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ABSTRACT

Human social actions in interaction can be achieved through the spontaneous execution of multiple
resources beyond linguistics. Achieving mutual understanding among interlocutors relies upon
Interactional Competence (IC), the ability to interact, maintain, and repair problems in ongoing
conversation using available resources-at-talk. The proliferation of conversation analysis (CA)
studies has predominantly shed light on interactional mechanisms (e.g., requests and complaints),
conversational sequences, and conversational feature development, resulting in calls for further
inquiries into what comes into play in interaction. Thus, this systematic review, with a macro-
analytical focus, aims to characterise literature-informed factors evident in influencing interaction.
Guided by the adapted PRISMA flow diagram, 67 Scopus-indexed IC-related articles published
from January 2010 to July 2023 were shortlisted and analysed to determine such influential factors.
Using an inductive approach, eight significant factors emerged from the empirical research
synthesis: social actions, interactional mechanisms, sociopragmatics, pragmalinguistics, linguistic
knowledge, non-linguistic resources, content knowledge, and psychological elements. The
analysis further illustrated that these factors are interrelated, reflecting a dynamic and complex
praxeology of interaction in today’s conversation. Reflecting on the conceptualisation of IC, the
findings further expand our current understanding by defining IC as a psychology-driven construct
as evidenced in its 13-year literature review. Pedagogical implications and future research
directions are also proposed.
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INTRODUCTION

Global mobility has generated linguistic diversification that has shaped the dynamics of current
praxeological practices. English users are likely to encounter diverse situations of language use
(Jenkins et al., 2018), ranging from daily speech exchanges to English as a medium of instruction
(EMI), which requires distinct and context-bound interactional practices to co-construct mutual
understanding. Current praxeological practices are also linked to all available linguistic resources,
not restricted to merely L2 English, as evidenced in translingualism (Canagarajah, 2018), but
rather localised Englishes across contexts. In addition, to co-construct meanings, multilingual
interlocutors employ non-linguistic resources as means to establish pragmatically appropriate
utterances in interaction (Taguchi & Roever, 2017). Interactional success, indeed, relies upon a
multitude of layered factors that establish intersubjectivity among the involved multilingual
interlocutors (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008). This reflects the dynamic nature of today’s
interactions among multilingual and multicultural speakers, where merely linguistic resources are
deemed substantial, yet insufficient to accomplish intended social actions.

Utilising available resources-at-talk to co-construct intersubjectivity in utterance
production among interlocutors concerns the concept of Interactional Competence (IC). Since the
multilingual turn during the 1960s, this construct has received significant attention regarding its
conceptualisation (e.g., Kramsch, 1986) and interactional mechanisms (e.g. Hellermann, 2008), as
complemented by CA methodology. Surprisingly, since its emergence in Applied Linguistics, there
has been ““a lack of clarity and agreement with regard to what exactly constitutes such competence”
(Waring, 2018, p.57), apart from what it means (definition) and how interlocutors practise under
each social action (mechanisms). Thus, characterising potential factors influencing how
interlocutors utilise available resources in interaction through the perspective of a literature-
informed systematic review is believed to bring such crystallisation to the absent theoretical
concept of IC. Notably, this review was inspired by Hall’s (1993), Young’s (2000), and Galaczi
and Taylor’s (2018) works on conceptualising IC by drawing upon empirical studies. This
systematic review further shifts the analytical focus from a micro perspective, which underlies
multiple linguistic-sequential orders of interaction, to a macro-analytical focus that can illuminate
interaction-related factors at a broader level. This also responds to calls for more research to help
establish a more holistic understanding of IC (e.g., Hall & Pekarek Doehler, 2011; Young, 2007),
as it is deemed limited.

INTERACTIONAL COMPETENCE (IC)

Sharing various ontological roots, intercultural competence (IC) is theoretically interdisciplinary.
Drawing on previous work on Communicative Competence (Hymes, 1972), Hall (1995) proposed
that IC is “the ability to develop and manage topical issues in practice-relevant ways” (p. 38). This
account brings an individualist perspective to competence in relation to social contexts as grounded
in linguistic anthropology. In sociolinguistics, Young (1999) asserts that IC is “a theory of the
knowledge that participants bring to and realise in interaction, including an account of how such
knowledge is acquired” (p. 118). IC therefore requires the ability to recognise interactional actions
being performed by other interlocutors and to respond using conventionalised patterns developed
in interlocutors’ repertoires (Hall & Pekarek Doehler, 2011). The ability to interact requires
interlocutors to engage in multiple social interactions, to implement the in-situ communicative
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practices, and to utilise existing linguistic resources and other resources beyond language to
accomplish shared objectives of communication (Roever & Dai, 2021). When the absence of
understanding occurs, interlocutors need to draw upon their accumulated interactional practices
(Young, 2009) to perform real-time repair-related practices (e.g., clarification checks and
negotiation for meaning). In second language acquisition (SLA), the ability to maintain
intersubjectivity relates to the sub-component of communicative competence, strategic
competence (Canale & Swain, 1980), which interlocutors perform to “compensate for breakdowns
in communication due to performance variables or insufficient competence” (p. 30). In the current
review, IC refers to an observable, dynamic, reflexive emergence of interactional orders performed
by interlocutors to collaboratively establish intersubjectivity based on social actions.

