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Setting the stage for the central themes and the articles in this special issue, this introduction delineates
the epistemological confluences, complementarities, and differences among conversation analysis (CA),
on the one hand, and 2 strands of usage-based linguistics, on the other—namely, usage-based second-
language acquisition (SLA) and interactional linguistics. This implies depicting how an increased inter-
est in actual usage within the field of linguistics, including usage-based SLA, has converged with the basic
assumptions in CA and interactional linguistics: (a) Language use is primordially and primarily situated
in social interaction, and (b) language emerges out of social interaction. We scrutinize the grounds for
combining the 3 frameworks for investigating second language development, illustrate such combina-
tion through the discussion of some of the rare existing studies that integrate these frameworks, and
argue for the need to develop the methodological combinations further in order to move toward an
ecologically more valid understanding of how language develops out of language use. On that basis, and
additionally drawing on the individual contributions to the special issue, we then outline some implica-
tions for L2 education.
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“The forms of natural languages are created, gov-
erned, constrained, acquired and used in the service
of communicative functions.” (MacWhinney et al.,
1984, p. 128)

“A language is composed of conventional symbols
shaped by their social-communicative functions.”
(Tomasello, 1992, p. 67)
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“That language is social in nature stems from the fact
that it is used for social action within a context of
language use (…)” (Larsen–Freeman, 2006, p. 593)

“Language acquisition emerges through interaction
with other human beings within a social context.”
(de Bot et al., 2007, p. 11)

“The realization of the primacy of language usage
to language acquisition necessitates a commitment
to (…) the study of contextualized functional dis-
course.” (Ellis & Cadierno, 2009, p. 112)

“Aspects of language structure are designed for con-
versational use.” (Sacks et al., 1974, p. 22)

“Grammar’s integrity and efficacy are bound up with
its place in larger schemes of organization of human
conduct, and with social interaction in particular.”
(Ochs et al., 1996, p. 2)

“Grammar is a central resource in social mem-
bers’ interactional competence—a set of practices
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deployed in practical activities.” (Kasper & Wagner,
2011, p. 120)

“Linguistic forms (…) can be thought of as recurrent
and sedimented ways of accomplishing specific so-
cial actions in talk-in-interaction.” (Couper–Kuhlen,
2014, p. 624)

“Meaning is (…) not a feature that lives in the linguis-
tic form but rather the experience of what action a
certain way of talking usually does.” (Wagner, 2015,
p. 88)

THROUGHOUT THE PAST DECADES, THE
field of linguistics has seen a sea change in its
understanding of language and language learn-
ing. Based on an increased focus on naturally oc-
curring language use, researchers have provided
growing empirical evidence suggesting that both
the nature and the development of language are
grounded in human social interaction and hu-
man perception of the world. This has given rise
to usage-based models of language that build the-
ory on the observation that grammatical struc-
tures are deployed in contextualized, locally con-
tingent ways and are therefore ever changing and
evolving (Bybee, 2010; Fillmore et al., 1988; Gold-
berg, 1995; Hopper, 1987; Langacker, 1987). Lin-
guistic structures emerge from use and grow out
of repeated co-occurrences in use, and they do
so primordially in and through social interaction
as the primary habitat of language, both phyloge-
netically and ontogenetically (Deacon, 1997; Lee
et al., 2009; Levinson, 2006; MacWhinney, 2008).
This basic understanding has been supported and
refined by evidence from various fields of in-
vestigation, including first (L1) and second lan-
guage (L2) learning (Bates & MacWhinney, 1988;
Ellis, 2002; Robinson & Ellis, 2008; Tomasello,
2003), corpus linguistics (Sinclair, 1991), the
study of grammaticalization (Hopper & Traugott,
2003), and interactional linguistics (IL; Couper–
Kuhlen & Selting, 2018; Ochs et al., 1996; Pekarek
Doehler, 2021b).
Despite these important developments, the

field of second language acquisition (SLA) is yet
to take systematic interest in investigating how L2
structures are put to work interactionally and how
they emerge from such specific interactional use.
Research is needed that addresses both the local
and the long-term emergence of patterns of lan-
guage use in social interaction and sheds light on
the precise role of linguistic structures in shaping
L2 speakers’ ability to interact (interactional com-
petence) and on the precise role of the nature of
L2 speakers’ interactional environments and ex-
periences in shaping their L2 grammars. This is
exactly what this special issue ties into. We argue

