as 
many uses of quoting predicates with verbs like say or think (69.8%) as there are uses of 
bare quotes (30.2%). QIs are generally introduced by a quoting predicate (79.5%). QM 
initials are more often introduced by a quoting predicate (78%), while QM continuing 
utterances are more often introduced without a quoting predicate than with one (40.5%). 
QD initials are more often introduced by a quoting predicate (85.5%), and so are QD 
continuing utterances (57.4%). Thus, there is a general pattern whereby quote sequences 
are initiated with a quoting predicate but continuing utterances may or may not be.
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Table 5.3: Quoting predicates in the three types of quote sequences

Quote Sequence Type
Quoting predicate present Total

N % N

Quote Island 237 79.5 298

Quoted Monologue initial  46 78.0   59

Quoted Monologue continuing  32 40.5   79

Quoted Dialogue initial  65 85.5   76

Quoted Dialogue continuing 105 57.4 183

Total 485 69.8 695

The distribution of active multimodal articulators per quote sequence is given in Table 
5.4. Considering the overall use of multimodal articulators in the dataset (Total): 55.3% of 
quoted utterances are co-produced with character intonation, 47.6% with character facial 
expression, 20.4% with manual character-viewpoint (CVPT) gestures and 71.7% with the 
meaningful use of gaze. Although there are differences in the use of each articulator, such 
as the lower frequency of character-viewpoint gestures and higher frequency of the use of 
gaze, each multimodal articulator is co-produced with quoted utterances.

Table 5.4: Multimodal articulator use in the three types of quote sequences (number and proportions of quotes 
coded “active”)

Quote Sequence Type

Character 
intonation

Character facial 
expression

Manual CVPT 
gesture

Meaningful use 
of gaze

N % N % N % N %

Quote Island 168 56.4 133 44.6   65 21.8 220 73.8

Quoted Monologue initial   29 49.2  30 50.8   11 18.6    41 69.5

Quoted Monologue continuing   40 50.6  41 51.9   19 24.1   50 63.3

Quoted Dialogue initial   38 50.0  39 51.3   20 26.3   53 69.7

Quoted Dialogue continuing 109 59.6  88 48.1   27 14.8 134 73.3

Total 384 55.3 331 47.6 142 20.4 498 71.7

Turning to the multimodal articulation pattern of each quote sequence in Table 5.4, we 
see both similarities and differences compared to the pattern of the entire dataset. There is 
a general repetition of the same pattern: fewer manual character-viewpoint gestures and 
more meaningful uses of gaze with the other articulators falling somewhere in between. 
However, there appear to be differences in the frequency of some articulators in each quote 
sequence. For example, character intonation is the most common with QIs (56.4%) and 
non-initial QDs (59.6%), and the least common with initial QMs (49.2%). Character facial 
expression is the most common with non-initial QMs (51.9%) and initial QDs (51.3%), 
and the least common with QIs (44.6%). Manual character-viewpoint gesture is relatively 
uncommon, but is more common with initial QDs (26.1%) and less common with non-
initial QDs (14.8%). Gaze is meaningfully used most often with QIs (73.8%) and non-initial 
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QDs (73.3%), and less often with non-initial QMs (63.3%). In other words, it appears that 
there are different multimodal production strategies not only for each quote sequence, but 
also initial and non-initial utterances within those sequences.

Finally, we consider the number of articulators (0-4) accompanying each utterance in the 
dataset. This is presented in Table 5.5. While some quotes are produced with 0 active 
articulators (49 in the entire dataset), the majority are co-produced with 1 or more active 
articulators. Looking at the entire dataset, the mean number of articulators is 1.95 (sd 1.06), 
indicating that, on average, about two active multimodal articulators are co-produced with 
quoted utterances. There is some variation across the quote sequences: QIs and QDs have 
a slightly higher mean (1.97) while QMs have a slightly lower mean (1.88 for initial QM 
utterances and 1.90 for non-initial QM utterances). 

Table 5.5: Bodily indicators of character perspective in initial and non-initial utterances in the three types of quote 
sequences (means and standard deviations for the occurrences of all four indicators)

Quote Sequence Type
Number of Articulators

Mean Std Dev

Quote Island 1.97 1.00

Quoted Monologue initial 1.88 1.12

Quoted Monologue continuing 1.90 1.06

Quoted Dialogue initial 1.97 1.18

Quoted Dialogue continuing 1.96 1.11

Total 1.95 1.06

Considered together, these data suggest that the use of multimodal articulators varies 
depending on the quote sequence in which an utterance appears and the type of quote 
(direct speech or fictive interaction) which is produced. There also appears to be an 
indication of a difference in production strategies accompanying initial and non-initial 
utterances in multi-utterance sequences. 

5.4.2 Modeling quote sequences on the basis of multimodal production

In the previous section, we saw that the use of multimodal articulators varied both by quote 
sequence and quote position (initial vs. continuing). One question we can ask is whether, 
based on the presence or absence of certain multimodal articulators, we are able to model 
the type of quote sequence in which an utterance occurs or whether the utterance is initial 
or non-initial.  To answer these questions, we used generalized mixed linear regression 
(GLMER) modelling which was implemented in R 3.2.1 (R Core Team, 2014) via the glmer 
function in the lme4 package (Bates et al., 2014). We tested the fit of all final models using 
the somers2 function in the Hmisc package (Harrell, 2014) which returns the index of 
concordance C. Logistic regression is common in other branches of linguistics (e.g., Baayen, 
2008; Shih, Grafmiller, Futrell, & Bresnan, 2015) but not yet in gesture or sign language 
studies; we therefore provide an overview of the technique. 
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By using logistic regression, we model the probability of observing a certain outcome 
based on the features we enter into the model. In the final model, these features are called 
predictors, as their presence (or absence) has a statistically significant probability of 
predicting the desired outcome. This probability is given in terms of logits, the logarithm of 
the odds, which means that interpretation is also based on the logit scale, i.e. an estimate 
of 0 indicates that there is a 50% chance of observing a given outcome, an estimate > 0 
indicates higher than 50%, and < 0 less than 50% chance. 

To fit each model, we used a stepwise exploratory procedure whereby predictors which 
accounted for the least variance were eliminated one at a time. Akaike’s information 
criterion (AIC) was used to compare models as a lower AIC indicates a better fit of the 
model, both in terms of the number of predictors included and the overall complexity of 
the model, e.g. as introduced by random intercepts and slopes (Akaike, 1974).  In general, 
an AIC difference of two is used as the minimum criteria for model selection, and indicates 
that the model with the lower AIC is 2.7 times more likely to provide a precise model of the 
data. When comparing models, the winning model should therefore have an AIC which is 
at least two points lower than the competing model. Finally, we measured the robustness 
of final models with C, the index of concordance. C indicates the amount of variance in the 
data which the model accounts for, and ranges from 0 to 1. Higher values indicate better 
performance of the model.  Values of C > 0.5 indicate better than chance performance, and 
C > 0.8 is generally considered to be ‘good’ as it indicates that 80% of the variance in the 
data is accounted for (see Baayen, 2008: 205, 281).

We describe a number of final models below. Each model started with the following 
variables of interest: quote type (reported speech vs. fictive interaction), meaningful use of 
gaze, character intonation, character facial expression, character-viewpoint gestures, and 
speaker gender. All variables were re-coded into binary variables. Variables specified by 
initial models were eliminated in a stepwise fashion, resulting in the final best-fit models 
which are presented below.31 As the starting point for each model, we included random 
intercepts for speaker and narrative, and random slopes for narrative by speaker. Including 
random intercepts and slopes is important for preventing Type-I errors when assessing the 
significance of the predictors of interest (see Barr et al., 2013 and Baayen et al., 2008 for 
a thorough discussion on the merits of this approach). However, the data must be able to 
accommodate the random structures introduced by these terms. Therefore, in each model 
we included the maximum random effect structure supported by the data, and assessed the 
fit of final models using AIC and C. 

5.4.2.1 Differences across quote sequences
The first question we address is whether we can model differences between quote sequences 
on the basis of multimodal actions. Because our coding scheme captures the degree to 
which speakers demonstrate character attributes (via intonation, facial displays, manual 

31  Speaker gender was not predictive in any model we ran.
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gesture, etc.) we can test whether the narrators in our dataset embody the characters they 
quote, and whether that embodiment depends on certain features of the quoted sequence 
in which the quote occurs – such as the number of perspectives (one for QIs and QMs 
or two for QDs), and the extent to which a given perspective is maintained (one quoted 
utterance for QIs and multiple quoted utterances from one character for QMs). Both these 
tests yield a positive result. 

We first model the number of quoted perspectives (single for QI and QM; two for QD) on 
the basis of multimodal actions. Because QDs are the only sequences with multiple quoted 
speakers, we fit a model for QD sequences (QD: 1 and not-QD: 0). The logistic regression 
shows that multiple speakers can indeed be distinguished from single speakers on the basis 
of certain multimodal articulators. The best fit GLMER model which demonstrates this is 
presented in Table 5.6. 

Table 5.6: The best generalized mixed-effects regression model for Quoted Dialogues in the entire dataset. Only 
predictors for the best-fit model are shown. Negative estimates indicate lower probability. Significance is indicated 
as follows: *** indicates p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05 and . p < 0.1.

Predictor

Random Effects Variance

Narrative (Intercept) 1.6436

Speaker (Intercept) 0.8989

Fixed Effects Estimate Standard Error z-value p-value Significance

Intercept -0.2294 0.3935 -0.583 0.5600

Quote type: Quoted speech (0) 
vs. fictive interaction (1)

-2.0178 0.2804 -7.196 0.0000 ***

Character facial expression: Absent (0) 
vs. present (1)

-0.4805 0.4232 -1.135 0.2562

Gaze change: Absent (0) vs. present (1) -0.6897 0.3367 -2.048 0.0405 *

Character facial expression × Gaze change 1.0975 0.4847 2.264 0.0235 *

This model has a fit of C = 0.89, which is indicative of a well-performing model. The 
model shows a main effect of quote type: a fictive interaction utterance is less likely to be 
a QD than a reported speech utterance (β = -2.0178, z = -7.196, p < 0.001). There is 
also a main effect of gaze change: QDs are less likely to be accompanied by gaze change 
(β = -0.6897, z = -2.048 , p < 0.05). Finally, there is a significant interaction between 
character facial expression and gaze (β = 1.0975, z = 2.264, p < 0.001). When both 
articulators occur, a QD is slightly more likely compared to when either articulator occurs 
on its own (β =   -0.0727 vs. β = -0.4805 when Character facial expression is present and 
β = -0.6897 when only Gaze change is present). 

We can also model the number of quoted speakers when only looking at multi-utterance 
sequences (QMs and QDs, i.e. excluding QIs). For this, we use a smaller dataset (270 
utterances) composed of only the first and second position utterances in QM and QD 
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sequences, and only QD utterances which follow an A B… pattern. We fit a model for QD 
sequences. The analysis shows that multiple perspectives can indeed be distinguished from 
single perspectives on the basis of multimodal information. The best fit GLMER model 
which demonstrates this is presented in Table 5.7.

Table 5.7: The best generalized mixed-effects regression model for Quoted Dialogue sequences in the smaller 
dataset. Only predictors for the best-fit model are shown. Negative estimates indicate lower probability. Significance 
is indicated as follows: *** indicates p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05 and . p < 0.1.

Predictor

Random Effects Variance

Speaker (Intercept) 0.8495

Fixed Effects Estimate Standard Error z-value p-value Significance

Intercept 0.8531 0.3232 2.640 0.0083 **

Quote type: Quoted speech (0) 
vs. fictive interaction (1)

-2.2876 0.3627 -6.307 0.0000 ***

Character facial expression: Absent (0) vs. 
present (1)

0.7429 0.3386 2.194 0.0282 *

This model has a fit of C = 0.83, which is indicative of a well-performing model. The 
model shows a main effect of quote type: a fictive interaction utterance is less likely to be 
a QD than a direct speech utterance (β = -2.2876, z = -6.387, p < 0.001). There is also 
a main effect of character facial expression: QDs are more likely to be accompanied by 
character facial expression (β = 0.7429, z = 2.194, p < 0.05). 

As the models in Tables 5.6 and 5.7 show, the difference between multiple and single 
speakers is the use of fictive interaction (more likely with single speakers), the use of 
meaningful gaze change (more likely with single speakers in the entire dataset), the use 
of character facial expression (more likely with multiple speakers in the smaller dataset) 
and the interaction between character facial expression and gaze (their co-occurrence is 
more likely with multiple speakers in the larger dataset). Thus, it is possible to model the 
number of quoted speakers on the basis of multimodal activity: there appears to be more 
multimodal activity accompanying quotes from single quoted speakers (QI or QM) than 
multiple ones (QD).

Next, we investigate differences in quotes of single speakers (not-QDs in the models 
presented above). To do this, we model whether single or multiple utterances from a 
speaker were quoted. Because QIs and QMs both involve a single speaker, this is equivalent 
to asking if we can generate different models for QI and QM sequences in the entire 
dataset. As Tables 5.8 and 5.9 show, the answer appears to be yes: there are differences 
in the multimodal production of QI and QM sequences, with QI sequences garnering more 
predictors than QM sequences.
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Table 5.8: The best generalized mixed-effects regression model for Quote Islands. Only predictors for the best-fit 
model are shown. Negative estimates indicate lower probability. Significance is indicated as follows: *** indicates 
p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05 and . p < 0.1.

Predictor

Random Effects Variance

Narrative (Intercept) 0.8510

Speaker (Intercept) 0.5994

Fixed Effects Estimate Standard Error z-value p-value Significance

Intercept -1.2602 0.3700 -3.406 0.0007 ***

Quote type: Quoted speech (0) vs. fictive 
interaction (1)

0.7274 0.2111 3.446 0.0006 ***

Character facial expression: Absent (0) vs. 
present (1)

0.5512 0.3652 1.509 0.1313

Gaze change: Absent (0) vs. present (1) 0.8217 0.2900 2.834 0.0046 **

Quoting predicate: Verb (1) vs. bare (0) 0.8111 0.2320 3.496 0.0005 ***

Character facial expression × Gaze change -0.8769 0.4160 -2.108 0.0350 *

The best GLMER model for QIs is presented in Table 5.8. It has a fit of C = 0.83, which 
is indicative of a well-performing model. The model shows a main effect of quote type: 
a fictive interaction utterance is more likely to be a QI than a direct speech utterance 
(β = 0.7274, z = 3.446, p < 0.001). In addition, there is a main effect of gaze change: QIs 
are likely to be produced with a meaningful use of gaze (β = 0.8217, z = 2.834, p < 0.01). 
There is also a main effect of quoting predicate: QIs are more likely to be accompanied 
by a quoting verb than a bare quote (β = 0.8111, z = 3.496, p < 0.001). Finally, there 
is a significant interaction between character facial expression and gaze (β = -0.8769, 
z = -2.108, p < 0.05). When both occur, a QI is slightly less likely compared to when 
either occurs alone (β = 0.496 vs. β = 0.5512, when only Character facial expression is 
present and β = 0.8217, when only Gaze change is present).

The best GLMER model for QMs is presented in Table 5.9. It has a fit of C = 0.82, which is 
good. The model shows a main effect of quote type: a fictive interaction utterance is more 
likely to be a QM than a direct speech utterance (β = 1.0537, z = 4.408, p < 0.001). 
In addition, there is a marginal effect of character intonation: QMs are less likely to be 
co-produced with character intonation (β = -0.4172, z = -1.832, p < 0.1). There is also 
a main effect of quoting predicate: QM’s are more likely to be accompanied by a quoting 
verb than a bare quote (β = -0.9302, z = -3.688, p < 0.001). 

Taken together, these results indicate that it is possible to model both the number of 
quoted speakers and the kind of quote sequence on the basis of multimodal actions: there 
is more evidence of multimodal activity which demonstrates character perspective in brief 
single speaker quotes (QIs) than extended single speaker quotes (QMs) or quotes which 
are part of multiple speaker sequences (QDs). 



5

Multimodal analysis of quotation in oral narratives

105

Table 5.9: The best generalized mixed-effects regression model for Quoted Monologues. Only predictors for the 
best-fit model are shown. Negative estimates indicate lower probability. Significance is indicated as follows: *** 
indicates p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05 and . p < 0.1.

Predictor

Random Effects Variance

Narrative (Intercept) 0.9298

Speaker (Intercept) 0.1796

Fixed Effects Estimate Standard Error z-value p-value Significance

Intercept -1.5194 0.3478 -4.369 0.0000 ***

Quote type: Quoted speech (0) vs. fictive 
interaction (1)

1.0537 0.2390 4.408 0.0000 ***

Character intonation: Absent (0) vs. present (1) -0.4172 0.2277 -1.832 0.0669 .

Quoting predicate: Verb (1) vs. bare (0) -0.9302 0.2522 -3.688 0.0002 ***

5.4.2.2 Differences within quote sequences
Another question we can ask concerns the internal organization of quote sequences, and 
whether it is possible to model initial vs. non-initial utterances. There are two ways of 
asking and answering this question: (1) Is there a difference between initial or continuing 
utterances in the whole dataset? (2) Looking only at multi-utterance sequences (i.e. QMs 
and QDs), is there a difference between the initial utterance in the sequence or the second 
utterance in the sequence? We will consider these questions in turn.

5.4.2.2.1 Initial vs. continuing utterances in the whole dataset
For this analysis, we ask if it is possible to model initial utterances (QIs, QM initial and QD 
initial) in the whole dataset.32 As Table 5.10 shows, this is possible – but, given the results 
presented earlier, we suspect this is driven by the large number of QI utterances: 179 QI, 
59 QM initial and 76 QD initial utterances.

The best GLMER model for initial utterances is presented in Table 5.10. It has a fit of 
C = 0.79, which is indicative of a fairly well-performing model. The model shows a main 
effect of quote type: a fictive interaction utterance is more likely to be an initial utterance 
(β = 0.5577, z = 2.681, p < 0.01). There is also a main effect of the meaningful use 
of gaze, which is more likely to accompany initial utterances (β = 0.6131, z = 2.166, 
p < 0.05). In addition, there is a main effect of quoting predicate; initial utterances are 
more likely to be introduced by a quoting verb than a bare quote (β = 1.4924, z = 6.941, 
p < 0.001). Finally, there is a marginal interaction between character facial expression 
and gaze (β = -0.7681, z = -1.889, p < 0.1). When both occur, an initial utterance is 
slightly less likely to occur compared to when the articulators occur alone (β = 0.267 vs. 
β = 0.4220, when only Character facial expression is present and β = 0.6131, when only 
Gaze change is present).

32  We do not report models for second position utterances in the entire dataset or initial utterances in the smaller 
dataset as the fit of the models (C = 0.63 and 0.61, respectively) was indicative of poor-performing models. 
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Table 5.10: The best generalized mixed-effects regression model for initial utterances in any quote sequence. Only 
predictors for the best-fit model are shown. Negative estimates indicate lower probability. Significance is indicated 
as follows: *** indicates p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05 and . p < 0.1.

Predictor

Random Effects Variance

Narrative (Intercept) 0.1771

Speaker (Intercept) 0.3588

Fixed Effects Estimate Standard Error z-value p-value Significance

Intercept -0.7127 0.3152 -2.262 0.0237 *

Quote type: Quoted speech (0) vs. fictive 
interaction (1)

0.5577 0.2080 2.681 0.0073 **

Character facial expression: Absent (0) vs. 
present (1)

0.4220 0.3526 1.197 0.2314

Gaze change: Absent (0) vs. present (1) 0.6131 0.2831 2.166 0.0303 *

Quoting predicate: Verb (1) vs. bare (0) 1.4924 0.2150 6.941 0.0000 ***

Character facial expression × 
Gaze change

-0.7681 0.4066 -1.889 0.0589 .

These results suggest two things: First, initial utterances may be accompanied by more 
multimodal articulators – but this result needs further investigation, since it is possible that 
the large number of QIs is driving the model. Second, utterances in the continuing position 
of quote sequences appear not to be accompanied by much multimodal activity – but this 
result also needs further investigation, since it is possible that within each QD and QM a 
different articulatory pattern might emerge.