CURRENT IC LITERATURE

The existing IC studies can holistically be characterised into three distinct domains based on Tai
and Dai’s (2023) work. The first domain highlights interactional mechanisms or what interlocutors
co-perform to accomplish social actions. Using conversation analysis (CA), many scholars have
identified various interactional mechanisms, including turn-taking (e.g., Cekaite, 2007),
disagreeing (e.g., Pekarek Doehler & Pochon-Berger, 2011), opening tasks (e.g., Hellermann,
2008), storytelling (e.g., Pekarek Doehler & Berger, 2018), responding to such telling (e.g., Ishida,
2011), repairing conversational trouble (e.g., Hellermann, 2011), and managing participation (e.g.,
Nguyen, 2011). Others have paid attention to the recalibration of these interactional mechanisms
in a new context (e.g., Masuda, 2011). This proliferated domain deploys a micro-analysis to
highlight the interactional sequences through the conversational data, resulting in a partial
interactional account specific to each social action and the exclusion of other sociocultural
elements. Another domain of IC studies concerns IC-informed pedagogy. Highlighting the
theoretical benefits of IC on language pedagogy, Dai and Davey (2023) utilise a membership
categorisation analysis to analyse students’ interactions set in different roles. The findings suggest
that the students could recognise their social actions and produce appropriate responses to others
based on their moral order of interaction. In Salaberry and Kunitz’s (2019) book, many IC-
informed investigations across contexts agree on the benefits of IC to SLA and encourage language
practitioners to implement IC in their curricula. Finally, IC has been reconceptualised by scholars
in language testing. Despite its significance, the role of IC in standardised speaking tests has
received little attention (Roever & Dai, 2021), and the execution of semiotic sources has not been
assessed (Dai, 2022). The holistic criteria primarily focus on the individual’s ability, rather than
what constitutes interactional success as fundamental to real-world interaction. As such, several
attempts have been made to characterise the testability of IC (e.g., Dai, 2022). This reflects the
nature of IC as dynamic, context-bound, emergent, and co-constructed, which requires an interplay
of multifaceted factors until intersubjectivity is achieved.

The current review aims to characterise the heterogeneous factors evident in the empirical
literature that contribute to the process of interaction among interlocutors by shifting the analytical
focus from a micro (linguistic-sequential orders) to a macro (interaction-related factors)
perspective. This review responds to the need for more research to establish a holistic
understanding of IC (e.g., Eskildsen, 2018; Pekarek Doehler, 2018). The findings will also provide
pedagogical implications for classrooms where factors influencing interactional success for real-
world communication need to be fostered. The following research question was formulated to

eISSN: 2550-2131
ISSN: 1675-8021


http://doi.org/10.17576/gema-2025-2502-11

GEMA Online® Journal of Language Studies 508
Volume 25(2), May 2025 hitp://doi.org/10.17576/gema-2025-2502-11

guide the analysis: What factors influence IC based on Scopus-indexed articles published from
January 2010 — July 2023?

METHODOLOGY

The current study was framed as a systematic review that allows researchers to eliminate
systematic bias by identifying related articles, evaluating the selected empirical studies, and
synthesising the included studies to form a comprehensive conclusion (Plonsky, 2017). A
systematic review thus follows three fundamental principles — systematicity of the reviewing
process, transparency in conducting the review, and replicability that is open to critique and
replication (Grant & Booth, 2009). The current review adhered to these key principles to eliminate
bias in the process of analysing the selected articles by using a co-coder to co-analyse the
shortlisted articles (Macaro, 2020). To illustrate the systematic procedures, the PRISMA diagram
(Page et al., 2021) has been adapted to guide the data screening process, including the inclusion
and exclusion of the articles (see Figure 1). Regarding the feasibility of the adopted method, the
current review is in line with existing systematic reviews in Applied Linguistics (e.g., Macaro et
al., 2018; Nagaraja et al., 2024; Salehuddin & Mahmud, 2024).

ARTICLE SELECTION

Scopus-indexed articles published from January 2010 to July 2023 were shortlisted for analysis.
As illustrated in Figure 1, Scopus-indexed articles were included in the systematic review as these
articles are subject to double-blind peer-review processes, and that promotes academic rigour and
integrity that, in turn, generates the impact to the field (Duman et al., 2015). Some journals
included in this current review are also indexed in other internationally accepted databases (e.g.,
Web of Science, ERIC, Wiley, ScienceDirect, and JSTOR). Due to the redundancy in databases
and the study’s objective, the authors decided to include only papers published in Scopus, deeming
them sufficient for the analysis. The keyword search on Scopus included: “Interactional
Competence” OR “Communicative Competence” OR “Classroom Interaction” OR “Student
Talks” AND “Conversation Analysis.” Notably, the keyword of CC was used due to its shared root
of IC, and some scholars defined CC as an umbrella term of IC. The keywords were derived from
those used in the published IC-related papers and expert consideration. The advanced search
technique was also applied by limiting the timespan from January 2010 to July 2023, specifying
articles only, and including articles written in English. Over 500 articles emerged in the initial
search, and in the abstract screening stage, 124 articles were initially found to be relevant to IC. A
second abstract screening process was then applied to reduce the scope to factors influencing IC.
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Criteria: Articles that were (1) published in January 2010 - July 2023

Articles 'dent'fled by the keYWOTd timespan, (2) gone through the rigorous review process with a double-
search on SCOPUS blind review principle, (3) published on Scopus database, and (4)

contained the subsequent constructs - interactional competence,

(n — 586) classroom interaction, student talks, diversifications of methods and

factors influencing interaction.

l

Articles has no relevancy to IC in

Abstract screening ielevant > Articles excluded a spontaneous interaction. Other
(n = around 462) types of academic publications,
e.g., unindexed articles, Masters’
relevant and PhD dissertations, academic
articles, book chapters, and book

reviews, were excluded

Remaining articles
(n=124)

Some articles lack rigorous
NO Articles excluded research methods, and some
In-depth analysis B studies has no empirical data
p y (n - 57) related to IC, rather the rough

suggestion for IC instruction

lYES

Articles included
in the systematic review (n = 67)

FIGURE 1. The article selection process used in this review adapted from Page et al.’s (2021) PRISMA diagram
INCLUSION AND EXCLUSION CRITERIA

The current review included articles that were (1) empirically published from January 2010 to July
2023 in the Scopus database, (2) subject to a rigorous double-blind reviewing process, (3) focused
on any process of interaction, and (4) contained the following constructs — interactional
competence, classroom interaction, student talk, diversifications of methods, and factors
influencing interaction. Other types of academic publications, namely unindexed articles, Master’s
and PhD dissertations, academic articles, book chapters, and book reviews, were excluded from
the review. The researchers acknowledged that there are empirical studies focusing on IC
assessment, the testability of IC (e.g., Roever & Ikeda, 2022), and IC-informed pedagogy (e.g.,
Milliner & Dimoski, 2022). Despite their theoretical relevance, these scholarly works rarely
accounted for the process of interaction as proliferated studies depicted interactional sequences
and discrete features that are, in this review, considered incomplete for drawing a comprehensive
account of IC. Moreover, some empirical studies lacking theoretical soundness and articles with
few mentions of IC were also excluded as they were deemed irrelevant to the aim of the review.
To address this limitation, the researchers followed Rose et al.’s (2018) suggestion, stating that “a
positive result of following these stringent criteria is the limitation of bias, thereby increasing the
trustworthiness, and arguably the value of the results and recommendations of the study” (p.153).
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DATA ANALYSIS