that social interaction is the primordial scene for
the learning of L2 linguistic structures. With Firth
& Wagner (2007), we share a view of language
use-in-interaction and learning as inextricably in-
tertwined and, consequently, we stress the need
to understand social interaction on its own terms
in order to understand learning. We propose
how this can be done by combining the method-
ological and conceptual instruments from usage-
based approaches to the emergence of linguistic
structures and conversation analysis (CA). Specif-
ically, we explore how usage-based SLA, interac-
tional linguistics (IL), and conversation-analytic
SLA (CA-SLA) can be combined, and what can be
gained from such a combination. It is our hope
that this introduction and the contributions to
this special issue can offer a modest step toward
an integrative perspective in SLA that has contin-
uously been called for during the last decade but
that has mostly remained confined to program-
matic statements (Atkinson, 2011; Beckner et al.,
2009; Douglas Fir Group, 2016; Firth & Wagner,
1997, 2007; Hulstijn et al., 2014).
Recent calls for a new SLA stress the need to

take “the social–local worlds of L2 learners” (Dou-
glas Fir Group, 2016, p. 20)—and specifically their
social acting in this world (see already Firth &
Wagner, 1997, 2007)—as a starting point for in-
vestigating L2 development:

Language learning begins at the micro level of social activ-
ity [emphasis added] (…) through L2 learners’ re-
peated experience in regularly occurring and recur-
ring contexts of use, often characterized by interper-
sonal (oral, signed, or written) interaction with other
social actors.” (Douglas Fir Group, 2016, p. 27)

Locating learning in the social–local worlds
(or, the life-world; Schutz & Luckmann, 1973) of
L2 speakers centrally involves seeking to under-
stand how such learning emerges from and at
the same time feeds into speakers’ social—that
is, interactional—practices within those worlds.
These social–local worlds are themselves histori-
cally shaped and inhabited by people whose prac-
tices (including their use of language) are the cu-
mulative effects of their past experiences in and
with the world: While microprocesses of emer-
gence may be configured locally, in the course of
a single interaction, speakers are dealing with and
drawing on linguistic resources that have filtered
down to them through repeated and recalibrated
use across months, years, or even decades, from
the very first functional use or negotiation of a
given format.
While language emergence must be acknowl-

edged to happen across timescales (MacWhinney,
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2015), we consider, specifically for L2 learning, so-
cial interaction to be both a central driving force
and aim of L2 learning. Accordingly, we set out in
this special issue to contribute to a better under-
standing of how patterns of language use emerge
out of social interaction and how they develop
and routinize as resources for social action, that
is, as part of the systematic procedures that partic-
ipants use for coordinating and jointly organizing
their interactions and establishing mutual under-
standing. To be clear, our point here is not that
language is only about interpersonal relations—
it is also about navigating in, being part of, draw-
ing on, and making sense of changing (material)
surroundings, typically in close collaboration with
others (see Hellermann & Thorne, 2022, this is-
sue). Our point is, however, that language and
language development are inextricably bound to
social–interactional practices and contexts, that
they are shaped by these and at the same time con-
tribute to shaping them.

We hence address two interrelated SLA issues:
The first (a) pertains to social interaction as
the driving force of L2 development, and the
second (b) to the development of L2 patterns
of language use as resources for accomplish-
ing social interaction. While (a) is about retrac-
ing the interactional grounding of the develop-
ment of linguistic patterns from exemplar-based
construction toward increased productivity and,
possibly, schematization, (b) is concerned with
evidencing trajectories of both expansion and
routinization in the functional use of language
patterns for carrying out actions (e.g., request-
ing, accounting, promising, reporting) and ac-
complishing interaction-organizational purposes,
such as managing floor-holding and speaker tran-
sition (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973) or alerting co-
participants to incipient next actions. In other
words, (b) specifically addresses the develop-
ment of an L2 grammar-for-interaction (Pekarek
Doehler, 2018). In a nutshell, as we see it, L2 de-
velopment is about expanding a linguistic inven-
tory and accomplishing an increasingly wider ar-
ray of social actions but it is also about routinizing,
and possibly grammaticizing, linguistic patterns as
interaction-organizational devices.