5.4.2.2.2 Initial vs. second utterances in QMs and QDs
To answer the question whether it is possible to model the initial vs. continuing utterances 
of multi-utterance sequences on the basis of multimodal actions, we use a restricted dataset 
which is composed only of QM and QD sequences, and only utterances which occur in 
the first or second position of those sequences. This restricted dataset is composed of 270 
utterances, and only QD sequences which follow the A B… pattern.  We ask if it is possible 
to predict the initial utterance in each type of sequence.33  

Tables 5.11 presents the best fit model for initial QM utterances, and Tables 5.12 presents 
the  best fit model for initial QD utterances. While these results indicate a complementary 
pattern whereby QMs are more likely to be instances of fictive interaction with a quoting 
predicate in first position and a bare quote in second position, and QDs are more likely to 
be instances of direct speech (but not fictive interaction) with a quoting predicate in first 
position and a bare quote in second position, there are no multimodal predictors in either 
model.

33  Models for first and second position QM and QD utterances in the smaller dataset are identical, but with 
opposite signs on the estimates. This is reported in the paper package.
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Table 5.11: The best generalized mixed-effects regression model for initial utterances in Quoted Monologue 
sequences. Only predictors for the best-fit model are shown. Negative estimates indicate lower probability. 
Significance is indicated as follows: *** indicates p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05 and . p < 0.1.

Predictor

Random Effects Variance

Speaker (Intercept) 0.02958

Fixed Effects Estimate Standard Error z-value p-value Significance

Intercept -2.3053 0.4100 -5.622 0.0000 ***

Quote type: Quoted speech (0) vs. fictive 
interaction (1)

1.1469 0.3217 3.565 0.0036 ***

Quoting predicate: Verb (1) vs. bare (0) 0.7920 0.3855 2.055 0.0399 *

The best GLMER model for initial QM utterances is presented in Table 5.11. It has a fit of 
C = 0.70, which is indicative of a fair model. The model shows a main effect of quote 
type: fictive interaction is more likely to appear in the first position of a QM (β = 1.1469, 
z = 3.565, p < 0.001). There is also a main effect of quoting predicate; first position QM 
utterances are more likely to be accompanied by a quoting verb (β = 0.792, z = 2.055, 
p < 0.05). 

Table 12: The best generalized mixed-effects regression model for initial utterances in Quoted Dialogue sequences. 
Only predictors for the best-fit model are shown. Negative estimates indicate lower probability. Significance is 
indicated as follows: *** indicates p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05 and . p < 0.1.

Predictor

Random Effects Variance

Speaker (Intercept) 0.0000

Fixed Effects Estimate Standard Error z-value p-value Significance

Intercept -1.4205 0.3401 -4.177 0.0000 ***

Quote type: Quoted speech (0) vs. fictive 
interaction (1)

-1.3871 0.3747 -3.701 0.0002 ***

Quoting predicate: Verb (1) vs. bare (0) 1.0956 0.3671 2.985 0.0028 **

The best GLMER model for initial QD utterances is presented in Table 5.12. It has a fit 
of C = 0.73, which is indicative of a fair model. The model shows a main effect of quote 
type: fictive interaction is less likely to appear in the first position of a QD (β = -1.3871, 
z = -3.701, p < 0.001). There is also a main effect of quoting predicate; first position QD 
utterances are more likely to be accompanied by a quoting verb (β = 1.0956, z = 2.985, 
p < 0.01). 

The models presented in Tables 5.11 and 5.12 are less robust than the models presented 
above (values of C around 0.7). This might reflect the size of the dataset, and the small 
number of quotes of each type investigated in these analyses (59 QM initial and continuing 
utterances; 76 QD initial and continuing utterances). With a larger dataset, models 
with the multimodal predictors we identified might emerge. Alternatively, the models 
could indicate that, in fact, the multimodal features we identified are not sufficient for 
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modeling differences in the production of utterances within quote sequences. This does 
not necessarily mean there is no multimodal difference – it might be that the size of the 
speaker’s gesture space, the degree to which their articulators are tensed or lax, or other 
linguistic or multimodal features not considered might play a role. 

5.4.2.2.3 Summary of regression results
In summary, an overview of all final models is presented in Table 5.13. For each model 
we presented, this table shows which features are predictive and whether the estimate for 
that feature is positive or negative, i.e. whether the feature is more or less likely to occur. 
Note that the models are presented by dataset, not in presentation order.

Table 5.13: Overview of all regression results. Significance is indicated as follows: +++/–- indicates p < 0.001, 
++/– p < 0.01, +/- p < 0.05 and (+)/(-) p < 0.1, with + or - marking positive or negative estimates. C 
indicates the fit of each model.

Entire dataset Small dataset

Initial QI QM QD Multiple Speakers QMi QDi 

Quote type ++ +++ +++ – – +++ –
Character facial expression +
Gaze change + ++ -
Character facial expression x Gaze (+) - +
Character intonation (-)
Quoting Predicate +++ +++ – + ++
C 0.79 0.83 0.82 0.89 0.83 0.7 0.73

As our results demonstrate, the active use of multimodal articulators (character intonation, 
character facial expression, manual character-viewpoint gestures and the meaningful use of 
gaze as we define it) appears to play a role in the production of multimodal quotes; all are 
co-produced with quotes some of the time, but only some are predictive of quote sequence 
or quote position. In line with previous qualitative research, character intonation, character 
facial expression and the meaningful use of gaze are found to be predictive while manual 
character viewpoint gestures are not. In addition, while these multimodal articulators are 
predictive of initial utterances in the entire dataset, they fail to be significant in predicting 
initial QM or QD utterances in the smaller dataset. However, they do appear to play a 
role with respect to the type of quote sequence, for which character facial expression, the 
meaningful use of gaze, and their interaction were predictive in both datasets. 
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5.5 Discussion and conclusions

In this study, we investigated the multimodal production of quoted utterances in three 
types of quote sequences: Quote Islands (QIs), Quoted Monologues (QMs) and Quoted 
Dialogues (QDs). Going beyond previous research which focused on qualitative analyses 
of the production of multimodal direct speech utterances (often about single quoted 
utterances – e.g., Fox & Robles, 2010; Sidnell, 2006), we provided a comprehensive 
quantitative comparison of the production of multimodal quote sequences, which account 
for possible differences in the number of quoted speakers and number of quoted utterances 
by those speakers. While multimodal articulators and linguistic features were found to 
be predictive of quote sequences, speaker gender was not. This suggests a multimodal 
differentiation of quotation contexts which is true of a community of speakers rather 
than one which stems from the individual characteristics indicated here. We discuss these 
community-wide practices below.

5.5.1 Number of quoted speakers

We investigated the extent to which the number of quoted speakers affects the production 
of multimodal quotes. Previous work has demonstrated the coordination of multiple 
multimodal articulators during direct speech utterance production (Sidnell, 2006; Park, 
2009), but has largely been focused on single utterances by single quoted speakers. Our 
study extends this body of work by considering the multimodal production of Quoted 
Monologues and Quoted Dialogues alongside single quotes, or Quote Islands. As our 
analysis demonstrates, different multimodal production strategies were used for multiple 
quoted speakers (QDs vs. QMs + QIs). Moreover, different multimodal articulators were 
used when quoting one speaker one time (QIs) or multiple times (QMs). These differences 
were demonstrated by the best-fit models produced for each type of quote sequence. As 
expected, QD utterances attracted more multimodal indicators of character perspective, 
and single utterance quotations (QIs) were treated differently from multi-utterance 
sequences (QMs + QDs). The models supporting these statements were the most robust 
models we produced – and clearly invite further research into the means by which multiple 
articulators co-occur and express character viewpoint.

5.5.2 Transition into quote sequences

As previous research has identified multimodal articulation at the start of quoted 
utterances (Sidnell, 2006), we also investigated the extent to which the position of 
the quoted utterance affects multimodal production. To do this, we focused on the 
multimodal production of initial utterances (QI, QM initial and QD initial utterances) 
compared to continuing utterances (QM non-initial and QD non-initial utterances), as 
well as the multimodal production of initial compared to second utterances within multi-
utterance sequences (QM and QD utterances). As the models demonstrate, there were 
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multimodal indicators of perspective shift for initial utterances in the entire dataset – but 
this finding was driven by the inclusion of QI utterances. When investigating initial QM 
and initial QD utterances in the smaller dataset – composed only of QM and QD sequences 
– this multimodal differentiation was not present. Instead, the best-fit models for initial 
vs. non-initial utterance comparisons identified quote type (direct speech vs. fictive 
interaction) and quoting predicate (any predicate vs. bare quotes) as the best models of 
initial utterances. As previous work is quite consistent about demonstrating multimodal 
utterance production at the start of quotes, we would have expected initial utterances 
to garner more (or different) multimodal articulators than continuing utterances and so 
find this “null” result (null in the sense that multimodal articulators were not predictive) 
puzzling. It might be the case that the expression of character viewpoint is not the best 
measure of these changes – another feature such as the use of gestural space or the tension 
of multimodal articulators might be. It might also be the case that a dataset with more QM 
and QD utterances would be better able to identify a difference. 

One important finding which all of our analyses touch on concerns the simultaneous use 
of multimodal articulators. Our research identifies some of the bodily articulators which 
are relevant for distinguishing perspective or embodying characters when quoting in 
casual oral narration.  Whereas previous research (e.g., Park, 2009) provided a qualitative 
account of the contribution of multiple articulators to the production of direct speech 
utterances, we were able to quantify this activity and demonstrate that the co-occurrence 
of multimodal articulators has some predictive properties. Like Earis and Cormier (2013), 
who investigated the expression of character viewpoint in narrative settings, we found the 
use of character intonation and character facial expression was more frequent than that of 
manual character viewpoint gestures. Similarly, we found that character facial expression 
and a meaningful use of gaze co-occur. In other words, we were able to identify specific 
bodily articulators which play a role in multimodal quotation, and how their use varies 
by environment (type of quotation sequence). Our results indicated a mean co-occurrence 
of about two articulators per quote, but further investigation is needed to more fully 
understand how linguistic and paralinguistic indicators and bodily articulators jointly cue 
shifts to  character viewpoint and perspective shifts in general.

One important limitation is the number of models ran on our dataset. Significant results, 
especially those close to the threshold of p = 0.05, should be interpreted with caution as 
they may not remain significant in a single complex model which accounts for all aspects 
of the variation seen in the data. However, the separate-model approach taken here has 
the advantage of returning results which are easier to interpret than results stemming from 
such a complex model.

Finally, researchers interested in the perspective-taking abilities of speaking populations 
generally look at overall narrative production strategies and how, for example, certain 
event or linguistic properties constrain manual gesture production within them (e.g., 
McNeill, 1992; Parrill, 2010, among many others). However, as our investigation has 
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demonstrated, multimodal quoted utterances are also important for documenting the 
multimodal perspective-taking abilities of speakers. While there are some indications that 
direct speech is considered to be more lively and vivid than indirect speech (e.g., Li, 1986; 
Groenewold et al., 2014) and that this difference might be linked to certain prosodic or 
paralinguistic features (Yao et al., 2012), no links between these findings and multimodal 
articulation or character embodiment have yet been identified. Our investigation 
suggests that one way direct speech quotation might accomplish this is through the use 
of multimodal bodily actions which demonstrate certain aspects of the quoted character. 
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Chapter 6
Multimodal articulation of character viewpoint 

in quoted dialogue sequences

Abstract: We investigate the multimodal production of character viewpoint by perform-
ing complementary qualitative and quantitative analyses of two quoted dialogues, focus-
ing on the storyteller’s use of character viewpoint gestures, character intonation, character 
facial expression, spatial orientation and gaze. A micro-analysis revealed that the extent 
of multimodal articulation depends on the position of the quoted utterance within the 
quoted dialogue, with mid-dialogue utterances garnering less co-articulation. This finding 
was not corroborated by a quantitative analysis, which was based on generalized additive 
modeling (GAM). The GAM analysis revealed different multimodal patterns for each quot-
ed character, as indicated by the number of co-produced multimodal articulators. These 
patterns were found to hold regardless of the quote’s position within the narrative; thus, 
there was no effect of time. We discuss these findings with respect to previous work on 
multimodal quotation. 
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6.1 Introduction

One of the important means by which we communicate is through narrative, where 
quotation plays a special role.34 Not only does quotation facilitate narrative progression, 
quotation makes narratives more vivid (Li, 1986) or lively (Groenewold et al., 2014). 
While much is known about single quoted utterances (e.g., Buchstaller, 2013), relatively 
little is known about quoted dialogues – and even less is known about the way multimodal 
co-articulation contributes to the production of quoted utterances. In this paper, we use 
complementary methodologies to investigate the multimodal production of two quoted 
dialogue sequences (21 and 16 quoted utterances each), and ask whether the multimodal 
actions co-produced by the narrator can distinguish characters within the quoted dialogue. 

The process of recounting or narrating our experiences is a capability which is, as far as we 
know, unique to humans (viz. Turner, 1998; Donald, 2001; Zunshine, 2006). Consequently, 
narratives — and narrative forms — have been studied extensively. Linguistic studies 
on the spoken and written forms of narratives tend to focus on viewpoint structures, 
such as the difference between direct and (free) indirect speech, and the degree to which 
the viewpoint character or narrator is made apparent to the reader or addressee (e.g., 
Dancygier & Sweetser, 2012). Studies of signed languages and co-sign gesture tend to 
focus on the use of constructed action — also called constructed dialogue, role shift, 
and perspective shift — to represent the actions, thoughts and feelings of characters in 
narratives via manual and non-manual means, such as the systematic use of gaze, facial 
portrayals and sign space to manage narrative structure (e.g., Metzger, 1995; Quinto-
Pozos, 2007; Janzen, 2012). In contrast, studies of co-speech gesture tend to focus on 
differences in iconic gesture use, especially on the linguistic, discursive and event structures 
which apparently coerce speakers into using character or observer viewpoint gestures 
(e.g., McNeill, 1992; Parrill, 2010). Comparisons of spoken and signed narratives (such 
as Rayman, 1999; Marentette et al., 2004; Earis & Cormier, 2013) have typically found a 
difference in narrative production strategies. When eliciting narratives from written (Earis 
& Cormier, 2013) or visual (Marentette et al., 2004) stimuli in monologic settings, spoken 
narratives tend to be brief and use narrative perspective with few multimodal character 
portrayals, while signed narratives tend to be longer and use character perspective and 
role shift to enact events. In these comparative studies, speakers have been shown to use 
manual and non-manual gestures to accompany their narratives, but are typically said to 
do so in a less expressive way than signers do, even when the speakers are experienced 
storytellers (Rayman, 1999; Earis & Cormier, 2013). 

Earis and Cormier conclude that, for speakers and signers, this difference in narrative 
production stems from a combination of their speakers’ background in storytelling and 
an overall ability of signers to tell relatively rich narratives because of the high value of 
face-to-face storytelling in Deaf culture. But even amongst speakers, there is variation. 
34  An adapted version of this chapter has been submitted for publication: Stec, K., Huiskes, M., & Wieling, M. 
(2015). Multimodal character viewpoint in quoted dialogue sequences. Submitted.
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For example, McNeill and colleagues have studied manual gesture production in normal 
hearing populations by eliciting narratives based on cartoon stimuli and focusing on 
differences between iconic gestures which depict character or observer viewpoint (e.g., 
McNeill, 1992; Holler & Wilkin, 2009; Parrill, 2010). In general, these studies find 
that the production of iconic gestures – whether a character viewpoint gesture which is 
articulated with grasping hands moving upwards to demonstrate climbing a ladder from 
a first person perspective or an observer viewpoint gesture with an index finger moving 
upwards to demonstrate the same event with a third person perspective – is partially 
constrained by event structure, linguistic structure, discourse structure and the nature of 
the interaction. For example, Parrill (2010) has found that certain events lend themselves 
more easily to character or observer viewpoint gestures (henceforth CVPT and OVPT 
gestures). Similarly, she and others have found that transitive predicates are more often 
accompanied by CVPT gestures while intransitive predicates are more often accompanied 
by OVPT gestures. Discourse structure and the interactive context also appear to play a 
role: discourse-central events tend to be accompanied by CVPT rather than OVPT gestures, 
but also new information, first mentions and re-introductions tend to be accompanied by 
CVPT gestures while given information and maintenance contexts tend to be accompanied 
by OVPT gestures (Gerwing &Bavelas, 2004; Perniss & Özyürek, 2015). As this suggests,  
numerous contextual factors can influence the multimodal production of utterances by 
speakers, for whom multimodal articulation is frequent but not obligatory. 

While this line of inquiry tells us something about the relationship between contextual 
factors, narrative structure (at least, of elicited narratives) and manual gesture production, 
it leaves open the question of how multimodal these multimodal utterances are – that is, 
which if any of the other articulators in the body contributed to multimodal utterance 
production, and how their use might have influenced the production or comprehension 
of the speaker’s utterance. It also does not address the question of what happens during 
quotation, where, at least in speech, the perspective of another entity is adopted by the 
speaker. 

To consider this question means to consider the body of research which documents 
speakers’ multimodal behaviors during demonstrations (Clark & Gerrig, 1990; Bavelas 
et al., 2014), reenactments (Sidnell, 2006) and quoted utterances (Park, 2009). Looking 
at English-specific work on demonstrations (Clark & Gerrig, 1990) and reenactments 
(Sidnell, 2006), we see a slightly different picture than the one painted by comparisons 
of speakers with signers. Sidnell (2006) notes that gaze specifically directed away 
from interlocutors can signal that a reenactment (by which is typically meant a quoted 
utterance) is taking place, and that other nonverbal actions such as gestures and facial 
portrayals, which can be evocative of the reenacted character or scenario, are used to 
highlight a “live as it happened” account for addressees. Sidnell (2006: 382) further notes 
that multimodal production typically accompanies the quoted utterance, at what he calls 
the left boundary of the quote. Clark and Gerrig (1990) make similar observations, as do 
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Bavelas and Chovil (1997) who note that facial portrayals may be used as demonstrations 
which are evocative of the narrative rather than the narrator. They show that such facial 
portrayals are especially common when demonstrating characters’ emotional reactions 
to different situations. The multimodal production of quotes may also be sensitive to the 
quotation environment. Turning to the interaction of multimodal actions with grammar, 
Park (2009) shows that Korean speakers use multimodal actions to distinguish utterances 
which quote the storyteller’s past self, a co-present addressee or a third person —even 
though co-articulated quoting particles have a pragmatic function which distinguishes 
these same features. As we saw in Chapter 5  of this dissertation, multimodal articulation 
can differentiate quote sequences: multimodal articulator use in single quotes, quoted 
monologues and quoted dialogues differs, but some overlap (such as the use of gaze with 
character facial expression, or a general absence of CVPT gestures) seems to occur.

As these studies demonstrate, speakers’ multimodal indicators of shift to character 
viewpoint — whether indicated by manual gesture or otherwise — are subject to 
more constraints than signers’ are. While speakers are capable of using a wide range 
of multimodal articulators, these multimodal articulators are gestural rather than 
grammatical per se. Consequently, their use is modulated by different contextual factors 
in the speakers’ immediate environment, as well as by different factors pertaining to 
features of the narrative itself (Park, 2009; Chapter 5 of this dissertation). For example, 
overall multimodal articulator use is shown to change in dialogue compared to monologue 
conditions amongst speaking populations (Bavelas et al., 2014), with higher rates of 
multimodal demonstrations such as iconic gestures and facial portrayals being used in 
dialogic settings. Thus, the monologic re-tellings used in the comparative studies cited 
above may have limited the extent to which speakers used multimodal communication. 