Following the screening process, 67 empirical articles on IC were included in the analysis. An
inductive approach that allows themes to be generated by the analysts based on the shared values
of the data was used to analyse the selected articles (Phakiti & Paltridge, 2015). Specifically, in
the first round of analyses, both researchers independently analysed the included articles by
reading through the articles with a focus on the factors influencing interaction. During this process,
each researcher independently established themes based on the emerging values (factors) from the
dataset. Subsequently, both researchers performed a co-analysis by sharing their established
themes, discussing problematic issues, and resolving disagreements in the data analyses. As agreed
by the researchers, the emerging themes included (1) social actions, (2) interactional mechanisms,
(3) sociopragmatics, (4) pragmalinguistics, (5) linguistic knowledge, (6) non-linguistic
knowledge, (7) content knowledge, and (8) psychological elements. The operational definition of
each factor was provided in the following section. The number of papers under each literature-
informed factor were derived from the content in the articles, resulted from an inductive approach.
The number does not contribute to the total of the included papers, as one paper yields more than
one factor. Other information concerning study types, target language, contexts, participants, data
sources, and key findings was also analysed to establish the demographics. The researchers also
focused on the appropriateness of the research methodology, validity, reliability, and
trustworthiness of the articles, as suggested by Gough et al. (2017).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The included papers were predominantly qualitative. Of the 67 papers included, 61 followed a
qualitative research design to document interactional communication (IC), five adopted a mixed-
methods research design, and only one employed a quantitative design. Types of interaction were
reported to be both dyadic and multi-party. For analytical frameworks, conversation analysis (CA)
and multimodal CA were predominantly utilised, combined with qualitative data collection
instruments such as audio and video recordings, semi-structured and stimulated-recall interviews,
observation, questionnaires, self-rating lists, and journals. Instrumental triangulation was
employed in some studies to account for the complex and dynamic nature of IC. The synthesis
revealed eight factors influencing spontaneous interaction among interlocutors, and these factors
were shown to be interrelated. Due to space limitations, the summary table of included studies
classified into different factors has been provided in the attached supplementary document. The
following sections depict each of the identified factors.

FACTOR 1: SOCIAL ACTIONS

The concept of social actions refers to interlocutors’ execution of interactional resources to serve
their communicative intentions in an interactive manner (Dai, 2023). For example, if an
interlocutor wishes to express thanks to other communicative partners, expressing thanks is
considered the interlocutor’s intended social action. Unlike interactional mechanisms of thanking,
where interlocutors need to draw upon knowledge of lexicogrammar, a social action of thanks
concerns how individual interlocutors verbally act in expressing thanks. This appears relevant to
what Schegloftf (1995) refers to as what interlocutors are doing regarding the topic of what others
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are saying. The social actions can, thus, be viewed as verbal actions based on their intention, rather
than the knowledge of each interactional mechanism.

TABLE 1. Studies related to the factor of social actions

Factor: Social Actions

Studies
Structural organisation of communicative practices Nguyen, 2012
Organisation of talk in school interaction Kapellidi, 2013
Increasing participation through self-selection in post-expansion sequences Watanabe, 2017
Classroom role-play to workplace patient consultation Nguyen, 2018
Language recalibration (Teacher-student talk) Konzett-Firth, 2020
‘Subject’, ‘topic’, and ‘zero’ particles in Korean in formulating WH-Qs Kwon et al., 2021
Child’s agency and social actions in language-focused sequences Nguyen & Nguyen, 2021
Relationship between the /aihtla/ expressions and social actions Theodorsdottir &
Eskildsen, 2022
Social actions in students’ interaction needs Dai, 2023
Home language in linguistically diverse primary school classroom Foster et al., 2023
Facilitative use of learner-initiated translanguaging Harumi, 2023
Translanguaging and IC (classroom interaction) Tai & Dai, 2023
Story-closing practices in PhD supervisory feedback Ta & Filipi, 2023

As illustrated in Table 1, 13 studies indicated that social actions were purposively
constructed through the deployment of interactional mechanisms in a flow of real-time
communication. That is, social actions were (re)shaped by a structural organisation of interactional
mechanisms. This was evident in Nguyen’s (2012) longitudinal conversation analysis study,
suggesting that participants’ interactional competence was developed through increasing exposure
to the co-construction of meaning(s) based on various social actions in turn-by-turn interaction.
Similarly, Kapellidi (2013) analysed the organisation of talk in school interactions and found that
interlocutors typically produced a sequential organisation of talk, serving specific social actions
through turn-taking practices. In Dai’s (2023) qualitative study, social actions were classified into
two broad categories. Affiliative practices (e.g., agreements, apologies, and thanks) are performed
to promote “social solidarity” among interlocutors, while disaffiliating practices (e.g., refusals,
disagreements, cancellations, and interruptions) are performed to disrupt the relationship between
interlocutors (Dai, 2023, p. 13). Social actions are, thus, verbally performed to deliver intended
communicative functions, and such actions vary depending on the topic of discussion, topical
shifts, and culture-specific situations.