We argue that addressing the issues outlined
so far is not only key to understanding the re-
lation between L2 use and L2 development but
also highlights a core concern in SLA as it speaks
to the very foundational fabric of the local–social
world of L2 speakers. Our argument is rooted
in a view of social interaction as the bedrock of
human linguistic functioning—and hence of the
development of language. That is, we view the

achievement of social interaction and the learn-
ing of linguistic resources as inextricably bound
to each other. While such a view is basically shared
across usage-based and conversation analytic re-
search (as evidenced in the quotes cited in the
opening of this introduction), only a few investi-
gations in the field of SLA take it as the starting
point for the empirical study of language learn-
ing.

The epistemological question we ask, then, is
this: Given the current state of research, how can
we investigate SLA as it “emerges through inter-
action with other human beings within a social
context” (de Bot et al., 2007, p. 11)? And how
can we study the developmental trajectories of
L2 resources that, over time, become function-
ally “used for social action” (Larsen–Freeman,
2006, p. 593) and become “recurrent and sed-
imented ways of accomplishing specific social
actions in talk-in-interaction” (Couper–Kuhlen,
2014, p. 624)? Combining CA and usage-based
frameworks provides ideal grounds for scrutiniz-
ing how linguistic resources sediment experien-
tially, in and through social interaction, to form
emergent L2 grammars for social action. Such a
combination advances our understanding of L2
speakers’ engagement with others in social in-
teraction, of how L2 learning is situated within
the local ecology of social interaction, of how L2
speakers put language to work collaboratively with
co-participants, and of how they “soft-assemble”
(Larsen–Freeman, 2010) their L2 grammars for
social action through iterative use. Moreover, the
microanalytic lens of CA lets us examine L2 mul-
timodality and the role of artifacts in the material
environments of L2 interaction. The special issue
is designed to address these issues and to outline
consequences that ensue for both SLA research
and L2 education through a range of empirical
studies complemented by two discussion pieces.

In this introduction, we set the stage for the rest
of the special issue. We first delineate the epis-
temological confluences, complementarities, and
divergences among CA-SLA, usage-based SLA,
and IL. We then exemplify, through a critical
discussion of two empirical studies, what can be
gained by bringing together the conceptual and
methodological apparatus of CA and usage-based
linguistics (UBL) in investigating two L2 develop-
mental issues: (a) the emergence of constructions
in and through social interaction, and (b) the rou-
tinization and functional expansion of construc-
tions for socio-interactional purposes. We finally
offer an overview of the empirical articles in the
special issue before concluding and outlining im-
plications for L2 education.
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USAGE-BASED SLA, CONVERSATION
ANALYSIS, AND INTERACTIONAL
LINGUISTICS

The epistemological impetus behind merging
the interests from usage-based SLA, CA-SLA, and
IL is that each of the three strands has advanced
our understanding of overlapping and, we argue,
mutually constitutive aspects of the role of usage
in language development, but none of them alone
can account for how linguistic constructions are
shaped by use and learned in and through use
as speakers deploy them to accomplish social ac-
tions in sequentially sensitive ways. Usage-based
SLA (e.g., Ellis & Ferreira–Junior, 2009; Eskild-
sen, 2012) provides an apparatus for tracing pat-
terns of language use across time from their
exemplar-based origins. However, as pointed out
in Eskildsen & Cadierno (2015), usage-based SLA
research has typically abstracted use from its
primary habitat—social interaction—thus leaving
unattended the situated, interactional dynamics
and discourse-functional roots of exemplar-based
learning. CA-SLA in turn offers methodological
tools for scrutinizing such situated specifics of L2
learning (e.g., Brouwer, 2003) through its inter-
est in the minute sequential organization of ac-
tions andmutual adaptations among participants.
Longitudinal CA-SLA in particular, going back to
Brouwer and Wagner’s (2004) pioneering obser-
vations, has evidenced the development of L2 in-
teractional competence as L2 speakers’ adaptive
ability to accomplish social actions, for example
repair, story-telling, and conversational openings
and closings (Pekarek Doehler & Berger, 2018;
2019; Pekarek Doehler & Pochon–Berger, 2011,
2015).1 Such work, however, has remained largely
agnostic as to the role of linguistic resources in
that development, thus leaving the ground fer-
tile for postanalytic applications of usage-based
SLA. Last, IL (Couper–Kuhlen & Selting, 2018;
Maschler et al., 2020; Ochs et al., 1996; Pekarek
Doehler et al., 2015) provides methodological
and conceptual tools for understanding the social
anchoring of linguistic patterning and the rela-
tionship between linguistic items and the social
actions they can accomplish but has so far not
been applied to longitudinal case studies of lan-
guage development, be it L1 or L2.
In sum, usage-based SLA provides a method

for tracing linguistic patterns in action over time,
CA-SLA provides a method for capturing the
local-social specifics and the dimension of action
accomplishment in L2 learning, and IL offers
a toolbox for understanding grammar as “rou-
tinized ways to implement actions” (Thompson &

Couper–Kuhlen, 2005, p. 808). The three strands
of research find common ground in the funda-
mentally experiential observability, noticeability,
and learnability of language (Eskildsen & Kasper,
2019), and their combination translates into a ro-
bust epistemological apparatus for understanding
and explaining L2 development in terms of an
embodied grammar for accomplishing social ac-
tion. We will briefly outline the three strands in
the following sections.