While some previous work suggests that multiple multimodal articulators contribute to 
utterance production, the ways in which multiple multimodal articulators contribute to 
the expression of character viewpoint, exactly when speech indicates that such a shift 
has taken place (i.e. quotes), has not been thoroughly explored. This is an important 
gap because it might be the case that when adopting character viewpoint, e.g., when 
successively quoting different characters in a dialogue, speakers might use co-articulated 
multimodal actions to signal to their addressees that a shift to contrastive character 
perspectives is taking place, and might further use these actions to differentiate characters 
within a narrative. Signers have been demonstrated to do this when quoting contrastive 
perspectives (e.g., Padden, 1986 – but see Janzen, 2012 for signers who use an alternate 
strategy). Chapter 5 of this dissertation notes that what speakers would do in the same 
situation is an open question. It might also be the case that the multimodal actions used 
by speakers change over time as characters within a narrative are re-referenced. As others 
have observed (So et al., 2009; Guntner et al., 2015; Perniss & Özyürek, 2015)  there is an 
important relationship between manual gesture, spatial location and repeated reference: 
whereas speakers have been shown to produce (and listeners to expect) relatively stable 
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spatial locations for referents, the way in which the manual gestures associated with those 
referents are produced varies, with a gradual reduction in complexity and representation 
over time. Given that speakers do produce multimodal quoted utterances with some 
systematicity, it might be the case that as a character is re-quoted, the multimodal 
component associated with that character is used consistently. Alternatively, it might be 
the case that the complexity of the multimodal component gradually decreases with time. 

In light of these considerations, we pose the following research questions: (1) Can 
multimodal co-articulation be used to differentiate characters in a spoken narrative? 
and (2) If so, how consistent is that differentiation? We will answer these questions by 
investigating multimodal production co-timed with quoted utterances. First, we provide 
a micro-analysis of multimodal behaviors used in one narrative from our corpus of semi-
spontaneous, naturalisic narratives and second, we use generalized additive modeling 
(GAM) to show how the use of multimodal behaviors changes with time.

6.2 Method

Our aim was to conduct a multimodal analysis on an extended quoted dialogue using 
complementary methodologies. From a corpus of 85 semi-spontaneous narratives told by 
26 native speakers of American English which were collected by the first author, we chose 
one narrative that contains an almost equal number of quoted utterances by the two most 
quoted characters, A (an airport official; 21 utterances) and the storyteller’s past self (16 
utterances). These two characters are the only quoted characters in the narrative. 35 We 
present a micro-analysis of the multimodal behaviors used in this narrative in Section 6.3 
and a generalized additive modeling (GAM) analysis of those same behaviors in Section 
6.4.

6.2.1 Overview of collection and annotation procedures

Chapter 4 of this dissertation describes the means by which our semi-spontaneous 
data were collected, annotated and the means by which inter-annotator reliability was 
obtained. Pairs of speakers were asked to tell autobiographical narratives to a friend. 
These narratives were annotated fully by the first author, and were assessed for inter-
annotator validity using a consensus procedure for which annotations made on a subset 
of the data (10%) were compared with annotations made by the second author and three 
independent coders. These comparisons involved discussions aimed at identifying and 
resolving  underlying sources of disagreement, and were preferred to measures of Kappa 
as Stelma and Cameron (2007) and Gnisci, Maricchiolo, & Bonaiuto (2013) caution against 
its use.

35  Across our corpus, narrators often quote their past selves; quotes of other characters are much less frequent. 
To illustrate this, we provide information about the number of quotes per character for each of the stories told by 
the speaker investigated in Appendix B1.
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6.2.2 Overview of Airports 

The narrative we analyze is called “Airports” and is narrated by a woman whom we call 
“Black” for the color of shirt she wore at the time of recording. Black gave informed consent, 
and granted specific use of the materials we collected, including permission to publish 
the stills presented in Section 6.3. Airports is 3 minutes and 16 seconds long. It contains 
38 quoted utterances, 37 of which occur during two longer stretches of quoted dialogue 
between Black’s past self and the airport official and were included in this study. The first 
quoted dialogue sequence is comprised of 21 quotes (past self: 9 quotes; A: 12 quotes), and 
the second of 16 quotes (past self: 7 quotes; A: 9 quotes).

6.2.3 Annotation

We used ELAN (Wittenburg, Brugman, Russel, Klassman, & Sloetjes, 2006) to implement 
our annotation scheme with a hierarchical arrangement of tiers (variables) and controlled 
vocabularies (values). ELAN is a multimodal software tool developed for use by the Language 
Archive at the Max Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics, and is freely available at: http://
tla.mpi.nl/tools/tla-tools/elan/. Only a subset of the annotation scheme described in 
Chapter 4 of this dissertation is relevant for this analysis, and is presented in Table 6.1.

We are interested in the degree to which different multimodal articulators contribute to 
the expression of multimodal viewpoint during direct speech quotes. Chapter 2 of this 
dissertation (Table 2.1) identifies the articulators that can be used to express viewpoint shifts 
in co-speech gesture, and we used those observations to create an annotation scheme that 
captures the extent to which different articulators “actively” contribute to these viewpoint 
shifts.

First, we noted whether an utterance was a direct speech quote. Only direct speech utterances 
were annotated. Quotes were identified on the basis of quoting predicates such as say or be 
like, or on other indicators of direct speech such as a switch to first person or shifted temporal 
or locational deictics (see Buchstaller, 2013 for more about identifying direct speech in 
discourse, and Dancygier & Sweetser, 2013 for more about the multimodal expression of 
viewpoint). For each quote, we noted which character was quoted. Next, we noted which 
multimodal articulators were “actively” co-produced with the quoted utterance. Our notion 
of “active” articulators aims to capture the fact that there is a difference between a speaker 
who uses manual co-speech gesture to show, for example, a CVPT gesture for paddling a 
kayak (both hands fists while simultaneously making figure eights) with a neutral facial 
expression and a speaker who makes the same gesture but uses their face to also depict an 
emotion such as excitement, terror, determination, etc. In both cases, the speaker’s entire 
body is said to depict character viewpoint (McNeill, 1992), but only in the second case can 
we say that their face “actively” represents the character. The active multimodal articulators 
identified in this project are: character intonation, manual CVPT gestures, facial expressions 
which depict the quoted character, any non-neutral use of space and any meaningful use of 
gaze. 
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Table 6.1: ELAN tiers and controlled vocabularies used in this analysis (adapted from Table 4.1).

Category Tier Controlled Vocabulary

Linguistic 
Information

Transcript Text

Utterance
type 

 - Quote (the utterance is an instance of direct speech)
 - Not a quote (utterance is not a quote, and will not be further annotated)

Quoted 
character

 - Speaker (the speaker quotes themselves)
 - Addressee (the speaker quotes their addressee)
 - Speaker+Addressee (the speaker quotes themselves + their addressee)
 - A-F (the letters A-F are used to identify other quoted characters in the 

narrative, e.g., all quotes attributed to “the official” are identified as A)

Multimodal 
Articulators

Character 
Intonation

 - Present (speaker’s voice altered to demonstrate the quoted character)
 - Absent (speaker’s voice unchanged)
 - Unclear

Hands  - Character viewpoint gesture (speaker’s hands demonstrate a manual action 
performed by another entity)

 - Other gesture (including beats, iconic gestures which are not character 
viewpoint, deictic gestures, emblems, etc.)

 - No gesture

Character Facial 
Expression

 - Present (speaker’s facial expression changes to demonstrate the quoted 
character)

 - Absent (speaker’s facial expression is unchanged)
 - Unclear

Gaze  - Maintained with addressee (speaker’s gaze is directed to addressee 
throughout the quote)

 - Away from addressee (speaker’s gaze is not directed to the addressee 
throughout the quote)

 - Late change (speaker’s gaze moves away from the addressee after the quote 
started)

 - Quick shift (speaker’s gaze jumps around throughout the quote)
 - Unclear

 Posture 
Change

 - Horizontal (the speaker moves in a horizontal direction)
 - Vertical (the speaker moves in a vertical direction)
 - Sagittal (the speaker moves in a sagittal direction)
 - Unclear 
 - None (the speaker’s body does not move)

Notes Notes Notes

Previous work on the depiction of character perspective in speakers has identified the 
use of character intonation, character facial expression and, to a limited extent, manual 
character viewpoint gestures as being indicative of character perspective in both narrative 
(e.g., Earis & Cormier, 2013) and quotative (Chapter 5 of this dissertation) environments. 
While body torque or body shift has previously been described as a means by which 
speakers negotiate activities within a given space (Schegloff, 1998), no link has yet been 
made between such shifting and viewpoint shifts. Amongst signers, a shift in torso or 
body orientation is often associated with viewpoint shifts during constructed action 
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sequences (Padden, 1986). Thus, any change in orientation (i.e. the code none was not 
used) is considered “active”. Previous work on the use of gaze has indicated that speakers 
often look away at the start of a quoted utterance (e.g., Sidnell, 2006), a finding which is 
comparable to some descriptions of constructed action in sign (e.g., Metzger, 1995). As 
such shifts in gaze can be indicative of viewpoint shift, we identified possible values for 
the “meaningful” or “active” use of gaze as looks away, late change or quick shift but not 
maintains gaze with addressee.

Finally, for the GAM analysis, we created two variables. Articulator Count counts the number 
of active articulators used by the narrator. Possible values range from 0 (no articulators 
active) to 5 (all articulators active). For example, an utterance with character intonation 
(present, 1), no manual gesture (0), character facial expression (present, 1), accompanied 
by non-neutral body movement (sagittal, 1) and maintained gaze with addressee ( 0) has 
an Articulator Count of 3. The second is Relative Sequence. This variable treats each quote 
as an item in a sequence, and preserves narrative order.36  It ranges from 1 (the first quote 
in the first quoted dialogue) to 37 (the last quote in the second quoted dialogue).

6.3 Multimodal articulation in quoted dialogues

In this section, we offer a qualitative micro-analysis of the multimodal quotes produced in 
the quoted dialogue sequences in the narrative Airports. Black, on the right in the figures 
below, talks about the frustrations she experienced in airports as a dual citizen of the 
US and Ireland. Airports focuses on one incident which happened the previous summer 
when Black visited friends and family in France and flew home to the US from Spain 
via a major German airport. Customs officials at that airport interrogated her when she 
showed her EU passport rather than her US passport when boarding her flight to the US. In 
the first quoted dialogue, Black recounts the officials’ attempts to understand her summer 
itinerary, ascertain her citizenship and determine where her family lives. In the second 
quoted dialogue, Black recounts the officials’ frustrated attempts to search her electronics 
and baggage – only to discover she only has a carry-on, and no electronic devices. Bemused, 
they let her board the plane. In both quoted dialogue sequences, Black distinguishes her past 
self from the quoted airport officials by using multimodal indicators of character viewpoint. 
However, the use of these multimodal indicators varies across the quoted utterances in the 
dialogues. In this section we focus on two aspects of multimodal production: (1) the larger 
articulatory patterns found at the beginning and end of each quoted dialogue, and (2) the 
minimal articulatory patterns found in the middle of each quoted dialogue. The different 
multimodal production strategies used to differentiate Black’s past self from quoted airport 

36  When including the time course in a GAM analysis, this can be included in several ways (actual time, relative 
time, or relative sequence). We chose relative sequences as our measure  since this allowed us to describe the 
development of multimodal articulatory patterns via repeated mentions of the same characters rather than an 
overall progression of narrative time. We ran models using relative time or relative sequence, and obtained similar 
results.
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officials will be the subject of Section 6.4. We discuss illustrative examples here; a transcript 
of the quoted dialogues is provided in Appendix B2.

6.3.1 Moving in and out of quoted dialogues

One prominent pattern of multimodal utterance production in Airports concerns the way 
each quoted dialogue begins and ends. One interactional task a storyteller faces when moving 
into dialogue is the marking of continuing shifts of perspective as the story progresses  from 
reporting about past events to the enactment of an episode by means of quoted dialogue. At 
the end of a quotation sequence, the storyteller is faced with a related task, marking the end 
(and climax of the episode) and moving out of the quoted perspectives back to the present. 
In this narrative, Black marks these shifts in a specific way; this marking is more prominent 
than found mid-dialogue (see Section 6.3.2 below). 

As the quoted dialogues begin, quotes generally tend to be longer and contain more asides 
to the addressee as Black sets the stage for the extended quoted conversations. Often, when 
moving in or out of dialogic sequences, the stroke of Black’s manual gesture is comprised 
of several movements (Bresem & Ladewig, 2011), and her gaze and head make several 
movements as well, e.g., her head tilts left and then farther left. The stroke of the gesture is 
the most effortful, meaningful phase of gesture production, and these multiple movements 
seem to emphasize Black’s multimodal production.  In addition, Black makes use of an 
extensive gesture space – her gestures are normally comprised of small articulations made 
close to the body, but in these examples, we can see that she comfortably uses a larger 
gesture space.

One way Black distinguishes between the two characters in this quoted dialogue is by her 
use of facial expressions. This is shown in Figure 6.1 and Transcript 6.1, from the beginning 
of the second quoted dialogue. Each line of the transcript corresponds to an image in 
the figure, e.g., line 1 is co-articulated with the behaviors in image 1. Each transcript is 
formatted as follows: Speaker_name: [quoted.speaker] quote. A indicates the airport official, 
and past.self indicates Black’s past self.

In this example,  we see character facial expressions in each image – and larger expressions 
in images 3 and 4, where Black quotes her past self. In addition, she uses more of her gesture 
space in multimodal utterances accompanying her past self (images 3 and 4 in Figure 6.1): 
her head makes more pronounced movements with multiple movement phases, and both 
of her hands are used to gesture in an effortful way, as indicated by a comparison of their 
location and handshape in images 1 and 4. Moreover, both quoted characters get special 
intonation in this sequence: A, the airport official, is voiced with a deeper, authoritative 
quality, and Black’s past self sounds emphatic and puzzled. Both quotes are considered to 
have four active articulators: character facial expression, character intonation, meaningful 
use of gaze and body movement.
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Figure 6.1: Stills from Airports. 

Transcript 6.1: Airports, quotes 23-24

1 Black: [A] they were like you were in Europe for three weeks
2            what did you do with all your stuff
3        [past.self] I was like I didn’t bring stuff
4               like I just have this backpack (0.3) I swear

Another strategy is exemplified in Figure 6.2 and Transcript 6.2, from the end of the first 
quoted dialogue. Here, we see character facial expressions for each utterance, as well 
as CVPT gestures for each utterance: in image 1, her left hand is raised, and then raises 
higher, demonstrating the airport official’s confusion; in image 2, her right hand moves 
forward, and then moves even more forward, to demonstrate Black’s past self offering her 
US passport to the airport official; and in image 3, her left hand, initially held near her 
face, moves down towards her shoulder, demonstrating the airport official’s exasperation. 
In addition, Black changes the orientation of her head during lines 2-3 of the transcript 
(images 2-3, respectively, in Figure 2), marking the change from one quoted character to 
the next, first moving left (image 2) and then down (image 3). The quote in line 3 has an 
Articulator Count of three (no character intonation or CVPT gesture), while the quotes in 
lines 2-3 have Articulator Counts of five each, for all articulators active.

As this example shows, in addition to bodily movements with multiple phases and an 
increase in the size of her gesture space, Black’s head movements become larger and 
swifter, and her voice takes on a different quality, together indicating a shift in perspective. 
This change in voice quality is one means by which Black distinguishes between the two 
quoted characters. When Black quotes her past self, her voice remains neutral, but when 
she quotes the airport officials, her voice becomes deeper and more resonant. Another 
means are the head movements described in the second example.
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Figure 6.2: Stills from Airports. 

Transcript 6.2: Airports, quotes 19-21

1 Black: [A] they were like why do you have an Irish passport
2        [past.self] I was like I have this one too
3        [A] and they were like god why did you show us the Irish one

As these examples show, the co-articulated multimodal actions involved in these sequences 
are evocative of character viewpoint (McNeill, 1992) or reenactments (Sidnell, 2006) 
insofar as manual gestures and non-manual articulators work together with the spoken 
utterances to visually embody different aspects of the quoted character. In each of these 
quoted dialogue sequences, we have a multimodal impression of the quoted characters 
during  Black’s experience at the airport. 

As we will show below, the multimodal articulators used in the beginning and end of 
quoted dialogues do not differ from the indicators used to in the middle of the quoted 
dialogues. However, the degree to which they are used and the manner in which the 
gestures are produced differs. 

6.3.2 Unfolding quoted dialogue sequences

Whereas beginnings and endings of quoted dialogue seem to be marked by extensive use 
of multimodal markers, a different production strategy is evident as the quoted dialogue 
unfolds. Quoted utterances in mid-dialogue occur without quoting verbs, e.g., as bare 
quotes (Matthis & Yule, 1994), as Black swiftly and efficiently alternates between voicing 
the airport official and her past self. Differentiation between the characters seems to be 
maintained: Black tends to use character intonation for the airport officials (a lower almost 
masculine voice), and always makes a visible change with her body: sometimes a shift in 
gaze, sometimes a change in head or torso orientation, sometimes a tilt of her head or 
torso, sometimes a facial expression for one character or the other. However, these bodily 
actions are less pronounced than at the beginning or ending of quoted dialogues: often, 
there is only one articulator movement which accompanies each quote, and differences in 
active articulators help distinguish the quoted characters. 
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Figure 6.3: Stills from Airports. 

Transcript 6.3: Airports, quotes 10-16

1 Black: [past.self] my dad       1
2        [A] where does he live      2
3        [past.self] France       1
4        [A] I thought you said you flew from Spain    2
5        [past.self] yeah       1
6        [A] is he Spanish or French      3
7        [past.self] he’s Irish      2

For example, consider Figure 6.3 and Transcript 6.3, which are taken from the first quoted 
dialogue. In this excerpt, direction of head movements is used to distinguish quoted 
characters (Figure 6.3, images 3, 5, 6 and 7), as is the direction of gaze (towards the 
addressee in image 1, away from the addressee in image 2) and character facial expression 
(image 4). In addition, in image 1, Black’s left hand moves from palm up to palm down. 
As this example is rather complex; we therefore added the number of active articulators at 
the end of each line of the transcript (1, 2 or 3).

There is a minimal marking of conceptual viewpoint shift across the quoted utterances 
in this example. Often, only one multimodal articulator is used (e.g., direction of gaze or 
the addition/subtraction of facial portrayals). Once Black is in the middle of an extended 
quoted dialogue sequence, she is very consistent about this minimal production strategy.  
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Figure 6.4: Stills from Airports. 

Transcript 6.4: Airports, quotes 30-36

1 Black: [A] you don’t have a mobile phone          4
2        [past.self] no       2
3        [A] laptop         2
4        [past.self] no       1
5        [A] digital camera       3
6        [past.self] no       1
7        [A] iPod        2
8        [past.self] no       2

A second example, this time from the second quoted dialogue, is given in Figure 6.4 and 
Transcript 6.4. Once again, the quoted dialogue sequence starts with Black maintaining 
gaze with her addressee. Following this, we see use of head movements to distinguish 
quoted characters (Figure 4, images 2, 3, 4, 6 and 8), and two right-handed gestures (one 
in image 5 and one in image 7, with the transition between them happening in image 6), 
both of which accompany utterances by A, the airport official.

Again we see a pattern of minimal marking to indicate a shift to character viewpoint. 
This suggests the following: First, quotes are co-produced with a number of articulators 
which work together in complex ways. Although most previous work on co-speech gesture 
has focused on the production of manual CVPT gestures, these examples show how 
flexible multimodal communication can be – and that given the right context, even the 
smallest of movements or multimodal actions can indicate important conceptual changes. 
Moving  beyond the hands and investigating the contribution of other visible articulators 
is important if we want to document the extent to which language is multimodal (see 
McClave, 2000 or Cooperrider & Nunez, 2012 for more about non-manual gestures). The 
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extent to which multiple multimodal articulators contribute to multimodal utterance 
production, and how these articulators co-occur, should be investigated further. Second, 
we saw that there is a difference in multimodal production strategies which appears to vary 
with respect to position in the quoted dialogue. Earlier and later quotes were accompanied 
by more multimodal articulation – more multimodal articulators were active, and used 
more of Black’s gesture space. Mid-dialogue quotes, on the other hand, were co-produced 
with fewer multimodal articulators, and used less of Black’s gesture space. Third, we saw 
that, for each quoted utterance, the multimodal articulation differentiated the quoted 
characters. Different facial expressions and intonations were used for the airport official 
and Black’s past self, and each bodily action was made in a slightly different area of Black’s 
gesture space.