FACTOR 2: INTERACTIONAL MECHANISMS

Interactional mechanisms concern the knowledge of subsequent practices underlying each social
action (e.g., apologies, requests, and disagreements) that interlocutors need to draw upon. In other
studies, interactional mechanisms have been referred to as interactive practice (Hall, 1995),
communicative practice (Hanks, 1996), and discursive practice (Young, 2007). The current review
considers these mechanisms as necessary for the meaning-making process in interactions. That is,
interlocutors need to draw upon their interactional mechanisms, which have been developed
through their prior interactional exposures and communicative engagements, to verbally perform
a selected social action within a speech-exchange ecology.
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TABLE 2. Studies related to the factor of interactional mechanisms

Factor: Interactional Mechanisms

Studies

L2 requests — Preferences structure in talk-in-interaction
Structural organisation of a communicative practice
Interactional practices in an emergency call

Organisation of talk in school interaction

Incomplete sentences as Interactional resources
Small-talk-focus on topic management and backchanneling in Skype
Teaching assistant’s interactional practices in engineering labs
Requests negotiation practices (a case of a four-year-old girl)
Avoiding initiation of repairs in L2 conversation-for-learning
Increase in interactional practises (i.e., turn-taking)
Diversification of interactional methods

Proficiency and preference organisation in L2 refusals
Effective communication features in aviation interaction
Classroom role-play to workplace patient consultation
Story-opening in L2 conversation

Correction and explanation practices in everyday L2 interaction
L2 IC in text chat interactions — Task openings

L2 IC in text chat interactions — Task closings

Self-repairs as indicator of L2 IC development

L2 (Finnish) requests

Translanguaging as interactional resources for productive interaction
Repairs in L2 Spanish

‘Subject’, ‘topic’, and ‘zero’ particles in Korean in formulating WH-Qs

Child’s agency and social actions in language-focused sequences
Dispreference organisation in (L2) refusals across proficiency levels
Translanguaging as practice in interaction

Multiple cases of requests in L2 interaction

Yo — Japanese particle in L2 peer interaction

L2 English user’s language calibration during the first-time encounters

Precluding linguistic repairs in online dyadic L2-learning interactions

Diversifications of the Icelandic auxiliary verb in increasing social actions

Facilitative use of learner-initiated translanguaging
Translanguaging as practise and resource for interaction
Story-closing practices in PhD supervisory feedback

Taleghani-Nikazm & Huth, 2010
Nguyen, 2012

Osvaldsson et al., 2013
Kapellidi, 2013

Taguchi, 2014

Barron & Black, 2015

Kim, 2016

Nguyen & Nguyen, 2016
Hauser, 2017

Watanabe, 2017

Skogmyr Marian et al., 2017
Al-Gahtani & Roever, 2018
Kim, 2018

Nguyen, 2018

Pekarek Doehler & Berger, 2018
Theoddrsdottir, 2018

Abe & Roever, 2019

Abe & Roever, 2020

Kim, 2020

Kim, 2020

Masaeed, 2020

Batlle & Suarez, 2021
Kwon et al., 2021

Nguyen & Nguyen, 2021
Wu & Roever, 2021

Canals, 2022

Al-Gahtani, 2022

Hoshi, 2022

Kim, 2022

Owens, 2022
Theodoérsdottir & Eskildsen, 2022
Harumi, 2023

Tai & Dai, 2023

Ta & Filipi, 2023

Thirty-four studies explored interactional mechanisms, employing a micro-analytical

approach to identify sequential patterns. This includes L1 and L2 requests (Al-Gahtani, 2022; Kim,
2020; Nguyen & Nguyen, 2016; Taleghani-Nikazm & Huth, 2010), opening talks (Abe & Roever,
2019; Pekarek Doehler & Berger, 2018), closing talks (Abe & Roever, 2020; Ta & Filipi, 2023),
correction (Osvaldsson et al., 2013; Theododrsdéttir, 2018), explanation (Theoddrsdéttir, 2018),
clarification (Osvaldsson et al., 2013), topic management (Barron & Black, 2015), backchanneling
(Barron & Black, 2015), turn-taking (Watanabe, 2017), comprehension checks (Osvaldsson et al.,
2013), repairs (Batlle & Suarez, 2021; Hauser, 2017; Kim, 2020; Owens, 2022), refusals (Al-
Gahtani & Roever, 2018; Wu & Roever, 2021), negotiation for meaning (Kim, 2016), and
organisation of talks (Kapellidi, 2013; Nguyen, 2012). This body of literature appears to be
prevalent in conversation analysis (CA) and CA-SLA research. This seems to be the dominant
body of the interactional competence (IC) literature.

eISSN: 2550-2131
ISSN: 1675-8021


http://doi.org/10.17576/gema-2025-2502-11

GEMA Online® Journal of Language Studies 513
Volume 25(2), May 2025 hitp://doi.org/10.17576/gema-2025-2502-11

FACTOR 3: SOCIOPRAGMATICS

Sociopragmatics refers to knowledge concerning society, context, and culture, which plays a role
in determining social actions in communicative interaction. Broadly defined, this type of
knowledge is associated with an interlocutor’s ability to successfully apply interactional
mechanisms for their intended purposes (Dai, 2023; Dai & Davey, 2023). In the synthesis of
articles, 17 studies reported on sociopragmatics-related practices.

TABLE 3. Studies related to the factor of sociopragmatics

Factor: Sociopragmatics

Studies
Intersubjectivity in NS-NNS interaction in electrical and computer engineering  Vickers, 2010
JFL learners’ use of particle “ne” in a study abroad context Masuda, 2011
Social positioning in student-student interaction Stone & Kidd, 2011
Local contingencies in L2 tasks Balaman & Sert, 2017b
Increase in relevancy and appropriateness of utterances in interaction Watanabe, 2017
Classroom role-play to workplace patient consultation Nguyen, 2018
Teachers’ management of overlapping talks for students’ expanded contribution ~ Avila, 2019
Language recalibration and L2 IC development (Teacher-student talk) Konzett-Firth, 2020
Child’s agency in language-focused sequences (conversation with their parents) Nguyen & Nguyen, 2021
Maintaining ‘intersubjectivity’ through shifting epistemic stance Pouromid, 2021
DIUs (Designedly Incomplete Utterances) as context for interaction Engida et al., 2022
L2 English user’s calibration to conduct self-presentations Kim, 2022
Achieving intercultural transactional service encounters Moody, 2022
Use of Icelandic auxiliary expressions in contexts of social actions Theodorsdottir & Eskildsen,

2022

Parents perceived communicative differences in Finnish and Italian children Gabbatore et al., 2023
Perspectives on international students’ communication issues Grieve et al., 2023
Progression of gestures influenced by culture and L1 differences Lopez-Ozieblo, 2023