Usage-Based SLA

UBL has come to be a cover-term for a range
of linguistic theories that, in brief terms, abolish
the syntax–lexis distinction and do away with
the sharp competence–performance distinction,
instead putting language use at the center of
language emergence and learning. UBL views
language as an inventory of cognitive schemas
variably referred to as form–meaning pairings,
symbolic units, or constructions. They are de-
scribed along a continuum of specificity (from
fixed formulas to abstract schematic templates,
which in turn sanction the single instantiations)
and complexity (from morphemes to full utter-
ances). This implies a “maximalistic language
model in which abstract grammatical patterns
and the lexical instantiations of those patterns are
jointly included and which may consist of many
different levels of schematic abstraction” (Tum-
mers et al., 2005, pp. 228–229). Learning a lan-
guage is seen as an exemplar-based process of ex-
tracting regularities among linguistic patterns in
a slow and piecemeal fashion along a trajectory of
increasing schematicity from formulas to abstract
representations (Ellis, 2002; Tomasello, 2003).
The idea of a usage-based approach to linguis-

tic phenomena has epistemological forerunners
in anthropological linguistics and sociolinguistics
of the 1960s, particularly Hymes (1962, 1972). His
notion of communicative competence builds on
the idea that language is communicative action
and that people learn it as such through experi-
ence. Similarly, UBL takes a bottom-up perspec-
tive on language emergence and argues that lan-
guage is fundamentally shaped by function in dis-
course (Bates & MacWhinney, 1988; Tomasello,
1992). Concrete exemplars of form–meaning
pairings constitute the beginnings of language
users’ cognitive processes of extracting schematic
generalities that result in generic templates that
in turn sanction the comprehension and use of
new exemplars. In other words, any and all of a
language user’s extracted generalities stem from
specific occasions of use (Tomasello, 2000). This
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has been supported repeatedly in child language
studies that have pioneered usage-based models
of language through providing compelling empir-
ical evidence (Ambridge & Lieven, 2015; Brandt
et al., 2011; MacWhinney, 1975; Tomasello, 2003).

Since Ellis’s (2002) seminal focus article in a
special issue of Studies in Second Language Acqui-
sition, UBL has been gaining attention in SLA
research. Experimental work in psycholinguistics
has confirmed the ontological reality of construc-
tions as form–meaning pairings (e.g., Ellis, 2002;
Ellis et al., 2014; Gries & Wulff, 2005, 2009). A
growing body of nonexperimental research, in-
cluding case studies and corpus-based investiga-
tions, is documenting and discussing L2 learn-
ing over time in terms of an exemplar-based and
frequency-biased process in which L2 users are
developing a repertoire of interrelated construc-
tions on the basis of recurring exemplars (e.g.,
Ellis & Ferreira–Junior, 2009; Eskildsen, 2012,
2015, 2020, inter alia; Horbowicz & Nordanger,
2021; Lesonen et al., 2020; Roehr–Brackin, 2014;
Römer & Berger, 2019; Tode & Sakai, 2016).

One finding that is consistently emerging from
recent research is that the exemplar-based trajec-
tory is not necessarily a path from ‘one to many’
but can also be from ‘a few to more’ in a pro-
cess where both recurring multiword expressions
and constructions that are partially specific and
partially schematic (for example, “are you ADJEC-
TIVE?” in L2 English question formation) play an
essential role across phases in development (Es-
kildsen, 2015, 2017, 2020; Horbowicz & Nordan-
ger, 2021; Lesonen et al., 2018, 2020). The fact
that the exemplar-based learning trajectory per
se is flexible in this way is in alignment with the
competition model’s notion of multidimensional
processes of competition at various levels of hu-
man behavior and cognition (MacWhinney, 2015)
and with the notion of soft assembly as found in
complexity theory (Larsen–Freeman, 2010): The
L2 inventory as it is being built through use is
permeable and open to change at any point as
speakers coadapt in interaction. This means for
SLA that the learning trajectory is highly suscep-
tible to interactional needs, linguistic awareness,
and cross-linguistic influence (e.g., MacWhinney,
2015; Lesonen et al., 2020; Roehr–Brackin, 2014).