The qualitative analysis revealed a differentiation of quoted characters which changes 
with respect to the position of the quote within the quoted dialogue: early and later quotes 
appear to be accompanied by more articulators which use more of Black’s gesture space, 
while mid-dialogue quotes appear to be accompanied by fewer multimodal articulators and 
a smaller use of gesture space. Mid-dialogue quotes were characterized by a differentiation 
of the two quoted characters with minimal multimodal articulation. Once the different 
characters and the dialogical alternation of turns were established, less marking of a 
shift to character viewpoint – whether linguistic or multimodal – was used to alternate 
between the quoted characters. Related to this, it appears that endings of dialogues were 
treated in a special way. The fact that the multimodal articulators moved in a larger space, 
with swifter movements composed of multiple phases and almost exaggerated character 
qualities – such as the deeper voice for the airport official – exactly when Black might be 
trying to elicit affiliation from her listener, suggests that the interactional characteristics 
of storytelling might interact with  – and affect –  multimodal articulation. 

Throughout the story Black distinguishes between characters in the quoted dialogue 
by using multimodal actions. However, the ways in which these different articulators 
combine to indicate different quoted characters  is not readily accessible or assessable 
in a qualitative analysis. In the remainder of this paper we will present an exploratory 
quantitative analysis of the way Black distinguishes between her own past self and the 
airport officials. 

In summary, we find affirmative answers to our research questions: multiple multimodal 
articulators can be used  to indicate a shift to character viewpoint, and these different 
articulatory patterns can be used to differentiate the quoted characters. Moreover, there 
appears to be an overall differentiation of characters across the extended quoted dialogues 
– e.g., the airport official is always accompanied by character intonation which is evocative 
of male authority figures and character facial displays which indicate stern disbelief. 
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6.4 Modeling quoted dialogues

In this section, we present a model of the multimodal behaviors which accompany quoted 
utterances by A, the airport official, and Black’s past self by using complementary GAM 
analyses. Previously, GAMs have been used to model psycholinguistic data, such as evoked-
response potentials (Meulman, Wieling, Sprenger, Stowe, & Schmid, in press; Baayen, 
2010) and the geographic distribution of dialects in the Netherlands (Wieling, Nerbonne, 
& Baayen, 2011). Here, we model the use of multimodal articulators accompanying 
quoted utterances by A and the storyteller’s past self. As GAMs have not previously been 
used to study co-speech gesture data, we provide a brief overview of the method. More 
information can be found in Wood (2006). 

GAMs are an extension of generalized linear modeling (i.e. regression) which is able to 
assess non-linear relationships and  interactions. GAMs model the relationship between 
individual predictor variables and dependent variables with a non-linear smooth function. 
The appropriate degree of smoothness of the non-linear pattern is assessed via cross-
validation to prevent overfitting.  For fitting the non-linear influence of our predictor of 
interest (articulator count), we use a thin plate regression spline (Wood, 2003) incorporated 
in the mgcv package  (Wood 2011, 2006; Wood, Goude, & Shaw, 2015) in R 3.2.0 (R Core 
Team, 2014).37 We created a binary dependent variable for each quoted character (the 
airport official, A, and Black’s past self, speaker), which are inverse to each other (i.e. 1 
for A means 0 for Black’s past self and vice versa), and assessed the relationship between 
the number of active articulators and the quoted character. We also investigated if this 
relationship changed over time (via relative sequence).  We excluded one data point: 37 
quotes occur between 0 and 150 seconds (i.e. during the two quoted dialogues described 
in Section 6.3), but one quote occurs at the end of the narrative, at 180 seconds, and 
outside of the quoted dialogue. This quote was excluded. 

Figure 6.5 and 6.6 present the results of our GAM analyses. The non-linear relationship 
between the articulator count and the probability of observing a quote for character A 
(left plot) as well as for Black’s past self (right plot) are shown. Note that the probability 
(including 95% confidence bands) is represented by logits, the log of the odds of seeing a 
quote from A versus Black’s past self (and vice versa). Positive values indicate probabilities 
higher than 50%, while negative values indicate probabilities below 50% (0 indicates a 
50% probability). 

Overall, the two plots show that A (the airport official) is more likely to be accompanied 
by three or four articulators, and that Black’s past self is more likely to be accompanied 
by a single articulator. Allowing for a non-linear interaction with time did not 
improve the model fit, indicating this pattern remains stable throughout the narrative. 

37  We ran identical models using the ML method, which is more conservative than the REML method reported here, 
and obtained similar results. As we are interested in the specific non-linearity, which is somewhat oversmoothed 
using the ML fitting method, we report the results on the basis of REML.
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Figure 6.5: Probability curves obtained from the GAM analysis for the airport official.

Table 6.3: GAM  modeling the non-linear effect of the number of active articulators predicting a quote by the 
Airport official.

Formula: IsA ~ s(ArtCnt,k=3)

Parametric 
coefficients

Estimate Std. Error z-value Pr(>|t|)

(Intercept) 0.09419 0.45672 0.206 0.837

Smooth terms edf Red.df F p-value

s(ArtCnt) 1.901 1.99 7.493 0.0234

R-sq.(adj) = 0.404 

In sum, there is a systematic multimodal differentiation of both quoted characters, with A 
more likely to be accompanied by more multimodal articulators throughout the narrative, 
while Black’s past self is more likely to be accompanied by fewer multimodal articulators. 
Tables 6.3 and 6.4 show the associated estimates of the two models. 

Overall, the results presented in this section demonstrate that some multimodal co-
articulation is always present when Black quotes these two characters – thus, it is not a 
question of whether multimodal utterances occur, but of how they occur: which articulators 
are involved and how does their use change over time? The quantitative results illustrate 
what the qualitative results only alluded to: there is a differentiation of quoted characters 
in the number of articulators which are used, and this differentiation is maintained over 
the course of the quoted dialogue episode.
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Figure 6.6: Probability curves obtained from the GAM analysis for Black's past self. 

Table 6.4: GAM modeling the non-linear effect of the number of articulators predicting a quote by Black's past self. 

Formula: IsSpeaker ~ s(ArtCnt,k=3)

Parametric 
coefficients

Estimate Std. Error z-value Pr(>|t|)

(Intercept) -0.09419 0.45672 -0.206 0.837

Smooth terms edf Red.df F p-value

s(ArtCnt) 1.901 1.99 7.493 0.0234

R-sq.(adj) = 0.404

6.5 Discussion and conclusions

We began by observing that language is composed of dynamic, situated practices which 
are not only expressed multimodally but are also sensitive to different aspects of the 
communicative setting. We observed that quoted utterances are often indicative of this 
sensitivity since they mark a shift to character viewpoint, and may be accompanied 
by multimodal co-articulation which evokes the quoted character. We investigated the 
production of quoted utterances by providing complementary multimodal analyses of 
one narrative from our semi-spontaneous corpus of semi-spontaneous oral narratives. Our 
investigation extended previous work on the production of multimodal quotes in two 
ways: first by moving beyond single quoted utterances to multi-utterance quote sequences, 
and second by investigating the multimodal production strategies used to evoke quoted 
characters in two extended quoted dialogue sequences (21 and 16 utterances).
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How do speakers use multimodal behaviors to differentiate characters in their narratives? We 
have demonstrated that Black fluidly uses the multiple multimodal articulatory means 
available to her to not only iconically represent but also distinguish the two quoted 
characters in her narrative. Her quoted utterances were always accompanied by at least 
one multimodal articulator – and, often, multiple articulators contributed to utterance 
production. Although not every utterance was accompanied by  full character embodiment 
(a finding in line with existing research, e.g., Earis & Cormier, 2013), the speaker co-
produced active multimodal articulators throughout the extended quoted dialogue 
sequences. This co-production was systematic in the sense that it distinguished the 
characters whose dialogue she quoted. Moreover, it suggests that not only is language 
inherently multimodal – both in the sense that multiple modalities and different modes of 
production are involved throughout linguistic production –  but that that multimodality 
can be used to achieve certain goals, such as the differentiation of characters within a 
narrative. 

We used complementary qualitative and quantitative analyses to investigate this 
phenomenon, and our results point to a multimodal differentiation of characters in Black’s 
narrative. Unlike Park (2009) who found that, in general, Korean speakers preferred to use 
more multimodal articulation for past self quotes and less for third person quotes, Black 
preferred the opposite pattern: more multimodal articulation for third person quotes (the 
airport official) and less for her past self. More work is needed to clarify the extent to 
which speakers use different linguistic and multimodal resources to represent their past 
selves and others cross-linguistically.

The micro-analysis identified two types of iconic co-articulation: one with more and one 
with fewer active multimodal articulators. These differ with respect to the number and 
kind of articulators contributing to the multimodal utterance, and the extent to which 
those articulators were used. Black’s characters were always quoted with multimodal 
co-articulation, and Black used both strategies to differentiate quoted characters. In the 
case of more articulators, multiple articulatory strokes were used along with a larger 
gesture space. In general, the activation itself was more exaggerated, e.g., character facial 
expressions used more of the expressive qualities of Black’s face, and character intonation 
was more pronounced. In the case of fewer articulators, articulators made only one stroke, 
and movements were made in a smaller space, closer to Black’s body. Often, only gaze 
direction and head movements were used, but sometimes character facial expression 
and character intonation were as well. When these articulators appeared, they were less 
pronounced. 

The GAM analyses demonstrated that Black generally distinguished the two quoted 
characters in her narrative: three multimodal articulators often accompanied quotes 
by the airport official, while one articulator accompanied quotes by Black’s past self. 
While a differentiation of characters was apparent from the micro-analysis (e.g., shifts in 
head orientation or changes in the quality of character intonation from quote to quote), 
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a differentiation based on number of active articulators was not. Thus, our approach 
provides complementary perspectives on multimodal co-articulation: The micro-analysis 
indicated which multimodal articulators were used to differentiate quoted characters and 
to what extent they were active as the quoted dialogue progressed, and the GAM analysis 
indicated that Black generally differentiates her most quoted characters on the basis of 
number of articulators which contribute to the multimodal utterance.

How do those behaviors vary over the course of the narrative? We have demonstrated that, in 
terms of the number of co-produced multimodal articulators, Black’s multimodal utterance 
production did not vary with respect to the time course of the extended quoted dialogues. 
Although the micro-analysis demonstrated a qualitative difference in the articulation of 
multimodal behaviors (e.g., the smaller gesture space identified in Section 6.3.1), their 
presence was constant throughout the quoted dialogues analyzed here. Throughout, 
characters within “Airports” could be differentiated on the basis of the number of active 
multimodal articulators. This raises the questions of what benefit such stability buys the 
speaker or addressee, and how sensitive they are to such a differentiation – whether from 
the perspective of production or comprehension. Further work is needed to answer these 
questions.

Of course, there are limitations to our study: We analyzed one narrative, and only 
the quoted utterances of two characters (the only two quoted characters) within that 
narrative. While this narrative has been instructive in several important ways, it also 
invites questions, such as: What happens in narratives with three or more characters? 
What do other speakers do? What would this speaker do in another narrative context? As 
we pointed out earlier, the number of quoted characters in semi-spontaneous narratives is 
variable, and often the speaker’s past self is the most quoted. Investigating these questions 
might therefore entail an experimental design where the number of characters and the 
kind of quoted interactions can be manipulated.  Another limiting factor might be the 
fact that we modelled changes with respect to the number of articulators involved in 
multimodal utterances, not differences in how those articulators were used or co-occurred. 
In other words, we were able to model categorical presence/absence rather than the fluid 
conversational dynamics which make personal narratives so compelling. While this can 
tell us something about the relative contributions of the body (i.e., that more or less of it 
contributed to multimodal utterance production), and can highlight the features discussed 
here, it masks the qualitative differences highlighted by our micro-analysis – such as 
differences in the amount of gesture space used, the degree to which active articulators 
were actually activated, or even the extent to which multiple multimodal articulators co-
occur. At the same time, however, our analyses offered complementary perspectives on 
the situated practices used by Black throughout her narrative, and this complementarity 
paints an exciting pictures in which more of the body – not only the hands – is involved in 
the articulation of multimodal utterances. 
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One final point to consider is the fact that in this story, Black quotes her past self (1st person 
quotes) and the airport official (3rd person quotes).  The multimodal differentiation of 
characters seen here might indicate that self-quotes are simply less marked than quotes by 
other characters, which is in line with findings from two previous studies on the linguistic 
realization of quotes (Golato, 2002 on German self-quotes, and Rühlemann, 2014 on 
English storytelling). However, more data is needed to be sure as Park (2009) reports the 
opposite pattern in Korean, namely more multimodal actions for self-quotes and less for 
other quotes. One reason for this difference might be cultural. Another might be that an 
autobiographical story involves less of a perspective shift as there is greater similarity to 
and empathy with one’s past self than with another character. As Sweetser (2012) notes,  
the human body is the best iconic representation of another human body. By extension, 
one’s own body is the best representation of one’s past self, and might therefore engender 
fewer multimodal articulators to evoke itself. 

In summary, our results indicate that at least one English speaker is able to use multimodal 
utterances to spontaneously differentiate characters in her narrative by means of iconic 
representation, and to maintain that differentiation over time. This iconic, multimodal 
representation may be more minimalistic or more fully embodied – but it is always 
present, and suggests that language itself is multimodal. While we have demonstrated that 
English speakers are capable of using multiple multimodal articulators in a meaningful 
way, we do not yet know the extent to which people in general use this kind of iconic 
representation and differentiation during everyday communication. The extent to which it 
aids the production or comprehension of quoted utterances or quoted sequences remains 
an open question. We hope that further research into the online grounding of multimodal 
perspective will address these issues.



  133

Chapter 7
Multimodal quotation: Role shift practices in spoken narratives

Abstract:  We investigate how speakers of American English use bodily articulators 
when enacting characters by assessing the extent to which character viewpoint gestures, 
character intonation, character facial expression, orientation of the body and gaze are 
used during direct speech quotation. We make a comparison to role shift, a device used 
in various signed languages to represent one or more characters with one or more bodily 
articulators, and find that speakers, like signers, use a range of bodily articulators when 
they take on another’s role in quotation. In our dataset of 704 direct speech quotes, very 
few (N = 18, 2.6%) are accompanied by no multimodal articulators while most are 
accompanied by 2-3 articulators (N = 389, 55.3%).  Moreover, we find a difference in the 
extent of multimodal articulation which depends on the type of quoted utterance which 
is produced; direct speech quotations tend to garner fewer articulators than constructed 
(‘fictive interaction’) quotations. We discuss these findings with respect to existing work on 
multimodal quotation in speaking and signing communities. Understanding the systematic 
use of the visual modality in ordinary interaction enables a careful evaluation of the extent 
to which differences in communicative behavior are driven by individual characteristics 
or language modality.  



7

Chapter 7

134

7.1 Introduction

We investigate the extent to which speakers of American English use their body to 
represent or enact quoted characters, and draw a parallel to role shift, a representational 
device used in many signed languages for representing the utterances, thoughts, feelings 
and/or actions of one or more referents with one or more bodily articulators, including 
the head, face, gaze, hands, arms and torso (Cormier, Smith & Sevcikova, in press: 1).38 
Although speakers have previously been shown to use manual and non-manual actions 
when representing characters in quotation (e.g., Clark & Gerrig, 1990) or narrative (e.g., 
Earis & Cormier, 2013), most work focuses on contributions made by the hands. An 
explicit link to either simultaneously used non-manual gestures or to the representation 
which unifies the use of manual and non-manual gestures has yet to be made. 

To illustrate the extent to which multimodal articulators co-occur, consider the following 
excerpt, Figure 7.1 and Transcript 7.1, taken from a narrative about the first time Pink 
(on the left in the figure) went to a concert with her friends. At the venue, Pink took a nap 
during the opening acts (line 1) and describes how her friends woke her up (lines 2-4) so 
that she can go to the main act. Throughout this paper, quoted utterances are formatted 
as follows: Speaker_Name: [quoted.speaker] quote, and image numbers corresponds to the 
line number(s) in the transcript. In this example Pink, a native American English speaker, 
quotes her friends (lines 3-4) and then her past self (line 5).

Figure 7.1: Stills from Concert. 

Transcript 7.1: Concert

1 Pink: and I like (0.2) took a nap to it upstairs
2 and then my friends like the next thing I know
3 [friends] they’re like hey hey we’re going to go downstairs now
4 the show’s going to start (h)
5 [past.self]and I’m like whoa

Linguistically, quotations are indicated by pronoun choice, verb choice, marked changes 
in syntax, etc. (see Parrill, 2012 for a review)— but they may also be co-articulated with 
certain multimodal actions (see, e.g. Park, 2009 or Chapter 5 of this dissertation). For 
example, in the example given above, the speaker first enacts her friends (lines 3-4 of 
38  This chapter is adapted from: Stec, K., Huiskes, M. & Redeker, G. (Under review). Multimodal quotation: Role 
shift practices in spoken narratives.
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Transcript 7.1 and Figure 7.1, image 3) by orienting her body to her left and using her 
left hand to poke at empty space, showing Black, Pink’s interlocutor, how Pink’s friends 
woke her up from a nap before the main act began at the concert. Co-timed with Pink’s 
manual gesture is a facial portrayal which makes use of wide, alert eyes to show how 
earnest her friends were. Following this, Pink produces her past self’s response (line 5 of 
Transcript 7.1 and Figure 7.1, image 5) which is co-timed with the following multimodal 
actions: Pink re-orients her head to the upper right while simultaneously showing her 
surprise at being woken up. Both utterances are accompanied by special intonation which 
is evocative of Pink’s friends and her past self. 

This excerpt exemplifies the complex interaction of a variety of verbal and visual 
articulators with which speakers mimetically (Donald, 2001; Redeker, 1991) or iconically 
(Vigliocco, Perniss & Vinson, 2014) demonstrate selected aspects of the quoted utterances. 
Pink quotes a past interaction in such a way as to demonstrate what the speakers sounded 
like, what emotions they felt, and what their physical interaction looked like. In this way, 
we see Pink fluidly use a range of complementary, multimodal means to enact quoted 
characters using different parts of her own body.

7.1.1 Direct speech quotation

Direct speech quotations are pervasive in narratives. By shifting the viewpoint to a 
character, they create involvement (Tannen, 1989) by dramatizing interaction (Labov, 
1972; Redeker, 1991), add liveliness (Groenewold, Bastiaanse, Nickels & Huiskes, 2014; 
Sanders & Redeker, 1996), and recruit neural structures in the listener which indicate more 
simulation of the quoted speaker (Yao, Belin & Scheepers, 2011; Yao, Belin & Scheepers, 
2012). Direct speech quotations are usually not literal renditions of the quoted utterances, 
but demonstrate selected aspects of them (Clark & Gerrig, 1990). They do not even have 
to be enactments (Goodwin, 1990) or reenactments (Sidnell, 2006) of an actual previous 
utterance or situation, but can be made up by the quoting speaker to illustrate, e.g., a 
character’s reaction or a discussant’s stance in a real or imagined debate. Such quotations 
have been called constructed dialogues (Tannen, 1989), constructed quotations (Redeker, 
1991), or fictive interaction (Pascual, 2014), and are typically used in a functionally distinct 
way, i.e. to voice a character’s thoughts, an entity which cannot speak, or to refer to a 
future, pretend or counterfactual scenario (Pascual 2014). We will use the term fictive 
interaction because of its widespread use, and will contrast it with direct speech quotation. 

Most research on the communicative functions of multimodal utterances in speaking 
communities has focused exclusively on contributions made by the hands (e.g., Kendon, 
2004; McNeill 1992; McNeill, 2005) — especially on the difference between character 
and observer viewpoint gestures, and the different situations in which they occur (e.g., 
Brown, 2008; Özyürek, 2002; Parrill, 2010a). But as Transcript 7.1 shows, speakers also 
frequently use other articulators alongside speech. For example, the direction of speaker 
gaze can manage various  aspects of discourse (Sweetser & Stec, in press) and interaction 
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(Rossano, 2012). A change in gaze direction can also be used to indicate that a speaker is 
about to demonstrate or reenact something (Sidnell, 2006). Facial portrayals can be used to 
reflect the emotions of a character rather than the speaker’s real time experience (Bavelas 
& Chovil, 1997; Chovil, 1991); and even the lips (Enfield, 2001) or nose (Cooperrider 
& Nunez, 2012) can be used to facilitate deictic reference, such as pointing. Looking at 
linguistic contexts, we have seen that the use of multimodal articulators varies depending 
on whether a speaker uses direct speech to quote a single utterance, a monologue or 
a dialogue (Chapter 5 of this dissertation). Thus, we see that, depending on context, a 
speaker’s entire body may be used in communicatively important ways. Depending on 
the context, even a raised brow or a quick shake of the head can be used to iconically 
represent what another person said or did, and by extension indicate a shift in perspective. 
This capacity holds for other multimodal articulators as well. Perhaps because of this, and 
perhaps because a person’s body is the best iconic representation for another person’s 
body (Sweetser, 2012), speakers are found to convey differences in viewpoint by means of 
multiple multimodal articulators.