Multiple aspects related to sociopragmatics were documented. First, an interactional
context significantly contributed to utterance production and praxeological dynamics. For
example, interactions online (Balaman & Sert, 2017b), in an electrical and computer engineering
meeting (Vickers, 2010), and in transactional service encounters (Moody, 2022), varied in their
sequential patterns such that the interaction was shaped by the context and specific community of
practice where the interaction occurred. Intersubjectivity is maintained through shifting epistemic
stances or the management of fluid turns in conversation (Pouromid, 2021). Another aspect
concerned the linguistics-related context. Engida et al. (2022) suggested that DIU (Designedly
Incomplete Utterances) needed to be used by the teacher as an interaction-for-learning strategy in
which students could make their utterances understood, maintain intersubjectivity among peers,
and resolve issues of participation imbalance. Students’ social positioning also shaped how they
interacted in the classroom. Stone and Kidd (2011) suggested that students’ interactions were
associated with their relationships to their social group and others.

Another line of research concerns language recalibration. Sociopragmatics is reflected in
how linguistic expressions (either in L1 or L2) are recalibrated in later similar contexts (Kim,
2022). Interlocutors’ initial use of a certain expression may be socially and culturally inappropriate,
requiring them to recalibrate their utterances. Nguyen (2018) found that language from classroom
role-plays was subsequently reconstructed during patient consultations in workplace interactions.
Similarly, some specific language use, such as the particle “ne” in Japanese, was later recalibrated
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by JFL in a study abroad context (Masuda, 2011), and the Icelandic auxiliary verb in later
conversations (Theodorsdottir & Eskildsen, 2022) was documented. These studies demonstrate
that the first-time production of utterances may be socially awkward or inappropriate despite their
grammatical accuracy, and interlocutors need to engage in linguistic adjustment to be socially
appropriate in subsequent use.

Sociopragmatics was also reported in stakeholders’ perceptions of international students’
communication issues. Griever et al. (2023) stated in their qualitative study that socially accepted
language production, among other competencies, is considered essential for international students.
Moreover, sociopragmatics was perceived as important for overseas students to engage in
multicultural (non)classroom interactions. Gabbatore et al. (2023) reported the results from
parents’ perceptions of their Finnish and Italian children’s communicative performance and
asserted that differences in performance can be attributed to children’s societal exposure, which
shapes their interactional patterns. Lopez-Ozieblo (2023) also noted that, to maintain
intersubjectivity, gestures shaped by L1 and societal and cultural influences also come into play.
This reflects the interrelatedness of factors influencing fluid and complex interactions that extend
beyond an individual’s linguistic ability.

FACTOR 4: PRAGMALINGUISTICS

Another notable factor relates to the concept of pragmalinguistics — the ability to determine the
what, when, and purpose of linguistic features to be brought into pragmatically appropriate use.
Unlike sociopragmatics, which is the understanding of societal and cultural context that shapes
sequential orders of talk, pragmalinguistics focuses on how interlocutors use language to be
pragmatically appropriate (Dai & Davey, 2023; Waring, 2013). Fifteen studies reported that
pragmalinguistics was relevant in a face-to-face language configuration, as shown in Table 4.

Pragmalinguistics was identified through the application of available linguistic resources
alongside sociopragmatic knowledge to accomplish social actions. Many interactional
mechanisms were drawn upon by interlocutors to produce pragmatically meaningful utterances for
such specific social actions. This included interactional management with limited linguistic
knowledge (Sert & Walsh, 2013), how interactional mechanisms were pragmatically used to
establish intersubjectivity (Balaman & Sert, 2017a), how overlapping turns were managed in the
classroom (Avila, 2019), children’s linguistic use when engaged in social actions with parents
(Nguyen & Nguyen, 2021), how interlocutors shifted their epistemic stance to maintain a mutual
understanding (Pouromid, 2021), interlocutors’ active listening to collaboratively complete turns
(Pouromid & Hosseininasab, 2022), and how postgraduate students performed communicative
practice to serve the purpose of closing a story in a supervisory feedback provision (Ta & Filipi,
2023).

Some studies analysed the specific use of linguistic features in utterances in relation to
social actions. Kwon et al. (2021) explored the formulation of Korean particles (i.e., subject “ka”,
topic “nun”, and zero), demonstrating that different particles were uttered for various pragmatically
appropriate intentions — the ka-marked particle was used when referring to a problem, while the
zero particle was used to indicate the alignment of an activity. The nun-mark particle served a
remedial purpose. Similarly, Theodorsdottir and Eskildsen (2022) analysed the Icelandic auxiliary
verb expressions, @tla, and their relationship with social actions. The @tla expressions were
formulated to serve multiple social actions. This result was also in line with Konzett-Firth (2020)
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and Kim (2022), who focused on language recalibration or how linguistic features were
reformulated for more pragmatically appropriate use.

The latest line of research in pragmalinguistics concerns stakeholders’ perceptions of
communication and learning needs. Grieve et al. (2023) also explored educators’ viewpoints on
international students’ communication issues, suggesting that pragmalinguistics, among other
areas, needs to be fostered to improve interactional success in international communication. Dai
(2023) examined pragmalinguistics by exploring the interactional learning needs of EFL students.
Specifically, pragmalinguistics focuses on (1) language devices that interlocutors deploy to
establish the formality of speech, (2) devices used for constructing directness, (3) language choices
that are specific to a certain culture in which the language is used, and (4) other formulaic language.
This ability goes beyond knowledge of linguistics alone and instead requires the appropriate use
of language to serve different social actions based on their purposes.