While usage-based approaches to SLA have
shown the importance of frequency effects and
prototypicality of meaning in construction learn-
ing and have mapped out exemplar-based emer-
gence of L2 constructions, evidence for how L2
structures are put to work interactionally and how
they develop from such specifically interactional
use is scarce (Pekarek Doehler, 2018). This may

be because the necessary data can be difficult to
obtain, but it may also be because longitudinal
microanalysis of L2 sociointeractional practices
of the type that could tackle such issues poses a
range of tricky methodological challenges when
it comes to warranting comparability, over time,
of speakers’ social practices—and hence of the
social-interactional and contextual grounding of
language use (for a recent discussion, see Depper-
mann & Pekarek Doehler, 2021). Attempting to
understand the social-interactional roots of emer-
gent L2 grammars, however, is in full alignment
with the usage-based epistemology—as evidenced
in the introductory quotes—but it necessitates
the complementation of usage-based approaches
with a theory of social action—namely, CA (Es-
kildsen, 2018a, 2018b; Eskildsen & Kasper, 2019;
Pekarek Doehler, 2018; Pekarek Doehler & Bala-
man, 2021; see also Larsen–Freeman, 2010, on the
importance of understanding themicrolevel of in-
teraction for the purposes of understanding long-
term L2 learning).

CA-SLA

For the past two decades, CA-SLA has mapped
out L2 learning as situated activities that are so-
cially accomplished through certain displayed be-
haviors (e.g., Brouwer, 2003; Eskildsen, 2019; Es-
kildsen & Theodórsdóttir, 2017; Firth & Wagner,
2007; Greer, 2019; Lilja, 2014; Markee & Kasper,
2004; Mondada & Pekarek Doehler, 2004; Sven-
nevig, 2018). These behaviors include system-
atic practices for accomplishing repair and doing
noticing, focusing on form, preempting trouble,
reindexing recently learned items, and orienting
to new (material) objects and their lexical specifi-
cations. Such research highlights the fundamen-
tally usage-based roots of L2 learning as it reveals
the interactional specifics and sequential unfold-
ing of first instances of use—where, it is agreed,
usage-based learning begins.

Longitudinal CA-SLA, in turn, has concep-
tualized L2 learning as development of inter-
actional competence (Hall, 1993, 1995; Hall
et al., 2011; He & Young, 1998; Pekarek Doehler,
2018; Pekarek Doehler & Berger, 2018; Pekarek
Doehler & Pochon–Berger, 2015). Interactional
competence is understood in terms of members’
methods (i.e., systematic procedures in the eth-
nomethodological sense of the term; Garfinkel,
1967) for organizing social interaction. Along
these lines, CA-SLA has investigated L2 speak-
ers’ methods for accomplishing particular actions
and how these methods change and are recali-
brated over time. This research has documented
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learning trajectories for L2 speakers’ methods for
managing turn-taking, task openings and disen-
gagements, storytelling and responding to sto-
rytelling, repair, requesting, disagreeing, topic
management, sequence organization, and word
searches (e.g., Hellermann, 2008, 2011; Kim,
2016; König, 2020; Mondada & Pekarek Doehler,
2004; Nguyen, 2011, 2018, 2019; PekarekDoehler,
2018; Pekarek Doehler & Berger, 2018, 2019;
Pekarek Doehler & Pochon–Berger, 2015; Shively,
2015; SkogmyrMarian, 2022). The quoted studies
focus on a distinct action or course of action (e.g.,
initiating repair, disagreeing with others, opening
a storytelling, complaining) and investigate how
speakers’ procedures and resources (both verbal
and embodied) for accomplishing that type of ac-
tion or course of action change over time. The
research converges on a key finding: The pro-
cess of L2 interactional development implies the
diversification of procedures for action. Begin-
ner L2 speakers may employ only basic methods
for turn-taking, story opening, or disagreeing but
then complement these with more refined proce-
dures (more precision-timed turn-taking, the use
of dispreferred turn formats for dispreferred ac-
tions such as disagreement, the use of story pref-
aces, etc.) in the process of becoming efficient L2
speakers.2 Such empirical observations clearly in-
dicate the need for investigating the precise role
of emergent linguistic resources in the accom-
plishment of social action. However, to date, only
a few studies have done so.
The first systematic developmental studies