7.1.2 Role shift in sign languages

How these multimodal articulators co-occur, and the contexts under which they do so, 
remains an open question. One indication of the possibilities of co-occurrence comes from 
different signed languages, whose users are found to adopt character viewpoint via a 
process — whether considered gestural (Janzen, 2012) or grammatical (Quinto-Pozos, 
2007) — which has been called referential shift or role shift (Engberg-Pedersen, 1993), 
shifting reference (Loew, 1984), constructed action or constructed dialogue (Metzger, 1995), 
perspective shift (Lillo-Martin, 1995), rotational shift (Janzen 2012) and surrogate blends 
(Liddell, 2003). These terms denote both a function (a shift from narrator to character 
perspective) and a set of practices, or behaviors, which achieve that function. Henceforth, 
we will refer to the function as role shift, as this term is the most recognizable, and the set 
of practices which evoke it as role shift practices.

Prior research has shown that role shift practices are generally characterized by three 
features which are more or less co-timed: a shift of signer gaze away from the addressee, 
a re-orientation of the signer’s body, and the use of character viewpointed signing, i.e. the 
use of handlers rather than classifiers  (see Cormier, Quinto-Pozos, Sevcikova & Schembri, 
2012 for more about the relationship between iconic sign and co-speech gesture strategies, 
and Cormier et al., in press for more about the definitions and use of constructed action 
within sign language linguistics). As this body of research demonstrates, although one 
articulator may be used to signal a role shift in sign, it’s more common for multiple 
articulators to simultaneously be used. In fact, this three-features approach described 
above is the way role shift is typically taught to learners of signed languages (e.g., Koch, 
2014 and Lapiak, 2015).   
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As an example, consider the following excerpt from a story told in American Sign Language 
(ASL) and which is in the public domain on YouTube.39 The story is about a father who 
buys an ice cream cone for his child. The child is excited about the ice cream cone, and 
starts to lick it so intensely that the ice cream falls onto the ground, rendering it inedible. 
The story ends with the child crying. We discuss two examples of role shift practices here, 
shown in Figure 7.2, images 1 and 2. In image 1, the signer uses role shift to describe 
the child receiving the ice cream cone from their father. This is shown in three ways: 
the signer’s body is oriented to the right, his face is looking up, and his hands grasp the 
imagined ice cream cone. In image 2, the signer uses role shift to show the child being 
upset by the fallen ice cream. This is shown in two ways: the signer’s hands are held up, 
grasping the imagined ice cream cone, and his face sows extreme distress at the loss of the 
ice cream, which he has just shown falling to the ground.

Figure 7.2: Two examples of role shift from ASL Ice Cream Story.

7.1.3 Comparisons of narrative strategies used by speakers and signers 

Comparisons of the co-sign and co-speech strategies used to convey viewpoint shifts when 
telling narratives demonstrate systematically different choices made by signers and by 
speakers. For example, Rayman (1999) asked signers of American Sign Language (ASL) and 
American English speakers to re-tell the fable "The Tortoise and the Hare" and compared 
their narrative production strategies, focusing in particular on strategies used by an ASL 
user and an English speaker who both had extensive theater training. Rayman found that 
the ASL narrative was longer overall, and was composed of more direct action elements 
— that is, role-shift-like elements which showed what a character did, thought or said — 
than the English narrative, which was told from the narrator’s perspective with relatively 
few multimodal articulations. A similar study (Marentette, Tuck, Nicoladis & Pika, 2004) 

39  The video can be accessed here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zVuxQwKFiAw (ASL Ice Cream Story) 
and was embellished by a learner of ASL here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kDmDQXi9f8k (ASL Role 
Shifting Ice Cream Story). Although told by a learner of ASL, we reference it because the shifts between characters 
are exaggerated and clear, making it relatively accessible for non-signers. 
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asked four groups of participants (native deaf signers, late deaf signers, hearing signers 
from deaf families and monolingual hearing speakers) to watch Pink Panther cartoons 
and re-tell the narratives to a naive listener. The deaf signers signed, and the hearing 
speakers – including the bimodal bilinguals – spoke. Similar to Rayman’s study, they 
found that the signed narratives were longer than the spoken narratives and used more 
‘direct action elements’ (i.e., conventionalized role shift practices for signers and iconic 
gestures for speakers), with native signers producing the longest narratives and the most 
direct action elements. More recently, Earis and Cormier (2013) compared narrative 
production strategies used by BSL signers and experienced British English storytellers 
when retelling “The Tortoise and the Hare”, and found both similarities and differences. 
For example, English speakers in their study produced quite a few facial portrayals which 
were evocative of characters in the narrative, and used iconic and deictic manual gestures 
in a similar way to the signers. However, like previous studies, Earis and Cormier found 
that the signed narratives were typically longer than the spoken narratives, and that BSL 
signers preferred character perspective with direct action elements to narrator perspective, 
which was preferred by English speakers. 

These studies suggest that narrative production is affected by production modality and 
point to differences in the iconic representation of characters – both in terms of the 
number of articulators which are used, and the extent to which those representations 
occur. However, in our view, certain methodological limitations should be addressed. For 
example, in the above-cited studies, narratives were told as monologues. In both Rayman 
and Earis and Cormier’s studies, speaking participants were identified for their storytelling 
abilities, and were provided written versions of well-known fables in English. They were 
given one week to prepare and rehearse telling the narratives in their own way, and 
were then recorded telling narratives to a video camera. This is potentially problematic 
as structured, rehearsed performance may make use of expressive capabilities in ways 
that differ from those used in semi-spontaneous speech. Moreover, the use of monologic 
recording is potentially problematic as, for speaking populations, monologues have been 
shown to affect the extent to which demonstrations in general, and co-speech gestures in 
particular, are used (Bavelas, Gerwing & Healing 2014). Additionally, the comparative 
studies focused on the structure and presentation of narrative events. A number of studies 
have demonstrated that co-speech gesture is sensitive to event structure, whereby certain 
events are simply more likely to be accompanied by gesture, or by a certain type of 
gesture, depending on event-internal semantics (e.g. Kita & Özyürek, 2003; Parrill, 2010a; 
Parrill & Quinto-Pozos, 2015). It might therefore be the case that the events in the elicited 
stories simply did not lend themselves to character viewpoint. Or, it might be the case that 
there were not enough opportunities to do so – focusing on quotation rather than overall 
narrative structure might have better showcased speakers’ abilities to adopt character 
perspective and therefore enabled a better comparison between the viewpoint-taking 
strategies used by speakers and signers. Multiple studies have shown that speakers often 
use multiple multimodal articulators in conjunction with quotation (Park, 2009; Sidnell, 
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2006; Thompson & Suzuki, 2014; Chapter 5 of this dissertation). While this behavior has 
not been explicitly compared with conventionalized role shift practices as used by signers, 
it does indicate that speakers are meaningfully using their bodies – and not only their 
hands – to indicate that viewpoint has changed. 

To summarize: While previous work has identified important differences in the way 
speakers and signers use multimodal actions in narratives, the comparisons made by 
previous studies might give a biased view of English speakers’ behavior. Looking at the 
multimodal quoted utterances  of ordinary speakers might give a more representative 
picture of the multimodal actions which are used to signal viewpoint shifts, and how 
similar (or not) those actions might be to role shift practices in sign. For example, it might 
be the case that spoken quotation is necessarily accompanied by multimodal displays of 
character viewpoint (e.g., a change in gaze or facial expression) – and that the type of 
quotation (direct speech vs. fictive interaction) affects multimodal production since there 
is a functional difference in use. If this is indeed the case, then we might also find that the 
visual modality is used in a similar way by different types of language users. 

7.1.4 Research questions

To address these issues, we decided to focus on semi-spontaneous dyadic interaction 
(friends telling autobiographical stories to each other), and only analyzed quoted 
utterances (direct speech or fictive interaction). By using a corpus of semi-spontaneous 
narratives, we hope to establish general patterns of multimodal quotation. Our research 
questions are: Which multimodal articulators are used to demonstrate character viewpoint 
during quotation in spoken English? Does the type of quotation affect the multimodal 
articulators which are used?  Or, in other words, which practices constitute role shift 
in quotations by speakers of American English, and what function does role shift serve? 
Although we only investigate spoken quotation, our findings will be relevant for broader 
investigations of similarities and differences between speech and sign on the use of the 
visual modality during communication more generally, or in the multimodal expression of 
character perspective in particular.
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7.2 Method

We analyzed direct speech quotations occurring in a corpus of semi-spontaneous narratives 
collected by the first author near San Francisco (US) in January 2012. In this section, we 
provide an overview of our corpus collection and annotation procedures. More detailed 
information is available in Chapter 4 of this dissertation.

7.2.1 Corpus

Our corpus consists of approximately five hours of video data, and is comprised of 85 
narratives ranging in length from 0:31 to 15:51 (average length: about 5 minutes) and 704 
quotes (mean = 27 quotes per speaker, std. dev = 9; median = 19). Twenty-six native 
speakers of American English (17 females and 9 males, all in their mid-20s or older) were 
recorded telling semi-spontaneous autobiographical narratives to a friend. All participants 
completed a two-step consent procedure in which they first consented to participate in corpus 
collection and then granted specific use of the materials just collected, such as use of the 
images in Section 7.3. Participants were asked to tell each other personal stories which their 
friend did not already know, and were provided an optional topic list to use if desired. All 
participants comfortably alternated the roles of telling and requesting narratives. 40

7.2.2 Annotation

The first author annotated the entire corpus. Chapter 4 of this dissertation describes in detail 
how we obtained inter-observer validity and refined our annotation scheme, which we 
summarize here. Importantly, we used a four-stage consensus procedure whereby 10% of the 
data annotated by the first author was compared with annotations made by the second author 
and three independent annotators. Discussions between annotators focused on identifying 
the source of disagreement, and were therefore preferred to measures of Kappa which can 
mask the underlying source of (dis)agreement – see Stelma & Cameron (2007) and Gnisci, 
Maricchiolo, & Bonaiuto (2013).

We used ELAN to annotate our data. ELAN is free video annotation software developed by the 
Max Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics.41 Our final annotation scheme is shown in Table 
7.1, and makes use of Tiers (variables) and Controlled Vocabularies (values). Importantly, 
it includes variables for linguistic features pertaining to quoted utterances and multimodal 
features which contribute to the expression of character viewpoint. These features were 
included based on their identification in previous work looking at the production of multimodal 
quoted utterances and multimodal character viewpoint (see Chapter 2 of this dissertation). 

40  Participants were also asked to complete the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 1980) to assess the role of 
perspective taking in role shift practices. However, as speaker gender and scores on the Interpersonal Reactivity 
Index were not predictive in the analyses described in Section 7.4, we do not discuss them further.

41  See Wittenburg, Brugman, Russel, Klassmann & Sloetjes. 2006 and http://tla.mpi.nl/tools/tla-tools/elan/  for 
more information.
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Table 7.1: The annotation scheme used in this project (adapted from Table 4.1).

Category Tier Controlled Vocabulary

Linguistic 
Information

Transcript Text

Utterance type  - Direct speech 
 - Fictive interaction 
 - Unclear

Quoting 
predicate

 - Bare (no quoting predicate)
 - Be like
 - Say
 - Think
 - Other

Bodily 
Resources

Role shift  - Present (the speaker demonstrates the quoted character, e.g. by showing 
how they looked or felt)

 - Absent (the speaker doesn’t demonstrate the quoted character)
 - Unclear

Character 
intonation

 - Present (speaker’s voice altered to demonstrate the quoted character)
 - Absent (speaker’s voice unchanged)
 - Unclear

Hands  - Character viewpoint gesture (speaker’s hands demonstrate a manual action 
performed by another entity)

 - Other gesture (including beats, iconic gestures which are not character 
viewpoint, deictic gestures, emblems, etc.)

 - No gesture

Character facial 
expression

 - Present (speaker’s facial expression changes to demonstrate the quoted 
character)

 - Absent (speaker’s facial expression is unchanged)
 - Unclear

Gaze  - Maintained with addressee (speaker’s gaze is directed to addressee 
throughout the quote)

 - Away from addressee (speaker’s gaze is not directed to the addressee 
throughout the quote)

 - Late change (speaker’s gaze moves away from the addressee after the quote 
started)

 - Quick shift (speaker’s gaze jumps around throughout the quote)
 - Unclear

Posture change  - Horizontal (the speaker moves in a horizontal direction)
 - Vertical (the speaker moves in a vertical direction)
 - Sagittal (the speaker moves in a sagittal direction)
 - Unsure 
 - None (the speaker’s body does not move)

Notes Notes Notes

We first noted whether or not each utterance was a direct speech quotation. This decision 
was based on the presence of quoting predicates such as say or be like or, in the case of 
bare quotes, a shift in indexicals. See Buchstaller (2013) for more about identifying direct 
speech in discourse. We further noted whether each quotation was direct speech, fictive 
interaction (Pascual 2014), or could not be unequivocally assigned to either category 
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(unclear). We identified fictive interaction utterances on the basis of the following criteria: 
the quoted utterance (i) voices a character’s thoughts, (ii) an entity which cannot speak, or 
(iii) refers to a future, pretend or counterfactual scenario. We also identified the quoting 
verb. Initially we noted each verb individually, but later simplified this variable to the five 
most common values: bare, be like, say, think and other. 

Annotators then noted whether the speaker was demonstrating some aspect of the quoted 
character multimodally. All annotators were familiar with the notion of demonstrations, 
character viewpointed gestures and role shift practices, and were asked to keep those 
notions in mind while judging the data. Each judgement was marked on the Role Shift 
tier as ‘present’, ‘absent’ or ‘unclear’. Three examples of role shift present are given in 
Figure 7.3 below. These examples demonstrate variable uses of the speaker’s body in terms 
of number of active articulators, size of movements, expressivity, and so forth. Because 
quoted utterances were annotated first, these judgements thus reflect the intuition of the 
annotator that the speaker is using their body to give an impression of the quoted character. 
These annotations answer the question “Do I (as annotator) have the impression of first 
person perspective when watching this segment?” Subsequent annotations, described 
below, answer the question “If so, what is causing it?”.

The use of specific multimodal articulators was then identified. We included both manual 
and non-manual actions in our annotation scheme, paying special attention to the active 
contributions of multimodal articulators. For the purpose of annotation, an articulator 
must be ‘active’ in order to be marked ‘present’. For example, consider two speakers who 
produce a character-viewpoint gesture which demonstrates paddling a canoe: one has a 
neutral facial expression, and the other has a terrified expression.42 In both cases, McNeill 
(1992) would say that character viewpoint is mapped onto the speakers’ entire body, but 
only in the case of the terrified facial expression can the face be said to play an active 
role in that mapping. This is the difference intended by active use of  CVPT manual 
gestures, character facial expression, and character intonation. For character intonation, 
we noted whether the speaker used special intonation which was noticeably different from 
the speaker’s normal or narrative voice, e.g. a change in pitch, accent, or a change in the 
rate of speech to indicate aspects of the quoted character’s speech, and called this ‘active’.  
For gaze, we operationalized active by adding the stipulation that any change would be 
meaningful, thus the values ‘change’, ‘quick shift’ and ‘late change’ are active uses of gaze 
while ‘maintaining gaze with the addressee’ is not. Finally, Posture Change indicates the 
direction of movement or shift in body orientation made by speakers during the quoted 
utterance, and may reflect movements made by the head, torso and/or hands, regardless 
of the amount of physical space or number of moving articulators involved. To illustrate 

42  As one reader pointed out, a speaker could be ‘actively’ displaying a neutral facial expression, and this would 
not be captured by our annotation scheme. That is correct. However, distinguishing neutral narrator from neutral 
character (or narrator from character) is a difficult task (see, e.g., Parrill 2012). For this reason, we chose to focus 
on clear character embodiment as much as possible.
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this, consider Figure 7.3.43 Arrows are overlaid on the images to indicate the direction 
of movement the articulator makes. We annotated a sagittal change in image 1 as the 
speaker (right of the frame) simultaneously moves her left arm forward as she leans her 
torso backwards. We annotated a vertical change in image 2 as the speaker successively 
moves his head and gaze downwards, as indicated by the arrow. We annotated a vertical 
change in image 3 as the speaker moves his entire body – head and gaze, torso, and right 
hand – upwards. 

Figure 7.3: Three instances of Posture Change from the dataset: sagittal (Image 1) and vertical (images 2 and 3). 
All three instances were also marked as Role Shift ‘present’.

We counted all movements which were not self-adaptors (e.g., re-adjusting seated positions, 
looking down while scratching their nose, etc.) As we had no specific hypotheses concerning 
direction of movement, we operationalized ‘change in any direction’ (horizontal, sagittal, 
vertical) as ‘active’ for the purposes of our quantitative analysis. 

Finally, based on these annotations, we created a variable called Articulator Count which 
counts the number of active articulators for any utterance. It has a range of 0 to 5 to 
indicate no articulators active (0) through all articulators active (5). For example, an 
utterance with no manual gesture (no gesture, 0), character intonation (yes, 1), character 
facial expression (yes, 1), active gaze (quick shift, 1) and no change (none, 0) would be 
counted as 3. 

7.3 Multimodal role shift practices

In this section we provide a qualitative overview of the role shift practices observed in 
our dataset. These practices serve as the basis for the quantitative analysis we present in 
Section 7.4. Consistent with Earis and Cormier (2013), we show that while speakers  in 
our dataset rarely make use of full character embodiment, let alone character viewpoint 
gestures, they do occasionally happen. More frequent, however, are other indications of 
viewpoint shift, such as the use of character intonation or character facial expressions. In 
other words, we see a range of articulation from what can be called character embodiment, 

43  These examples were chosen because we discuss the narratives from which they were excerpted in Section 7.3. 
Image 1 is Transcript 7.2, line 4; image 2 is Transcript 7.3, line 3; and image 3 is Transcript 7.4, line 4.  
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with every articulator active, to minimal marking (only one articulator active), with most 
utterances falling somewhere in between. The following three examples illustrate this range 
– from the fully enacted to the minimally marked.

The first example, from a narrative called Concert, consists of four fictive interaction 
utterances in a row. Two are produced by Pink, the narrator of the story, who uses them 
to describe her attitude and the band’s attitude as they started to perform. Black, her 
addressee, chimes in (Couper-Kuhlen, 1998) with two fictive interaction utterances which 
voice members of the audience as the performance begins. In all four cases, we see multiple 
multimodal articulators co-produced with the  quoted utterances which depict the quoted 
characters. This contrasts with the second example, from Cast, where the narrator of the 
story, Black, recounts the initial moments of a recent trip to the Emergency Room. All four 
quotes in this excerpt are instances of direct speech, and all four are accompanied by minimal 
use of multimodal articulators. In the final example, from God’s Eye, the narrator quotes his 
former roommate (direct speech) and then his own internal reaction (fictive interaction). 
In the case of the direct speech utterance, there is minimal use of multimodal articulators, 
while more multimodal articulators are used for the fictive interaction utterance. 