TABLE 4. Studies related to the factor of pragmalinguistics

Factor: Pragmalinguistics

Studies
Management of claims of insufficient knowledge in English class Sert & Walsh, 2013
Observable practise to interactional achievements in tasks Balaman & Sert, 2017a
Participation through self-selection in post-expansion sequences Watanabe, 2017
Classroom role-play to workplace patient consultation Nguyen, 2018
Teachers’ and learners’ overlapped turns Avila, 2019
Language recalibration in classroom interaction Konzett-Firth, 2020
‘Subject’, ‘topic’, and ‘zero’ particles in Korean in formulating WH-Qs Kwon et al., 2021
Child’s agency and social actions in language-focused sequences Nguyen & Nguyen, 2021
Maintaining ‘intersubjectivity’ through shifting epistemic stance Pouromid, 2021
L2 English user’s language calibration during the first-time encounters Kim, 2022
Active listenership to collaborative turn completion Pouromid & Hosseininasab, 2022
Relationship between auxiliary verb expressions and social actions Theodorsdottir & Eskildsen, 2022
Pragmalingusitics in students’ learning needs in a Chinese EFL context Dai, 2023
Educators’ perspectives on international students’ pragmalingusitics Grieve et al., 2023
Story-closing practices in PhD supervisory feedback Ta & Filipi, 2023

FACTOR 5: LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE

When engaging in interactions, interlocutors typically draw upon their long-developed linguistic
knowledge as a primary resource for interaction. In this review, linguistic knowledge refers to both
the L1 and L2 resources evident in interlocutors’ utterances from the initiation of talk to
conversation repairs, clarification requests, and closing a conversation. Twenty-three studies, as
provided in Table 5, reported linguistics-related issues in interaction, highlighting three lines of
research: (1) language in interaction, (2) language for interaction, and (3) L1 use.

Linguistic features used in interaction have been analysed in 23 studies. For example,
particle use has been investigated in various L2 contexts, such as the particle “ne” in Japanese
(Masuda, 2011), “yo” in Japanese in L2 peer-to-peer interaction (Hoshi, 2022), and “subject”,
“topic”, and “zero” particles in question formation in Korean (Kwon et al., 2021). Other studies
have focused on L2 speakers’ preferred refusal structures across competency levels (Al-Gahtani &
Roever, 2018), language use to preclude repairs in pair interaction (Owens, 2022), new L2 lexical
feature encounters as ways to negotiate meanings (Eskildsen, 2018), auxiliary verb /aihtla/ use in
Icelandic expressions in different social actions (Theodorsdottir & Eskildsen, 2022), and how
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scholars use language to network on X (Luzén & Albero-Posac, 2020). Using Conversation
Analysis (CA), these studies have demonstrated that the execution of certain linguistic features or
preferred structures for each social action is practised based on interlocutors’ linguistic knowledge.

TABLE 5. Studies related to the factor of linguistic knowledge

Factor: Linguistic Knowledge

Studies

Use of interactional particle “ne” in Japanese

L1 use in foreign language discussion

Language use in the management of claims of insufficient knowledge
L2 resource development for online collaborative task accomplishment
Increase in L2 English leaner’s linguistic resources

L2 Proficiency and preference organisation in L2 refusals

Encountering L2 vocabulary outside of class and negotiation for meanings
Lingusitic modification in a role-play to workplace patient consultation
Language recalibration and L2 IC development

Networked language practices of scholars in Tweeter

Multidialectal and multilingual practices for productive interaction
‘Subject’, ‘topic’, and ‘zero’ particles in Korean in formulating WH-Qs
Translanguaging effects on interaction feedback and modified output
“Yo” — Japanese particle in L2 peer conversation

L2 English user’s language calibration during the first-time encounters
Language use in precluding linguistic repairs in L2-learning interactions
Auxiliary verb /aihtla/ expressions in increasing social actions

Home language proficiency in the linguistically diverse classroom
Linguistic concerns towards international students’ communication issues

Masuda, 2011

Hauser, 2013

Sert & Walsh, 2013
Balaman & Sert, 2017a
Watanabe, 2017

Al-Gahtani & Roever, 2018
Eskildsen, 2018

Nguyen, 2018
Konzett-Firth, 2020

Luzén, & Albero-Posac, 2020
Masaeed, 2020

Kwon et al., 2021

Canals, 2022

Hoshi, 2022

Kim, 2022

Owens, 2022
Theodorsdottir & Eskildsen,
2022

Foster et al., 2023

Grieve et al., 2023

Facilitative use of L1 in a translanguaging context Harumi, 2023
L2 Proficiency and progression of gestures Lopez-Ozieblo, 2023
Language proficiency and fluctuations in the WTC of Japanese EFL speakers ~ Sato, 2023

Linguistic resources in teacher-student interaction as a translanguaging space  Tai & Dai, 2023

Some empirical studies also explored language used as a resource for interaction. Three
studies (Balaman & Sert, 2017a; Tai & Dai, 2023; Watanabe, 2017) documented how language
was used as an interactional resource for interaction and its development in interaction encounters.
This was evident in the work on language recalibration, where L2 development could be traced
through how individuals applied, modified, and redeveloped linguistic structures in
communicative interactions, as seen in Konzett-Firth’s (2020) study on L2 IC development, Kim’s
(2022) work on interlocutors’ language use during first-time encounters, and Nguyen’s (2018)
study on interlocutors’ language use in subsequent work-related communication. Moreover, Grieve
etal.’s (2023) work on stakeholders’ concerns about linguistic expectations regarding international
students” communication suggested that linguistic knowledge needs to be acquired as a
fundamental element for interaction among international students in higher education.

L1 use in a meaning-making process of interaction was also reported. In a multilingual
speech-exchange ecology, it is likely that interlocutors encounter speakers with linguistically
diverse backgrounds, and any language apart from English is brought into spontaneous use in
interaction (Hauser, 2013; Masaeed, 2020). The use of home language as an interactional resource
and meaning-making space in classroom interaction was documented in Foster et al.’s (2023)
study. Similarly, Canals (2022) highlighted the effect of translanguaging (Spanish and English) on
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interaction feedback and language output modification. The use of students’ L1 and L2 appeared
to offer opportunities for students to generate and modify their linguistic output in response to
other interlocutors. Recently, Harumi (2023) explored the roles of L1 in a translanguaging context,
suggesting eight facilitative uses of native language: “(1) connectives for topic management, (2)
floor-holding devices, (3) explicit word searches, (4) lexical gap fillers, (5) understanding displays,
(6) clarification requests, (7) confirmation checks, and (8) explicit requests for assistance” (p. 1).
Thus, knowledge of linguistics can be expanded to include all available linguistic resources that
interlocutors can possibly draw upon in interaction and are, therefore, fundamental to interaction.