Concert is narrated by Pink (left in the figure), and is about her first concert-going experience 
as a teenager. An excerpt is given in Transcript 7.2 and Figure 7.4 – note that each line 
of the transcript corresponds to an image in the figure. Arrows indicate movement of the 
articulator they are linked to, e.g. in Figure 7.4, image 1, Pink’s right hand moves to the 
left, towards her body. At this point in the narrative, Pink describes how her favorite band 
started their set, and her reaction to it (line 2 in the transcript): she raises her head and 
gaze so that she is looking upwards, as if to the on-stage performers. Her left hand is still 
clasped close to her chest, from a previous section of the narrative in which she describes 
how she and her best friend linked hands so they wouldn’t be separated in the mosh pit. 
In line 3 Pink uses fictive interaction to describe the attitude of the band members as they 
walk on stage, and uses her body to demonstrate their attitude: she looks directly at Black, 
and quickly moves both arms forwards and backwards, showing how the band purposefully, 
but silently, walked on stage. In lines 4 and 6 Black, her interlocutor, chimes in with fictive 
interaction utterances which voice the audience’s excitement at having the main act start – 
note that Black was not at the concert, so her utterances can only be fictive. In line 4, Black 
turns her face to her left and looks up while raising her left arm up, palm up. In line 5, Black 
turns back to face Pink as Pink says “yeah”, and in line 6, Black again turns to her left and 
looks up, raising both arms in celebration above her head while producing line 6 with a kind 
of character intonation which is evocative of excited members of the audience. Whereas 
Pink uses the quoting verb like to introduce her quotes, Black uses bare quotes. In each of 
these multimodal utterances, we see multiple articulators working together: head and gaze 
direction, arms, body orientation and even character intonation work together to manage 
the interpersonal gesture space and represent the quoted characters.
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Figure 7.4: Stills from Concert.

Transcript 7.2: Concert 

1 Pink: and then the people just like walk out on stage
2 [past.self] and I was like that’s so cool such a simple entry
3 [band] it’s like we own this shit
4 Black:[audience] and now they’re here
5 Pink:[audience] yeah
6 Black:[audience] all right

In contrast, in Cast, there is only minimal use of multimodal articulators. Cast is narrated 
by Black (right in the figure), and is about a recent trip he made to ER as the result of 
an arm-wrestling match gone so wrong he had to have emergency shoulder surgery; see 
Transcript 7.3 and Figure 7.5. In this sequence, Black recounts his interaction with the 
intake nurse at ER. The entire sequence is a quoted dialogue, with direct speech utterances 
introduced by the quoting verb say. Here, we see little to no contributions by multimodal 
articulators. During the first direct speech utterance in line 3, Black gradually drops his 
head to his head to his chest and starts mumbling; normally he is a very clear narrator, 
so we take this mumbling to be an indication of character intonation. However, in the 
remaining direct speech utterances, in lines 5, 6, 7 and 8, there are no contributions 
by multimodal articulators. As can be seen in Figure 7.3, Black’s body remains neutral. 
Although his voice takes on list intonation (see Selting, 2007), it doesn’t take on any 
character intonation. In terms of multimodal co-articulation, this sequence contrasts with 
the previous example as there is minimal use of multimodal co-articulation for the first 
direct speech utterance, and none for the rest of the quoted dialogue. 
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Figure 7.5: Stills from Cast. 

Transcript 7.3: Cast 

1 Black: the woman at the ER wanted to ask about my insurance
2 and I didn’t want to talk about it
3 [past.self] so I said I dunno I dunno I dunno
4 you know it was just like
5 and they asked me if I had had anything to drink
6 [past.self] and I said yes
7 [nurse] and they said how much
8 [past.self] and I said enough
9 and they laughed

Our final example demonstrates how contrasting multimodal behaviors can be used to 
distinguish characters, even if quoting verbs – both like in this excerpt – do not. This 
example comes from God’s Eye, a narrative told by Black (right in the figure) about a night 
terror which disturbed both him and his college roommate, see Transcript 7.4 and Figure 
7.6. At this point in the narrative, the roommate is trying to wake Black up from his night 
terror, and says Black’s name in line 6. Black, meanwhile, is sitting in a quiet panic by the 
bedroom door. The movement accompanying this quote starts on line 4 with the quoting 
verb which is co-articulated with a rightwards movement of Black’s head. The gesture, 
which starts in line 3, is held throughout the exchange (lines 3-5). The long silence (line 
4) between the quoting verb and quoted utterance (line 5) is iconic for the real-life long 
silence Black experienced at the time. Finally, his internal response in line 7, a fictive 
interaction utterance which demonstrates his internal reaction (but not external reaction, 
as we later learn), is accompanied by a quick turn of Black’s head to his left and then back 
towards his interlocutor. At the same time, he shows the character’s surprise on his face 
(character facial expression) and with a two-handed gesture. 

Here, we see the same speaker using both a minimal indication of role shift (line 5) 
and the use of multiple multimodal articulators (line 6): a quick turn of the head in line 
5 contrasts with the use of multiple articulators in line 6, where character intonation, 
character viewpoint gestures, character facial expression and a change in the direction of 
Black’s gaze work together to evoke Black’s past self. This multimodal differentiation both 
distinguishes the quoted characters and highlights what the viewpoint character (Black’s 
past self) was experiencing.
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Figure 7.6: Stills from God’s Eye.

Transcript 7.4: God’s Eye

1 Black: and so I’m like huffing and puffing
2 and getting ready to go
3 and out of nowhere there’s just kind of silence
4 and you just hear like (1s)
5 [roommate] Mark

(6a) (6b)
6 [past.self] and I was like ooh it’s god

These examples also demonstrate further similarities and differences in the use of role shift 
practices by speakers in our corpus. For example, gesture space is used in different ways. In 
Concert, both Pink and Black use a relatively large gesture space to enact quoted characters 
while the speakers of Cast and God’s Eye both use relatively small gesture spaces, with 
articulator movements happening relatively close to their bodies. The degree to which active 
articulators are activated by each speaker also varies – for example, in Concert, Black’s facial 
portrayals are more vivid than Pink’s, and in God’s Eye, Black’s facial portrayals are more 
vivid for his past self than for his roommate. 

At the same time, there are also similarities in the multimodal activity accompanying quotes. 
The fictive interaction utterances in Concert and God’s Eye were co-articulated with multiple 
multimodal articulators, with the number and type of articulators indicating multimodal 
perspective shifts via the evocation or representation of the quoted character and took up 
more of the speaker’s gesture space. In these examples, character viewpoint gestures were 
co-articulated with character intonation, facial portrayals or the meaningful use of gaze and 
change. In other words, speakers in our corpus flexibly used and combined the multimodal 
means available to them to express character viewpoint at perspective shifts.
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7.4 Quantifying multimodal role shift

In this section we report the frequencies of our variables of interest for direct speech and 
fictive interaction utterances, and regression models which (i) predict role shift practices 
on the basis of multimodal articulation, and (ii) predict fictive interaction utterances on 
the basis of role shift and quoting predicate. 

7.4.1 Frequency of linguistic and multimodal features in quotation

We begin with an overview of the linguistic and multimodal features accompanying 
quotations in our dataset. There are 407 direct speech utterances, 238 fictive interaction 
utterances in the dataset, and 59 utterances whose classification as direct speech or fictive 
interaction was unclear. For a clean delimitation of the class of fictive interaction, we 
treated the unclear cases as direct speech, resulting in 466 direct speech utterances. As 
Table 7.2 shows, both direct speech and fictive interaction utterances use be like and 
bare quotes with the most frequency: 38.2% and 27.7%, respectively, for direct speech 
utterances, and 40.8% and 36.1%, respectively, for fictive interaction utterances. There 
is a difference in third most common quoting verb: whereas direct speech utterances 
are more often introduced by say (21.9%), fictive interaction utterances are more often 
introduced by think (13.9%). 

Table 7.2: Quoting predicates in direct speech and fictive interaction.

Quoting predicates Direct speech Fictive interaction Total

N % N % N %

Bare 129 27.7 86 36.1 215 30.5

Be like 178 38.2 97 40.8 275 39.1

Say 102 21.9 6 2.5 108 15.3

Think 8 1.7 33 13.9 41 5.8

Other 49 10.5 16 6.7 65 9.3

We find fictive interaction utterances are more likely than direct speech utterances to be 
accompanied by role shift (58% vs. 43.4%; see Table 7.3).

Table 7.3: Role shift in direct speech and fictive interaction.

Type of quote N %

Direct Speech 202 43.4

Fictive Interaction 138 58.0

Total 340 48.3

Next we consider the use of active multimodal articulators, given in Table 7.4. One 
interesting result is the frequency of CVPT gestures: they accompany only 19.7% of direct 
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speech utterances and 22.3% of fictive interaction utterances. The use of character facial 
expression (FVPT) also differs, accompanying  42.1% of direct speech utterances but 
58.8% of fictive interaction utterances. The use of gaze is similar in the two types of 
quotes: 73.2% for direct speech and 68.1% for fictive interaction. The use of character 
intonation is also similar: 53.4% for direct speech and 58.8% for fictive interaction. The 
same holds for Posture Change accompanying both types of quotes: 85% for direct speech 
and 84% for fictive interaction.

Table 7.4: Multimodal articulator use in direct speech and fictive interaction (number and proportions of 
articulators coded “active” or “present”).

Bodily resources Direct speech Fictive interaction Total

N % N % N %

Character intonation 249 53.4 140 58.8 389 55.3

Character facial expression 196 42.1 140 58.8 336 47.7

Manual CVPT gesture 92 19.7 53 22.3 145 20.6

Meaningful use of gaze 341 73.2 162 68.1 503 71.4

Posture change 396 85.0 200 84.0 596 84.7

Overall, the two types of quotes show a similar pattern in terms of number of articulators 
which are simultaneously active with the highest frequencies for two articulators (29.4% 
for direct speech, 23.9% for fictive interaction), followed by one (11.4% for direct speech, 
11.8% for fictive interaction) and three simultaneously active articulators (27.3% for 
direct speech, 28.6% for fictive interaction). There is a slightly different pattern for the 
remaining values: direct speech is more likely to be accompanied by no active articulators 
than fictive interaction (3.2% vs. 1.3%) but fictive interaction is slightly more likely to be 
accompanied by four (25.6% vs. 22.3%) or five (8.8% vs. 6.4%) active articulators than 
direct speech. In other words, fictive interaction utterances are more often accompanied 
by some kind of multimodal activity than direct speech utterances are. This is shown in 
Table 7.5.

Table 7.5: Number of multimodal articulators used in direct speech and fictive interaction. (number and proportions 
of articulators coded “active” or “present”).

Number of active 
articulators

Direct speech Fictive interaction Total

N % N % N %

Zero 15 3.2 3 1.3 18 2.6

One 53 11.4 28 11.8 81 11.5

Two 137 29.4 57 23.9 194 27.6

Three 127 27.3 68 28.6 195 27.7

Four 104 22.3 61 25.6 165 23.4

Five 30 6.4 21 8.8 51 7.2



7

Chapter 7

150

Related to this is the mean number of active articulators: fictive interaction utterances 
have a slightly higher mean number of active articulators than direct speech utterances 
(2.92; std dev. 1.2 vs. 2.73; std dev. 1.2; see Table 7.6).

Table 7.6: Bodily indicators of character perspective in direct speech and fictive interaction. (means and standard 
deviations for the occurrences of all five indicators)

Type of quote Number of Articulators

Mean Std Dev

Direct Speech 2.73 1.205

Fictive Interaction 2.92 1.197

Total 2.80 1.205

These results indicate that speakers coordinate multiple multimodal articulators during 
quoted utterances; that is, they actively use multiple articulators which are evocative 
either of character viewpoint (via character viewpoint gestures, facial portrayals or 
intonation) or of viewpoint shift in general (direction of gaze, direction of movement). 
This coordination is similar to role shift practices in sign. While overall fewer articulators 
than in sign are used, some kind of viewpoint shift does occur. Moreover, the way in which 
it occurs suggests a differentiation of behaviors based on type of quote.

The two types of quotes show some important similarities and differences in their 
multimodal co-articulation. Both direct speech and fictive interaction utterances are more 
likely to be introduced with be like or bare quotes than by any other quoting predicate. 
Both are also more likely to be accompanied by two simultaneously active articulators, and 
show a similar pattern for other numeric combinations of multimodal articulators. Neither 
is very likely to be accompanied by a CVPT gesture – overall, this was the least frequent 
articulation to appear in the corpus. However, both are fairly likely to be accompanied by 
some kind of change, i.e. movement of the head, torso and/or hands.

In contrast, direct speech is more likely to be introduced with the verb say while fictive 
interaction is more likely to be introduced with the verb think. Fictive interaction 
utterances are more often accompanied by character facial expression and character 
intonation than are direct speech utterances, while direct speech utterances are somewhat 
more often accompanied by meaningful use of gaze (as we define it). Fictive interaction is 
also slightly more likely to be accompanied by four active articulators, while direct speech 
is more likely not to be accompanied by any active articulators. This difference is also 
reflected in the role shift data (Table 7.3): fictive interaction utterances are more likely to 
be accompanied by role shift than direct speech utterances are. 

7.4.2 Modeling role shift practices

Although the results in the previous section suggest differences in the multimodal actions 
accompanying quoted utterances, they do not specify the extent to which the differences 
(or similarities) are systematic. One way to try to gauge that is with logistic mixed effects 
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regression modeling. We fit a model using the gam function in the mgcv package (Wood, 
2011) in R 3.2.0 (R Core Team, 2014), and assessed the fit of final models by using the 
somers2 function in the Hmisc package (Harrell, 2014).44 This allowed us to model the 
probability of observing role shift practices given a specified set of features – namely the 
linguistic and multimodal features reported in Tables 7.2 and 7.4.

We investigate the extent to which different multimodal articulators systematically 
contribute to the expression of role shift by speakers of American English. In modelling 
the presence (1) vs. absence (0) of role shift in our dataset, our initial model included 
the following variables as potential predictors: the meaningful use of gaze, character 
intonation, character facial expression, CVPT gestures, change in any direction, and 
quoting predicates (bare quotes vs. verbs of quotation). A step-wise elimination procedure 
was used to arrive at the final model, presented below.

To reduce the chance of Type-II errors (Baayen, Davidson & Bates, 2008), we fit the 
maximal random effects structure supported by the data for each model. This meant 
the inclusion of random intercepts for speaker and narrative, as it is possible that some 
speakers or narratives would systematically use different multimodal articulation strategies 
than others. We used an exploratory model-fitting procedure to assess the relationship 
between desired outcome (namely, presence of role shift as indicated by annotators) and 
the multimodal, linguistic and individual factors which might affect it.45 We eliminated 
variables which accounted for the least variance in the data in a stepwise fashion. This was 
done by comparing AIC scores, where a reduction of 2 points is generally indicative of a 
better-performing model (Akaike, 1979). As the final step of our analysis, we measured 
the index of concordance, C, for final models. C indicates the amount of variance in the 
data which is accounted for by the model, and is generally considered to be good when 
C = 0.8 as this indicates that 80% of the variance is accounted for.

The best-fit model for presence of role shift in our dataset is presented in Table 7.7, and 
has a fit of C = 0.89, which is indicative of a very well-performing model. The model 
shows a main effect of character intonation, which is more likely to be present than not 
(β = 1.47, z = 5.33, p < 0.001), and a main effect of facial expression, which is more 
likely to be present than not (β = 0.78, z = 3.64, p < 0.001). Although infrequent in the 
data, there is a main effect of CVPT gestures, which are predictive of role shift (β = 1.16, 
z = 5.24, p < 0.001) indicating that when they are present, a shift is likely to be present. 
There is a main effect of change in any direction, the presence of which is thus also 
predictive of role shifts (β = 1.6, z = 4.5, p < 0.001). Finally, there is a negative main 

44  The glmer function in the lme4 package (Bates, Maechler, Bolker & Walker, 2014) is typically used for 
performing regressions, but the optimizers of lme4 had difficulty converging to the best solution with our models. 
We therefore performed regressions using the gam function in the mgcv package.

45  Note that regression modelling provides probabilities in terms of logits, the logarithm of the odds. This means 
that an estimate of 0 indicates a 50% chance of observing, e.g., a  fictive interaction quotation based on that 
predictor while an estimate > 0 indicates more than a 50% chance and an estimate < 0 indicates less than a 50% 
chance. The intercept indicates which outcome is likely in the absence of other predictors. 
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effect for the intercept, which indicates that in the absence of these predictors, no role 
shift occurs (β = -2.63, z = -6.4, p < 0.001).

Table 7.7: The best generalized mixed-effects regression model for Role Shift. Only predictors for the best-fit model 
are shown. Negative estimates indicate lower probability. Significance is indicated as follows: *** p < 0.001, ** 
p < 0.01 and * p < 0.05.

Model specification
IsRS ~ IsCVPT + IsIntonation + IsFvpt + ChangeAnyDirection + s(Speaker, bs = “re”) + s(File, bs = “re”)

Parametric coefficients: Estimate Std. Error z-value Pr(>|z|) Signif.

(Intercept) -2.6300 0.4110 -6.399 1.56e-10 ***

Character intonation: Present (1) vs. absent (0) 1.4696 0.2756 5.332 9.70e-08 ***

Character facial expression: Present (1) vs. absent (0) 0.7845 0.2156 3.638 0.000274 ***

CVPT gesture: Present (1) vs. absent (0) 1.1629 0.2222 5.235 1.65e-07 ***

Change Any Direction: Present (1) vs. absent (0) 1.5963 0.3546 4.501 6.76e-06 ***

Smooth terms: edf Red.df F p-value

s(Speaker) 1.411e-04 1 0.0 0.918

s(File) 5.047e+01 84 127.6 2.11e-11 ***

R-sq.(adj) = 0.417 Deviance explained = 39.6%
UBRE = -0.006 Scale est. = 1 n = 704

7.4.3 Modeling type of quotation 

Recall that for each quoted utterance in our dataset, annotators noted whether the 
utterance was a direct speech quote or a fictive interaction utterance. In this section, 
we investigate whether role shift can be used to predict type of quotation by speakers of 
American English. In modelling the use of fictive interaction (1) vs. direct speech (0) in our 
dataset, our initial model included the use of role shift and quoting predicates (bare quotes 
vs. verbs of quotation). These variables were tested for exclusion in a step-wise fashion to 
arrive at the final model, presented in Table 7.8. This model has a fit of C = 0.85, which 
is indicative of a well-performing model. The model shows a marginal effect of role shift, 
which is more likely to accompany fictive interaction than direct speech quotes (β = 0.43, 
z = 1.83, p < 0.1). There is a main effect of quoting verb: fictive interaction quotes are 
more likely to be introduced with bare quoting predicates (β = 0.71, z = 2.63, p < 0.01). 
Finally, the intercept is a main effect (β = -1.45, z = -2.14, p < 0.01) indicating that, 
overall, an utterance is less likely to be fictive interaction than direct speech.
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Table 7.8: The best generalized mixed-effects regression model for fictive interaction. Only predictors for the 
best-fit model are shown. Negative estimates indicate lower probability. Significance is indicated as follows: *** 
p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05 and . p < 0.1.

Model specification
IsFI ~ IsRS + Qhead_bare + s(Speaker, bs = “re”) + s(File, bs = “re”)

Parametric coefficients: Estimate Std. Error z-value Pr(>|z|) Signif.

(Intercept) -1.4533 0.6797 -2.138 0.03249 *

Role shift: Present (1) vs. absent (0) 0.4287 0.2347 1.827 0.06777 .