FACTOR 6: NON-LINGUISTIC RESOURCES

Achieving interactional success requires the execution of non-linguistic resources to accompany
linguistic utterance production. Indeed, non-linguistic resources are drawn upon by the
interlocutors in interaction to facilitate utterance production. Fifteen studies documented that there
were two main areas of research related to semiotic resources, including investigations into
identifying the semiotic resources and how semiotic resources were utilised.

Multiple non-linguistic resources were documented in the analysed studies. As illustrated
in Table 6, these included the use of visual technology (Kimura, 2020; Sharma, 2023), in-class
materials (Kimura, 2020; Sharma, 2023), body gestures (Amgott & Gorham, 2023; Lopez-
Ozieblo, 2023; Sharma, 2023), and facial expressions (Amgott & Gorham, 2023) such as smiling
(Jakonen & Evnitskaya, 2020) and laughter (Icbay & Koschmann, 2022; Petitjean & Morel, 2017).
Semiotic resources in interaction were shown to be facilitative and compensatory for effective
interaction. Specifically, gestures were performed by the interlocutors in Sert and Walsh’s (2013)
conversation analysis study as a means to manage claims by those with insufficient knowledge.
Smiles and laughter in interaction were performed to resolve ongoing interactional problems, as
seen in L2 French classrooms (Petitjean & Gonzélez-Martinez, 2015), in classroom management
(Jakonen & Evnitskaya, 2020), or even to co-construct interactional success (Icbay & Koschmann,
2022; Petitjean & Morel, 2017). Semiotic elements can, thus, be regarded as a resource for
interaction in that interlocutors are able to draw upon the pre-established multimodal resources,
embodied semiotic resources, to compensate for their limited language performance (Tai & Dai,
2023).

TABLE 6. Studies related to the factor of non-linguistic resources

Factor: Non-linguistic Resources

Studies
Semiotic resources in a kindergarten play Karrebaek, 2011
Gestures in interactional management of claims of insufficient knowledge  Sert & Walsh, 2013
Laughing and smiling to manage trouble in French classroom interaction  Petitjean & Gonzéalez-Martinez,

2015
Pedagogical gestures in classroom interaction Matsumoto & Dobs, 2017
Diversification of IC resources — semiotic resources Balaman & Sert, 2017a
Interactional achievement of laughter (“hahaha”) in WhatApp Petitjean & Morel, 2017
Increase in students’ non-lingusitic resources Watanabe, 2017
Teachers’ smiles as interactional resources in CIC Jakonen & Evnitskaya, 2020
Students’ and teachers’ use of technological features Dooly & Tudini, 2022
Laughs together in panel meetings as an interactional accomplishment Icbay & Koschmann, 2022
Semiotic resources for social actions: a case of L2 Icelandic Theodérsdottir & Eskildsen, 2022

continue to next page...
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Embodied modes (gestures and facial expressions) in L2 French Amgott & Gorham, 2023
Progression of gestures with L2 Proficiency Lopez-Ozieblo, 2023
Visual technology, material space and human bodies in L2 interactions Sharma, 2023
Multimodal resources to compensate the limited L2 resources Tai & Dai, 2023

FACTOR 7: CONTENT KNOWLEDGE

Content knowledge refers to what interlocutors use in their speaking, generating meanings
specific to each field of study or conversation topic. This type of knowledge is considered
relevant to topical knowledge in some contexts and facilitative in the meaning-making process,
especially among individuals in the same discipline.

TABLE 7. Studies related to the factor of content knowledge

Factor: Content Knowledge

Studies
Interaction among one Thai tutor and three Japanese tutees Kimura, 2020
Students’ IC needs for authentic interaction Dai, 2023

Two empirical studies, as provided in Table 7, illustrated how content knowledge
played a role in ongoing interaction. In Kimura (2020), a Thai tutor and three Japanese tutees
referred to some of the highlighted content, or prior knowledge, which was related to what was
being discussed in conversation. As such, the content was drawn upon to form a mutual
understanding in a multi-party interaction, and the tutees also generated content-relevant
linguistic outputs as ways to foster understanding. Similarly, in Dai (2023), students’ authentic
interaction needs were analysed, and students, as real-world interactants, also expressed their
perceived needs for content knowledge to help them accomplish communicative tasks in various
interactional situations. When engaging in real-world interaction, especially in academic contexts
(e.g., lectures, academic talks, Q and A sessions, and classroom discussions) with others in the
same repertoire, the interlocutors relied upon their prior knowledge of such content, and this
content knowledge helped them expand their interactional patterns. Thus, content knowledge
functions as a resource for interaction, especially among those from a similar repertoire, to better
facilitate the establishment of intersubjectivity.

FACTOR 8: PSYCHOLOGICAL ELEMENTS

The literature indicates that human sociality is inevitably influenced by psychology-related
elements. The research revealed that interlocutors’ interactional participation varies depending on
their willingness to communicate (WTC), motivation, topic-related interests for topic
management and elaboration, and self-efficacy. Such psychological factors appear to shape their
sequential patterns of interaction, direct the interactional trajectory, and modify their linguistic
output to either repair erroneous utterances or position themselves in real-time interactions.

Of the 67 studies, eight explored how psychological issues influenced interaction, as
illustrated in Table 8. Specifically, Cao (2011) investigated WTC in L2 classroom interactions
and demonstrated that situational WTC was the result of the interplay between self-confidence,
individual characteristics, emotion, opportunities to speak, contextual conditions (e.g., topic,
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activity, conversation partners, instructor, and group size), and linguistic ability. Similarly, Sato’s
(2023) CA-informed study in a Japanese EFL classroom reported that WTC fluctuated depending
on the interlocutors’ proficiency levels. Wei and Cao (2021) also explored types of interactional
participation in the classroom and revealed three different types of student participation: willing,
silent, and forced participation. The forced participation also appeared in Sert’s (2017) paper,
which emphasised the inclusion of turn management performed by the teacher in establishing an
interaction-for-learning space. Avila (2019) suggested that the more students engaged in
interaction-based practices, the better they became at interaction. Jakonen and Evnitskaya (2020)
further showed that students’ self-confidence was enhanced through teachers’ smiling. Such
practices may function as a backchannel to support students’ engagement in an ongoing
configuration of spoken utterances. However, smiling and shared laughter in some institutional
contexts (e.g., medical meetings) may be perceived differently. Icbay and Koschmann (2022)
illustrated that shared laughter may be seen as an alleviation of tension. In contrast, its absence
could be perceived as disagreement and as a conflict-related expression that may shape the
organisation of talk.