Quoting predicate: Bare (1) vs. verb (0) 0.7106 0.2705 2.627 0.00862 *

Smooth terms: edf Red.df F p-value

s(Speaker) 1.962e-04 1 0 0.526

s(File) 7.042e+01 84 122.1 4.5e-05 ***

R-sq.(adj) = 0.289 Deviance explained = 34.3%
UBRE = 0.048654 Scale est. = 1 n = 704

Taken together, these models suggest that multiple articulators are involved in multimodal 
utterance production, and that behavioral and linguistic factors both contribute to the 
production of multimodal quotation. All articulators were found to be predictive of role 
shift practices; and role shift together with use of quoting predicate were found to be 
predictive of fictive interaction. While the qualitative analyses in Section 7.3 and the 
frequencies reported in Section 7.4.1 showed some differences between direct speech and 
fictive interaction utterances, such as different use of quoting verbs or articulators, the 
models rather suggest that two multimodal features are important for predicting type 
of quote, namely the use of role shift (positive predictor for fictive interaction; negative 
predictor for direct speech) and the absence of a quoting predicate (bare quotes are 
a positive predictor for fictive interaction and a negative predictor for direct speech). 
Overall, our results show the interplay of linguistic and behavioral features as well as the 
joint operation of multiple multimodal indicators in multimodal utterance production. 
They also indicate the multiple multimodal articulators act together. This is demonstrated 
by the results of the role shift practices model (Table 7.7) for which five multimodal 
features were predictors and the modelling of fictive interaction utterances (Table 7.8), 
with the presence of a quoting predicate and role shift as predictors. Thus, we see a tight 
coupling of linguistic and multimodal behaviors during quoted utterances.
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7.5 Discussion and conclusion

The empirical evidence presented here clearly shows that speakers of American English 
often use multimodal co-articulation when quoting. This co-articulation may be indicted 
by the speaker’s entire body, such as when all multimodal articulators actively contribute 
to the representation of the quoted character, or may be only a minimal indication of 
character embodiment, such as when only character facial expressions or a change in 
the direction of the speaker’s gaze is produced. This minimal marking is just enough to 
suggest a perspective shift without having to completely represent the quoted character, 
and is even more minimal than the cues discussed by Clark and Gerrig (1990). In addition, 
given the  fact that a complete absence of multimodal articulators was rare in our dataset 
of 704 quotes, we feel confident in concluding that multiple multimodal activities are a 
regular feature of spoken language use and that they matter – consistent with the notion 
that language is inherently multimodal, rather than a linguistic stream which is optionally 
paired with other communicative streams of information. In this way, it also supports 
the fundamental use of the visual modality during communication, whether by users of 
spoken or signed languages.

This study points to the importance of using ordinary people in naturalistic situations, and 
to looking at what these people do in situ, rather than what we would hope they would do 
given the abilities of others (e.g. the sign/speech comparisons of full character embodiment, 
or lack thereof, found in Rayman, 1999 and Earis & Cormier, 2013). Participants in our 
corpus were found to use whatever means were available to them to communicate, and 
demonstrate, multimodal viewpoint shifts – from subtle uses of gaze, to changes in body or 
head orientation, to larger, full-bodied character enactments which involve the active use 
of most articulators on the body which are typically associated with communication. This 
is a more fluid, varied picture of English speakers’ multimodal perspective shifting abilities 
than previously offered. While it is true that the speakers in our corpus rarely use character 
viewpoint gestures or full-bodied enactments where all possible multimodal articulators 
are used in tandem (something akin to role shift practices, as they are typically described 
and taught to learners of signed languages), we do see a systematic use of multimodal 
articulators to indicate that shifts to quoted character perspective are occurring. 

As we have demonstrated, direct speech utterances and fictive interaction utterances 
behave both similarly and differently when it comes to multimodal behaviors, and those 
differences appear to be systematic: although both types of quotes may be accompanied 
by role shift practices, the presence of role shift practices was only predictive of fictive 
interaction. To put it another way, direct speech utterances tend to be accompanied by 
fewer multimodal articulators while fictive interaction utterances tend to be accompanied 
by more. This difference needs to be investigated further, as does the extent to which 
multimodal articulators co-occur. This present study points to the prevalence of the 
simultaneous occurrence of multiple multimodal articulators, but more research is needed 
to clarify the extent to which multimodal articulators co-occur and how effective they 
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are for reaching different communicative ends. Only then can we investigate application 
questions such as whether their use can be taught as a communicative strategy to, e.g., 
entrepreneurs, politicians and others involved in high-stakes storytelling, or to brain-
damaged individuals or others with communicative disorders. 

There are also limitations to the generalizability of our results: We only annotated 
multimodal behaviors accompanying quoted utterances, and did not attempt to describe 
or quantify multimodal behaviors occurring elsewhere in the narratives. Thus, we do 
not know whether these articulators are used throughout narratives when viewpoint 
shifts occur, or whether they are used more generally throughout conversation for other 
purposes. Our intuition is that these shifts do accompany viewpoint changes – and 
are therefore more prominent with quoted utterances, even if they are not exclusively 
accompanying them. A second point is that, in order to streamline the coding process, we 
only annotated presence or absence of ‘active’ multimodal activity using hierarchical tiers 
in ELAN. A more nuanced annotation scheme, which could have accounted for the real-
time activation of each articulator independent of others, would have used independent 
tiers with independent time codes, and may have provided a better understanding of how 
multiple articulators become active and to what extent they co-occur, overlap, or follow 
each other. Finally, while the regression models presented here are useful for pointing 
to predictive behaviors which can be used to identify, e.g., prototypical examples of 
role shift practices used by speakers or certain types of multimodal quoted utterances, 
they obviously do not account for the wide range of behaviors used by our participants, 
such as direct speech with full multimodal enactment or fictive interaction with minimal 
multimodal co-articulation, both of which do occur in our dataset.

One open question concerns the meaningful use of speaker gaze, which was not found to 
be predictive of role shift. Sweetser and Stec (in press) describes speaker gaze as one of the 
means by which embedded viewpoint structures are managed, and Sidnell (2006) notes 
that re-directing speaker gaze away from addressees is one of the means by which speakers 
can signal that a reenactment is taking place. However, Thompson and Suzuki (2014) 
note that speakers may intentionally direct their gaze to addressees when treating them 
as fictive interlocutors for some reenactments. In sign, role shift is often described (and 
taught) as a representational strategy which involves re-directed gaze – but as Cormier 
et al. (in press) and Janzen (2012) point out, while re-directed gaze may be protoptyical 
behavior, it is not obligatory. Although there is a general agreement that speakers and 
signers re-direct their gaze to signal a shift to character perspective, this is not always 
the case. Two factors might have affected the results presented here. First, the models 
only indicate predictive features – that is, whether the use of a multimodal articulator is 
able to predict the presence of role shift. The fact that gaze is not included in the model 
only means that it has no predictive status, not that its meaningful use does not occur. 
Second, we noticed that some speakers in our corpus “meaningfully” look towards their 
addressees when quoting, and others “meaningfully” look away. Our coding scheme only 
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notes whether speakers gaze towards the addressee or elsewhere, and so does not account 
for this qualitative difference. What we can say is that, like other multimodal articulators, 
speakers seem to be adept at flexibly using multiple multimodal articulators to indicate 
shifts in viewpoint. 

In summary, we have shown that English speakers do indicate multimodal perspective 
shift in a way which is akin to role shift in sign – provided we use a definition of role shift 
which fits the dynamic, flexible means with which speakers use their bodies during face-to-
face communication. Overwhelmingly, quoted utterances in our corpus are accompanied 
by meaningful engagement of the speaker’s body. Although character viewpoint gestures 
rarely accompany these utterances (perhaps because of unsuitable event types, see Parrill, 
2010a), other articulators evocative of the quoted character – such as facial expression 
or intonation – or movements which indicate change (such as direction of gaze or body 
movement) were often found to act in coordination in quoted utterances.

While we have provided some insight into the means available to speakers of American 
English for expressing multimodal role  shift – namely, which factors are predictive, 
and how those factors co-occur – more work is needed to understand which multimodal 
articulators co-occur, under what circumstances, and to achieve which goals. As our study 
has demonstrated, if we move beyond the expressive capabilities of the hands, we might be 
better able to answer these questions. On a broader view, our results confirm that, language 
is multimodal in multiple ways – and our capacities for multimodal communication are 
as intricate as the skill with which we can construe even the subtlest of movements as 
meaningful.
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This dissertation has presented a comprehensive account of multimodal viewpoint by using 
synthetic research as a foundation for empirical investigations, and by using qualitative 
and quantitative corpus-analytical methodologies. Our main findings are that speakers of 
American English use multiple bodily articulators, often simultaneously, to enact quoted 
characters during direct speech quotation and that the use of these articulators varies by 
context. Speakers, like signers, frequently communicate in a way which is both iconic and 
multimodal. This dissertation demonstrates this in three ways: 

First, we present a synthetic account of the empirical findings (Chapter 2) and 
methodologies (Chapter 3) used in co-speech and co-sign gesture research, be it qualitative 
or quantitative, by emphasizing similarities in bimodal iconic representational strategies, 
and pointing to strengths and weaknesses of existing approaches. Second, we present an 
in-depth account of the methodological processes used in our empirical investigations 
(Chapter 4), linking key elements to the synthetic work described in Chapters 2 and 3, 
and indicating further means by which gesture methodologies could be made transparent. 
Third, we report the results of three empirical studies investigating the means by which 
manual and non-manual gestures co-occur with direct speech quotation in the semi-
spontaneous narratives of spoken American English (Part II of this dissertation, Chapters 
5, 6, and 7). In doing so, we extend the quantitative methodologies of gesture research and 
multimodal viewpoint studies through the use of statistical modeling techniques (namely, 
GLMER and GAM regressions).

Our work draws on previous research on the production of multimodal quotation in 
various communicative circumstances, which was largely qualitative in nature. We 
extended this work by collecting and investigating a corpus of semi-spontaneous auto-
biographical narratives told by pairs of native speakers of American English. Doing so 
allowed us to quantify the use of manual and non-manual bodily actions that signaled a 
shift to character viewpoint, and to make comparisons to existing research in the domains 
of spoken quotation, and spoken and signed narratives. We focus on semi-spontaneous 
narratives as these narratives structure daily life, and therefore best represent the ordinary 
expressive capabilities of native speakers. By reporting frequencies and using statistical 
modeling techniques to describe the extent to which multiple multimodal articulators 
contribute to multimodal quotation and multimodal character viewpoint, we were able to 
show how differences in linguistic features affect the production of multimodal utterances. 
Interestingly, we did not find that individual characteristics, such as speaker gender or 
scores on IRI sub-scales, affected the production of multimodal utterances – a finding 
which is consistent with both the literature and personal communication between the 
author and members of the research community who had declined to publish null results.

Our investigations demonstrate that linguistic and behavioral factors charazterize the 
production of direct speech quotes. Type of quote (direct speech vs. fictive interaction), 
quote sequence (quote island vs. quoted monologue vs. quoted dialogue), and quoting 
predicate (present vs. absent) were all found to garner different multimodal production 
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strategies (Chapters 5 and 7). In addition, speakers were frequently observed to 
simultaneously use multiple multimodal articulators, resulting in multimodal quotation 
which bore similarities to role shift (Quinto-Pozos, 2007), a device used in many sign 
languages to depict the thoughts, feelings, attitudes or utterances of one or more characters 
via manual and non-manual articulation (Chapter 7).  As Chapter 6 demonstrates, this use 
of role shift – as indicated by the number of simultaneously active multimodal articulators 
– can even differentiate quoted characters within a spoken narrative.

Our research suggests that speakers of American English use multiple bodily articulators, 
often simultaneously, to enact quoted characters and indicate a shift to character 
viewpoint. In this way, the research in this dissertation supports the hypothesis that 
iconicity is a fundamental feature of natural language, and that speakers and signers use 
similar means to express that iconicity (Perniss, Özyürek  & Morgan, 2014; Vigliocco & 
Perniss, 2015). Moreover, as very few of the direct speech quotations in our dataset were 
not accompanied by multimodal articulators, this dissertation supports the hypothesis that 
communication is fundamentally multimodal. We will now discuss the foundational and 
empirical chapters in more detail.

Part I of this dissertation presents a synthetic account of the major research findings 
and methodologies of multimodal viewpoint research. General background is provided 
in Chapter 2 with a synthetic account of co-speech and co-sign gesturing strategies, 
demonstrating that both types of communicators are able to iconically depict referents in 
one of three ways, namely: with character viewpoint (first-person enactment; character 
viewpoint gestures for speakers and the use of constructed action by signers), observer 
viewpoint (third-person enactment; observer viewpoint gestures for speakers and classifier 
constructions for signers), and mixed/fused viewpoint (e.g., dual-viewpoint gestures for 
speakers and body partitioning for signers). Both types of communicators are found to 
accomplish this via a combination of manual and non-manual actions, though – as we 
point out – there is more research on the non-manual actions used by signers than by 
speakers. This chapter ends with a summary of the multimodal means by which viewpoint 
is typically expressed, and poses directions for future research, such as the investigation of 
non-manual actions by speakers and further comparisons between the strategies used for 
iconic representation by speakers and signers.

Chapter 3 extends this line of investigation by providing a meta-analytic account of the 
methodologies used in multimodal viewpoint research. First, it presents a retrospective 
account of the methodological reporting practices used in multimodal viewpoint research, 
thereby providing an overview of existing research and the means by which that research 
was conducted. Second, it presents prospective recommendations aimed at improving 
methodological transparency, whether for the purpose of understanding research practices 
or for replicating existing studies. This study notes certain strengths and weaknesses in 
existing literature – such as the range of research domains and methods of analysis (two 
strengths), or demographic and annotation reporting (two weaknesses) – and ends with a 
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list of recommendations for reporting methodological practices. In sum, methodological 
transparency could be improved across the field. As a maturing field, gesture studies is at 
a point where it can, and should, address issues like methodological transparency. Based 
on the retrospective account, this chapter also suggests fruitful areas for future work, 
such as the creation of methodological handbooks which describe the processes inherent 
to gesture research, studies which compare the communicative strategies of signers and 
speakers, and studies which combine qualitative and quantitative methods of analysis.

As an example of methodological transparency, Chapter 4 provides an in-depth account 
of the means by which the corpus analyzed in Part II of this dissertation was collected 
and annotated. It focuses on the process of annotating video data in our corpus, detailing 
the multiple rounds of annotation and revisions to the annotation scheme as it was 
implemented in ELAN. This account differs from the comparatively terse reports on the 
annotation scheme in journal articles, such as those presented in Part II of this dissertation. 
Because of this difference, we recommend that future meta-analytic work investigate the 
relationship between published annotation schemes and the annotation schemes as they 
were actually implemented by researchers – not only for methodological transparency (as 
outlined in Chapter 3), but also for the pedagogical purpose of aiding junior researchers in 
the design of gesture research until methodological handbooks are available. 

Part II of this dissertation presents empirical investigations which focus on multimodal 
quotation. Chapter 5 demonstrates the need to investigate quotation beyond the single 
utterances typically studied, as well as the manual and non-manual bodily actions co-
articulated with those quoted utterances. We introduce the term quote sequences, and 
analyze multimodal quotation practices in single quoted utterances (Quote Islands) 
and multiple quoted utterances (Quoted Monologues and Quoted Dialogues) by one 
quoted speaker (Quote Islands or Quoted Monologues) or two (Quoted Dialogues).  To 
investigate the relationship between linguistic and multimodal utterance production, we 
fitted multiple GLMER regression models to these data, and found: (1) Speakers often use 
multiple multimodal articulators when quoting, (2) The number and kind of multimodal 
activity varies by quote sequence, in particular by the number of quoted characters and 
(3) Individual characteristics, such as speaker gender or scores on a perspective-taking 
questionnaire (the Interpersonal Reactivity Index, IRI), are not predictive of multimodal 
articulation during quotation. 

To further investigate the relationship between quote sequence and multimodal 
activity, we then performed a micro-analysis of one narrative which largely consists 
of two extended quoted dialogue sequences (Chapter 6). The micro-analysis consisted 
of complementary qualitative and quantitative approaches, and found a consistent 
multimodal differentiation of characters which is maintained throughout the extended 
quoted dialogues. The qualitative analysis identified different multimodal production 
strategies used for introducing or concluding the extended quoted dialogues compared 
to mid-dialogue quotes. Whereas introductions and conclusions were comprised of more 



8

General discussion and conclusions

161

emphatic manual and non-manual gestures which were articulated in a larger gesture 
space, mid-dialogue gestures were minimized and articulated in a smaller gesture space. 
The quantitative analysis used generalized additive modeling, a type of regression model, 
to investigate the relationship between quoted characters and number of multimodal 
articulators. We found that, throughout the quotes in this narrative, the quoted characters 
are consistently differentiated by the number of active multimodal articulators. In sum, 
this study points to the fact that (1) the speaker uses multiple multimodal articulators 
during direct speech quotation and (2) characters can be differentiated by the kind of 
multimodal activity which is co-articulated with quoted utterances by those characters.  

Chapter 7 extends these findings by drawing a parallel to role shift (e.g., Quinto-Pozos, 
2007), the device by which signers represent the thoughts, feelings, words or attitudes of 
one or more characters with manual and non-manual actions. We distinguished functional 
uses of role shift from role shift practices, the individual bodily articulators used to 
indicate a shift to character viewpoint. Using regression, we found that role shift practices 
involve the use of four bodily actions (character intonation, character facial expression, 
character viewpoint gestures and changes in body orientation/direction, but not gaze) and 
their use is predictive of a shift to character viewpoint. Additionally, we found that role 
shift is more often used during fictive interaction utterances than direct speech utterances, 
indicating a possible functional difference. As in Chapter 5, speaker characteristics 
(namely, speaker gender and IRI scores) were not found to be predictive of multimodal 
articulation. Although our research only concerns spoken quotation, this finding extends 
previous work which compared the multimodal production strategies used by speakers 
and signers during narration (e.g., Rayman, 1999). In particular, by investigating the 
extent to which quoted characters were accompanied by multimodal articulation, we were 
able to show that manual and non-manual actions which simultaneously depict character 
viewpoint are used extensively by speakers. Focusing on quotation in particular (this 
dissertation), rather than narratives more generally (e.g., Rayman, 1999), has provided us 
with rich data to thoroughly describe the multimodal means used by speakers to express 
character viewpoint. In this way, we were able to support the hypothesis that speakers and 
signers use similar strategies for the iconic representation of referents in communication 
(e.g., Perniss, Özyürek, & Morgan, 2014). 

The research presented in this dissertation raises intriguing questions concerning the 
multimodal basis of communication. Previous research has found a tight coupling between 
linguistic and multimodal production (e.g., McNeill, 1992; Kendon, 2004). As we saw 
throughout this dissertation, quotation was more frequently accompanied by multimodal 
articulation than not. Does this mean that language incorporates multiple semiotic systems? 
Or rather that language is co-expressed with different types of bodily movements, often in 
consistent ways?  This is an empirical question without an easy answer. Further research 
into the expressive capabilities of bodily movements – such as the use of non-manuals 
to indicate stance in speaking populations (Debras, 2014) or the use of gesture when 
problem-solving (Marghetis, 2015) – might shed light on this matter.
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This body of research can also inform and aid the investigation of the intersubjective 
functions of multimodal character viewpoint. Whereas our research focused on production 
issues, future research could focus on the functions of character viewpoint in discourse, 
or the extent to which it helps speakers or addressees. For example, do speakers use 
role shift to organize discourse? Do addressees use it as a comprehension aid (e.g., by 
using multimodal cues to resolve ambiguous character references)? Do these strategies 
change in multi-party narratives, e.g. with three or more speakers or three or more 
quoted characters? These questions in turn raise interesting issues concerning the use 
of multimodal communicative strategies in different settings. For example, can role 
shift practices be taught as a rhetorical technique to aid, e.g., presenters at TED talks, 
presidential debates, pitches by start-ups or other high-stakes storytelling activities (e.g., 
advertisements, political discourse, police reports, during legal proceedings, etc.)? Or can 
they be taught as a technique to aid communicatively-impaired speakers, such as patients 
with aphasia or Möbius syndrome?

In summary, our examination of the communicative strategies used during face-to-face 
interaction presents a view of human communication which is situated, embodied, and 
thoroughly multimodal, involving meaningful use of nearly every movable articulator on 
the body. This view of our expressive and communicative capabilities may have important 
consequences for clinical research and therapies (viz. Groenewold, 2015), public 
storytelling practices (e.g., in performance training), and communication more generally 
(e.g., to improve communicative effectiveness). Understanding the capacities and nuances 
of this kind of articulation contributes to a thorough comprehension and appreciation of 
human communication, multimodal or otherwise.
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A Appendix to Chapter 4: Annotating multimodal indicators of 
perspective shift in conversational narratives

A.1 Informed consent forms

We used a two-step procedure to obtain informed consent (Form 1) and permission for 
uses of the collected materials (Form 2). These forms are based on the forms used by 
Becker et al. (2011).

Form 1:
Consent Form
We would like your permission to record you taking part in a conversation. The recording 
will be used for research on communication in conversations. Afterwards you will be given 
the chance to select more specifically how the recording may be used after it is completed. 
You are free to withdraw from the study at any time, if you choose.

Place/City 
Date
Signature of participant
Name (printed)
Participant number (to be filled in by data collector)

Form 2:
Your agreement for use of the recording
Participant number (to be filled in by data collector)
With your agreement a video recording was just made of you for the purpose of research 
on communication. You have the right to review the recording if you wish.

Please indicate below how the recording may be used. The recording will only be used in 
the manner(s) that you agree to. Your anonymity and privacy will be protected as much 
as possible.

1. I agree that the anonymized transcript of the conversation may be used for research purposes.
(initial if you agree)

2. I agree that the recording may be used (initial any/all that you agree with):
in an academic publication
in a talk at an academic conference
in a class, e.g., for teaching purposes
by other researchers

I give my permission for the recording to be used as indicated above.
Date
Signature
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A.2 Text to begin corpus collection

We’re going to start recording now. Please take turns telling each other stories from your 
past which you’re comfortable having on film. Try to tell each other stories which are new 
for your listener. Some pairs have improvised and asked each other whatever they wanted; 
others have used the questions and prompts you’ve been provided. Please do whatever’s 
more comfortable for you.

A.3 Corpus collection prompts

Tell me about a time when you had difficulty dealing with bureaucracy.
Tell me about a time when you had trouble finding something.
Tell me about a time when you witnessed a random act of kindness.
Tell me about a time when you saw a sports game, concert or any other event.
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B Appendix to Chapter 6: Multimodal articulation of character 
viewpoint in quoted dialogue sequences

B.1 The number of quotes per character in each of Black’s narratives

The number of quotes per character is each of Black’s narratives is shown in Table B.1. In 
Airports, Black quotes herself 16 times, but only 15 of these utterances were included in 
our analysis as (1) the 16th quote was not part of a quoted dialogue sequence and (2) there 
was a lag of about two minutes from the last quote in the extended quoted dialogue and 
the 16th quote.

Table B.1: The number of quotes per character in each of Black’s narratives. 

Narrative Speaker's Past Self A B C

Airports 16 (15) 22

Bikes 2 1

Food stamps 2

Occupy 7 1 1

P2 5 3

Philosophy 3 4 2 1

Segwey 1 2
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B.2 Transcript of the quoted dialogues in Airports

Table B.2: Transcript of the quoted dialogues in Airports.

QD sequence RelSeq Character
N. active 
articulators

Speech

First 1 A 2 and they were like oh boy we don’t want to deal with this
2 A 2 ok like come over here empty your bags
3 A 3 like where’d you get this book
4 Past self 1 and I’m like it was a gift
5 A 3 and like from who
6 Past self 2 I’m like it’s a comic book from my friends who work for a 

comic book publishing company in France

7 A 3 and they’re like how well do you know them
8 Past self 1 I’m like they’re my very good friends it’s just a comic book
9 A 3 where’d you get this book
10 Past self 1 my dad
11 A 2 where’s he live
12 Past self 1 France
13 A 2 wait you flew from Spain
14 Past self 1 yeah
15 A 3 is he Spanish or French
16 Past self 2 he’s Irish
17 A 2 and they’re like where are you going
18 Past self 2 and I was like I’m going home to California
19 A 3 they’re like why do you have an Irish passport
20 Past self 5 i was like i have this one too
21 A 5 and they were like god why did you show us the Irish one

Second 22 A 2 they were like how many bags did you check
23 Past self 2 I said none
24 A 4 they were like you were in Europe for three weeks what did 

you do with all your stuff

25 Past self 4 and I was like I didn’t bring stuff I just have this backpack 
I swear

26 A 2 and they were like yeah she has no checked baggage
27 A 3 and then they said uh what electronic devices do you have
28 Past self 2 I was like nothing
29 A 4 they said you don’t have a mobile phone
30 Past self 2 no
31 A 2 laptop
32 Past self 1 no
33 A 3 digital camera
34 Past self 1 no
35 A 2 iPod
36 Past self 2 no
37 A 4 and he was like ok go
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Dit proefschrift geeft een omvattende visie op de multimodale constructie van 
perspectieven in citaten. Meta-analytisch onderzoek vormt daarbij de basis voor 
kwalitatieve en kwantitatieve analyses van een omvangrijk corpus van citaten in de 
directe rede in autobiografische verhalen van Amerikaans-Engelstalige sprekers. De 
voornaamste bevindingen zijn dat de sprekers wisselende combinaties van meerdere 
articulatoren gebruiken om geciteerde personages te personifiëren en dat het gebruik 
van deze articulatoren varieert met de context waarin de geciteerde uitingen voorkomen. 
Sprekers blijken, net als gebruikers van een gebarentaal, vaak iconische en multimodale 
communicatiemiddelen te combineren. In dit proefschrift wordt dit op drie manieren 
aangetoond:

Als eerste presenteren we een vergelijkend overzicht van de empirische bevindingen uit 
onderzoek naar de multimodale weergave van perspectief in gebarentalen (binnen dat 
onderzoek aangeduid als Role Shift) en in gesproken talen (hoofdstuk 2). In hoofdstuk 3 
volgt een overzicht van de kwalitatieve en kwantitatieve methoden die in dat onderzoek 
zijn gebruikt. Samen geven deze hoofdstukken een overzicht van de huidige stand van 
zaken in het onderzoek naar de multimodale realisatie van perspectief en een analyse van 
de sterke en zwakke punten van de in dat onderzoek gebruikte methoden. 

Vervolgens geven wij een gedetailleerde beschrijving van de op basis van deze 
literatuuranalyse ontwikkelde methodologie van het hier gepresenteerde onderzoek 
(hoofdstuk 4). Hierbij gaan we ook in op de wijze waarop de rapportage van de 
methodologie van het onderzoek naar multimodale communicatie transparant gemaakt 
kan worden. 

In deel II van dit proefschrift (hoofdstukken 5, 6 en 7) rapporteren wij de resultaten 
van drie corpus-analytische studies over de wijze waarop verschillende soorten verbale, 
paraverbale en non-verbale middelen gebruikt worden in de multimodale realisatie van 
citaten in de directe rede in gesproken Amerikaans-Engels. In dit onderzoek worden 
kwalitatieve en kwantitatieve methoden gecombineerd. Binnen het kwantitatieve 
onderzoek worden statistische modelleertechnieken (GLMER- en GAM-regressies) 
toegepast om de multimodale realisatie van perspectief in kaart te brengen.

Het empirische onderzoek is uitgevoerd op een binnen dit onderzoek verzameld corpus  
van autobiografische verhalen verteld door dyades van moedertaalsprekers van het 
Amerikaans-Engels. Het onderzoek richt zich op natuurlijke narratieven omdat deze de beste 
representatie leveren van de alledaagse expressieve vaardigheden van moedertaalsprekers. 
In het corpus zijn alle in directe rede geciteerde uitingen geïdentificeerd, geclassificeerd 
naar functie en context en geanalyseerd op het gebruik van de verschillende multimodale 
articulatoren. Op basis van het zo gecodeerde corpus van 704 multimodale citaten is 
vervolgens onderzocht hoe de articulatoren individueel en in combinaties bijdragen aan 
de multimodale productie van perspectief in verschillende contexten. 
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Uit ons onderzoek bleek verder dat individuele karaktereigenschappen van sprekers, 
zoals sekse of scores op de schalen van de Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI), niet van 
invloed zijn op de productie van multimodale uitingen – een bevinding die in lijn is met 
de literatuur.

Ons onderzoek laat zien (hoofdstukken 5 en 7) dat sprekers verschillende multimodale 
strategieën gebruiken om een perspectiefwijziging in hun narratief te realiseren. Deze 
verschillende strategieën onderscheiden het type citaat dat gerealiseerd wordt (directe 
rede versus fictieve interactie, dwz. gefabriceerde citaten van typische, mogelijke, of 
onmogelijke uitspraken) en de narratieve context van het citaat (een enkel citaat versus 
een geciteerde monoloog versus een geciteerde dialoog). Daarnaast correleren de gebruikte 
nonverbale  strategieën met de aanwezigheid of afwezigheid van een expliciet predicaat.  

Verder toont het onderzoek aan dat de gevonden multimodale strategieën sterk lijken 
op de wijze waarop in gebarentalen perspectiefwisselingen worden weergegeven. Binnen 
onderzoek naar gebarentalen wordt dit verschijnsel benoemd als Role Shift (Quinto-Pozos, 
2007), een techniek die in veel gebarentalen wordt gebruikt om gedachten, gevoelens, 
attitudes, of uitingen van een of meerdere personages uit te drukken, door middel van 
handgebaren of andere lichamelijke articulaties (hoofdstuk 7). In hoofdstuk 6 tonen we 
aan dat het concept role shift – geoperationaliseerd als het aantal multimodale articulatoren 
dat tegelijkertijd actief is – ook binnen ons corpus geïdentificeerd kan worden en dat het 
concept zelfs gebruikt kan worden om geciteerde personages in een gesproken narratief 
van elkaar onderscheiden.

De gepresenteerde bevindingen tonen aan dat communicatie fundamenteel multimodaal 
is: slechts een zeer beperkt aantal citaten in de directe rede in ons corpus wordt niet 
begeleid door verschillende articulatoren. Verder tonen het onderzoek aan dat sprekers 
van Amerikaans-Engels gebruik maken van verschillende multimodale strategieën 
om perspectief te markeren in spontane narratieven. Deze strategieën maken gebruik 
van meerdere lichamelijke articulatoren in verschillende combinaties, om geciteerde 
personages uit te beelden en aan te geven dat er een verschuiving heeft plaatsgevonden 
naar het perspectief van een personage. Op deze manier ondersteunt het onderzoek in dit 
proefschrift de hypothese dat iconiciteit een fundamentele eigenschap is van natuurlijke 
taal, en dat iconiciteit in gesproken talen en in gebarentalen op soortgelijke manieren 
uitgedrukt wordt (Perniss, Özyürek & Morgan, 2014; Vigliocco & Perniss, 2015). 

Hieronder volgt een meer gedetaillerde beschrijving van de afzonderlijke hoofdstukken.

Deel I van dit proefschrift presenteert een synthetisch overzicht van de belangrijkste 
wetenschappelijke bevindingen en methoden van onderzoek naar multimodale 
perspectieven. Hoofdstuk 2 beschrijft een synthetisch overzicht van onderzoek naar co-
speech and co-sign gesturing strategies, en laat zien dat beide manieren van communicatie 
in staat zijn om perspectieven van personages iconisch weer te geven op drie manieren, 
te weten: door middel van personage-perspectief, waarnemersperspectief en gemengde/
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gefuseerde perspectieven. Voor zowel gebarentalen als gesproken talen is aangetoond dat 
ze gebruik maken van meerdere articulatoren (en niet alleen de handen), maar er is – 
zoals we laten zien – meer onderzoek naar het gebruik van verschillende articulatoren 
binnen gebarentalen. Hoofdstuk 2 besluit met een overzicht van de multimodale manieren 
waarop perspectieven normaliter worden uitgedrukt, en stelt richtingen voor toekomstig 
onderzoek voor.

Hoofdstuk 3 geeft een meta-analytisch overzicht van de methoden die gebruikt worden 
in onderzoek naar de multimodale realisatie van perspectiefwijzigingen. Ten eerste biedt 
het een retrospectief overzicht van de methoden die gebruikt worden om over onderzoek 
naar multimodale perspectieven te rapporteren. Ten tweede geeft het prospectief 
aanbevelingen waarmee methodologische transparantie verbeterd kan worden, met als 
doel om onderzoeksmethoden begrijpelijk te maken en bestaand onderzoek beter te 
kunnen reproduceren. Aan de orde komen de sterke en zwakke punten in de literatuur 
– zoals de reikwijdte van onderzoeksgebieden en analysemethoden (twee sterke punten), 
en verslaglegging van demografische eigenschappen en annotatie (twee zwakke punten) 
– en een lijst aanbevelingen voor de manier waarop verslag kan worden gedaan van 
methodologische conventies. De meta-analyse toont aan dat de methodologische 
transparantie door het hele vakgebied verbeterd kan worden, mogelijk omdat onderzoek 
naar gebaren nog in de kinderschoenen staat. Aangezien het een vakgebied is dat tot 
wasdom aan het komen is, is onderzoek naar gebaren op een punt waar het kwesties zoals 
methodologische transparantie kan, en moet, aanpakken. Op basis van het retrospectieve 
overzicht suggereert dit hoofdstuk ook vruchtbare gebieden voor verder onderzoek, 
zoals het opstellen van een handboek over de methoden met daarin de processen van 
gebarenonderzoek, onderzoek waarin communicatieve strategieën van sprekers en 
gebruikers van gebarentalen vergeleken worden, en onderzoek waarin kwalitatieve en 
kwantitatieve analysemethoden gecombineerd worden.

Hoofdstuk 4 geeft (op basis van de bevindingen van hoofdstuk 3) een gedetailleerd overzicht 
van de verzameling, codering en analyse van het corpus dat voor het huidige onderzoek 
is gebruikt. Het richt zich op het proces waarlangs videodata zijn geannoteerd in ons 
corpus, in het bijzonder de herhaalde annotatierondes en revisies van het annotatieschema 
zoals het is geïmplementeerd in ELAN. Het verslag verschilt van de gebruikelijke relatief 
bondige beschrijvingen van het annotatieproces in tijdschriftartikelen. We raden aan dat 
toekomstige meta-analyses de relatie onderzoeken tussen gepubliceerde annotatieschema’s 
en de annotatieschema’s zoals ze daadwerkelijk zijn geïmplementeerd door onderzoekers 
– niet alleen vanwege methodologische transparantie (zoals uitgewerkt in hoofdstuk 3), 
maar ook met het pedagogische doel om onderzoekers te ondersteunen bij het ontwerp van 
onderzoek naar multimodale communicatie totdat er methodiekhandboeken beschikbaar 
zijn.

Deel II van dit proefschrift beschrijft empirische studies naar de verschillende multimodale 
strategieën die sprekers in ons corpus gebruiken om perspectiefwisselingen weer te geven. 
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Hoofdstuk 5 toont aan dat het noodzakelijk is om citeren niet alleen aan de hand van de 
losse uitingen te bestuderen (zoals meestal gedaan wordt in de literatuur) maar ook op 
basis van de context waarin de uiting wordt gerealiseerd. We introduceren de term quote 
sequence (‘citatenreeks’), en analyseren verschillende contexten waarin perspectieven 
geïntroduceerd maar ook gehandhaafd kunnen worden. We onderscheiden alleenstaande 
geciteerde uitingen (Quote Islands (‘citaateilanden’)), aangehouden perspectiefweergaven 
bestaande uit meerdere geciteerde uitingen in Quoted Monologues (geciteerde monologen) 
en afwisselende weergaven van perspectief in Quoted Dialogues (geciteerde dialogen) in 
verschillende vormen. Om te bepalen of sprekers verschillende multimodale strategieën 
gebruiken om tussen deze contexten te differentiëren hebben we meerdere GLMER 
regressie-modellen toegepast op deze data. Hierbij kwam naar voren dat (i) sprekers vaak 
meerdere articulatoren gebruiken als ze citeren, resulterend in specifieke multimodale 
strategieën en (ii) dat aantal en soort multimodale activiteit verschilt tussen eilanden, 
monologen en dialogen en varieert met het aantal geciteerde personages. Individuele 
eigenschappen, zoals sprekersekse of scores op de Interpersonal Reactivity Index bleken niet 
voorspellend te zijn voor de multimodale articulatie van perspectief.

In hoofdstuk 6 wordt de multimodale activiteit in citaatreeksen verder onderzocht op basis 
van een microanalyse van een verhaal dat grotendeels bestaat uit twee uitgebreid geciteerde 
dialoogsequenties. Deze microanalyse bestaat uit elkaar aanvullende kwalitatieve en 
kwantitatieve benaderingen, en laat een consistente multimodale differentiatie van 
perspectieven zien die vastgehouden wordt gedurende de gehele geciteerde dialoog. De 
kwalitatieve analyse identificeert verschillende multimodale productiestrategieën voor 
het introduceren en afsluiten van een geciteerde dialoogsequentie in vergelijking met 
citaten in het midden van de dialoog. Waar introducties en afsluitingen bestaan uit meer 
empathische lichamelijke articulaties in een grotere gebarenruimte, worden deze in het 
midden van de dialoog geminimaliseerd en gearticuleerd in een kleinere gebarenruimte. De 
kwantitatieve analyse maakt gebruik van gegeneraliseerde additieve modellering (GAM), 
een type regressiemodel, om de relatie te onderzoeken tussen geciteerde personages en 
het aantal multimodale articulatoren. Het model toont aan dat sprekers verschillende 
geciteerde personages onderscheiden op basis van het aantal actieve multimodale 
articulatoren. Samengevat wijst dit onderzoek op het feit dat (i) de spreker meerdere 
multimodale articulatoren gebruikt gedurende citaten in de directe rede en (ii) personages 
van elkaar onderscheiden kunnen worden aan de hand van het soort multimodale activiteit 
dat wordt gecoarticuleerd met geciteerde uitingen van die personages.

Hoofdstuk 7 bouwt deze bevindingen uit door een parallel te trekken met role shift 
(Quinto-Pozos, 2007), het instrument waarbij gebruikers van gebarentalen de gedachten, 
gevoelens, woorden of attitudes van een of meerdere personages multimodaal uitbeelden. 
Aan de hand van regressiemodellen tonen we aan dat vier articulatoren (personage-
intonatie, gezichtsuitdrukkingen van een personage, gebaren voor het perspectief van een 
personage, en veranderingen in lichaamshouding en –richting, maar niet blikrichting) 
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voorspellend zijn voor een wisseling naar het perspectief van een personage, en dat deze 
vaker gebruikt worden gedurende fictieve interactie-uitingen dan tijdens directe citaten. 
Ook hier bleken sprekereigenschappen als sekse en IRI-scores niet voorspellend te zijn. 
De operationalisatie van het begrip role shift voor multimodale strategieën in gesproken 
taal maakt een vergelijking mogelijk tussen het gebruik van articulatoren in gebarentaal 
en gesproken taal. Op deze manier kan het onderzoek de hypothese ondersteunen dat 
gesproken talen en gebarentalen van soortgelijke strategieën gebruiken om referenten in 
communicatie iconisch af te beelden (bijv. Perniss, Özyürek, & Morgan, 2014). 

De uitkomsten van het empirische onderzoek roepen intrigerende vragen op omtrent de 
multimodale basis van communicatie. De resultaten bevestigen de conclusie uit eerder 
onderzoek dat er een sterke relatie is tussen talige en visueel-lichamelijke productie 
van communicatie (bijv. McNeill, 1992; Kendon, 2004). Betekent dit dat taal meerdere 
semiotische systemen bevat en dat taal mede wordt uitgedrukt met verschillende types 
lichamelijke bewegingen die op een systematische wijze worden toegepast? Voor de 
beantwoording van deze vraag is verder onderzoek nodig naar de expressieve capaciteiten 
en het samenspel van lichamelijke bewegingen – zoals het gebruik van non-manuele 
bewegingen tijdens het spreken om een houding uit te drukken (Debras, 2014) of het 
gebruik van gebaren tijdens het oplossen van problemen (Marghetis, 2015).

Samengevat, ons onderzoek naar de communicatieve strategieën die gebruikt worden 
tijdens face-to-face interactie toont een visie op menselijke communicatie die door en 
door multimodaal en gesitueerd (embodied) is. Vrijwel elke beweegbare articulator van 
het lichaam wordt functioneel gebruikt in de interactie. Deze visie op onze expressieve en 
communicatieve vaardigheden kan mogelijk belangrijke gevolgen hebben voor klinisch 
onderzoek en therapieën (viz. Groenewold, 2015), conventies voor het publiekelijk 
vertellen van verhalen (bijv. bij het oefenen van optredens), en communicatie in bredere 
zin (bijv. om de effectiviteit van communicatie te verbeteren). Inzicht in de mogelijkheden 
en nuances van dit soort articulatie draagt bij aan een diepgaand begrip en een diepgaande 
waardering van menselijke communicatie, multimodaal of anderszins.
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