TABLE 8. Studies related to the factor of psychological elements

Factor: Psychological Elements

Studies
Situational WTC in L2 classroom interaction Cao, 2011
Students’ engagement in L2 classroom interaction Sert, 2017
Learners’ participation gained through an interactional space Avila, 2019
Teachers’ smiles to restore students’ sense of self-confidence Jakonen & Evnitskaya, 2020
Willing, Silent and Forced participation in classroom Wei & Cao, 2021
Shared laughter in panel meetings to show tension, disagreement, and conflict Icbay & Koschmann, 2022
Students’ WTC in synchronous group discussion tasks Nematizadeh & Cao, 2023

Fluctuations in the WTC of Japanese EFL speakers across proficiencies levels ~ Sato, 2023

The conceptualisation of IC has been advanced by this literature-informed analysis to
include the psychological dimension. Not only does this finding resonate with the established
definition of IC as a dynamic, complex, co-constructed, and context-specific construct (e.g.,
Pekarek Doehler, 2018; Young, 2011), but it also expands to be psychologically driven in nature.
It is evident in Cao’s (2011) work that capitalises on the interplay between self-efficacy, personal
traits, emotion, opportunities to produce utterances, context-specific conditions, and linguistic
competence. Sato (2023) further highlights that the psychological element, especially WTC, is
found situational or fluctuating across proficiency levels. This means that these psychological
elements appear to influence linguistic choices in utterance production, decisions to remain silent,
and individual participation in interaction. Thus, it can be acknowledged that IC can be seen as a
psychology-driven construct.
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CONCLUSION

This systematic review characterised the holistic literature-informed factors that influence
interaction. As illustrated in Figure 2, interactional success is not determined primarily by
linguistic knowledge (Kentmen et al., 2023). Instead, a multitude of layered factors contribute to
intercultural communication (IC), including social actions, interactional mechanisms,
sociopragmatics, pragmalinguistics, linguistic knowledge, non-linguistic resources, content
knowledge, and psychological issues. To achieve the intersubjectivity of communicative turn-by-
turn interaction, interlocutors must have a communicative intention to perform social actions,
which includes using various interactional mechanisms to initiate, maintain, repair, and close
conversations. This requires knowledge of language and how language operates across contexts in
order to be pragmatically and socially appropriate. Other resources for interaction (e.g., semiotics)
need to be incorporated to facilitate the meaning-making process. Finally, interaction is also
affected by psychological factors, which shape the interlocutor’s participation in, and the trajectory
of, the interaction. The synthesis of literature further highlights the interrelation between factors,
reflecting the nature of IC. Specifically, to produce one social action, interlocutors need to draw
upon a series of interactional mechanisms, stemming from linguistic knowledge in utterance
production. Importantly, those utterances need to be socially accepted (sociopragmatics),
pragmatically appropriate (pragmalinguistics), accompanied by other non-linguistic resources, and
based on psychological states at the time of the conversation. IC may, thus, be characterised as the
result of the spontaneous execution of factors involved in ongoing interaction.

Social actions |

= Interactional mechanisms ——

Sociopragmatics — Interactional Context

Pragmalinguistics — Interactional
Intersubjectivity ., Interactional Success Competence

Development

interrelated
F==lm Tttt T T r o
]

Linguistic knowledge ~ —

applied o create

Semiotic resources —

Contentknowledge —

Psychological issues —

FIGURE 2. An account of the literature-informed factors influencing IC

These findings provide pedagogical implications for language learning and teaching.
Language teachers could be made aware of these potential factors and their roles in students’
participation in interaction. As such, teachers could design pedagogical activities to facilitate an
interaction-for-learning approach that offers interaction-based opportunities. In this context,
students can exercise their interactional mechanisms to accomplish pragmatically and
socioculturally appropriate social actions. Interaction-for-learning appears in the work of Balaman
and Sert (2017a), Tai and Dai (2023), and Watanabe (2017), highlighting that students’
interactional exposure contributes to subsequent language development. Teachers can implement
interaction-based tasks or peer-to-peer interaction activities (e.g., pair or group discussions, and
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role-plays) so that students’ interactional competence and language ability can be developed
simultaneously. In skill-focused lessons, peer-to-peer discussion, whether in L1 or L2, needs to be
incorporated into in-class activities despite the focus on receptive skills. For instance, in reading
and listening lessons, peer-to-peer discussion is suggested as a means to increase exposure to
interactional opportunities. Guiding questions after chapters can also be considered a facilitative
tool for teachers when multiple content areas are focused on. In this way, teachers can cover all
required content from a course syllabus, while students can also have opportunities to exercise
their interactional competence. This, in turn, is believed to promote students’ language acquisition
and development (e.g. Gass, 2003) since students could draw upon their prior knowledge and
exercise interactional practices necessary for achieving intersubjectivity, either in the target
language or L1. For assessment, dynamic assessment with ongoing language use needs to be
emphasised to foster interactional success through socio-collaboration among interlocutors. This
can also account for the phenomenon of mismatch between test scores and actual competence in
real-world language use.

Future research should continue to shift from a micro- to a macro-analytical investigation.
Since 2010, IC studies have explored the micro features within communicative interaction through
CA, leaving a scarcity of research on other factors that come into play when interlocutors engage
in spontaneous, emergent, complex, and dynamic interaction. As evidenced in the current review,
psychological mechanisms have been neglected in the conceptualisation of IC. Apart from the
literature-informed factors discussed in this review, it may be worth considering additional factors
that may emerge from various types of interaction, whether in dyads, triads, or teams. Future
studies may also explore the interplay among these factors in determining interaction success and
the sources of each factor that contribute to the theory-driven notion of IC.
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