concerned with the use of specific grammati-
cal resources for coordinating L2 interaction
are Kim (2009) and Ishida (2009). Kim (2009)
traced change in the interactional use of two
Korean connectives—nuntey and kuntey—by
comparing four L2 speakers of Korean whose
proficiency levels ranged from mid-novice to
mid-advanced. The study provides evidence
for the emergence, with the more advanced
speakers, of interaction-organizational uses of
the connectives, such as the use of kuntey as a
back-linking (see Schegloff, 1996) device. In a
longitudinal case study, Ishida (2009) investi-
gated the changes that occurred over a period of
9 months in the use of the particle ne (compared
to the English tag “isn’t it” or to utterance-final
“you know”) with an L2 speaker of Japanese (see
also Masuda, 2011) in a study-abroad context.
She documented the emergence, over time, of
specifically interaction-organizational uses of
ne for pursuing co-participants’ alignment or
agreement.
Eskildsen (2011), drawing on usage-based SLA

andCA, showed how anESL learner used themul-

tiword expression “what do you say” initially ex-
clusively as a request for help in word-search se-
quences (in the sense of “how do you say X”), and
then increasingly as a repetition request (in the
sense of “what did you just say”) or for soliciting
a recipient’s opinion (in the sense of “what do
YOU say / think”). He further showed how the re-
current “what do you say” format constituted the
frequency-gated foundations of the emergence of
a more varied “(WH-) do PRO VERB” construc-
tion, distributed across communicative contexts
and functions.
Pekarek Doehler & Berger (2019) and Pekarek

Doehler (2018) analyzed the French multiword
expressions comment on dit [how do you say] and je
sais pas [I don’t know], respectively, produced by
L2 speakers when interacting with their au pair
families in a French-speaking environment. Their
findings indicate that both target constructions
evolve over time from being used first literally
(i.e., as a request for a word or as an epistemic dis-
claim, respectively, often with a complement) to-
wardmore diversified and specifically interaction-
organizational uses, without a complement, for
instance for floor-holding or floor-yielding pur-
poses.
Drawing on video recordings of service encoun-

ters involving a Korean-speaking shop owner in
Hawai‘i with limited proficiency in L2 English,
Kim (2019) described how an idiosyncratic mul-
tiword expression (“we limit ten under 20 cent
charge”) is routinized as a resource for accom-
plishing a particular social action—namely, in-
forming customers about payment policy. The
accomplishment of the informing is shown to
rely on participants’ previous knowledge and fea-
tures of the environment, including a sign next
to the cash register that stipulates the store’s pol-
icy (“10$ limit for card transaction. 20¢ will be
charged for under 10$”). The routinization of the
idiosyncratic multiword expression is shown to be
the result of co-constructed, embodied, repeated
achievements of understanding in each inform-
ing sequence.
The studies cited in this section concurringly

show that development of L2 interactional com-
petence pertains not only to the acquisition of
new linguistic form–meaning pairings—nor does
it only concern the accomplishment of social
actions in situ. Rather, participation in usage
environments that differ slightly from previous
experiences, the accomplishment of environ-
mentally adapted (embodied) social actions, and
the gradual and ongoing understanding and
recalibration-through-use of linguistic patterns
all conspire to form the backbone of develop-
ing interactional competence—also when that
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involves the routinization of an idiosyncratic ex-
pression. The precise relationship between usage
environment, social action, and the deployment
of specific linguistic resources is the core interest
in IL, to which we turn next.

Interactional Linguistics

IL is concerned with exploring “the struc-
ture and organization of language as used in
social interaction” (Couper–Kuhlen & Selting,
2018, p. 3). It originates in a confluence of the
microsociological paradigm of CA and earlier
discourse-functional and usage-based approaches
to linguistic structure (e.g., Chafe, 1988; Hopper
& Thompson, 1980, 1984; for a recent discus-
sion see Mushin & Pekarek Doehler, 2021). Just
like these approaches, IL understands linguis-
tic structures—be they syntactic, phonological,
morphological, or lexical—as being shaped by
the functions they serve in their actual use, and
views language as contingent, temporal, and ever-
adaptive (see also Bybee, 2010; Hopper, 1998,
2011). Differently from its foundational inspira-
tions in the field of linguistics, however, IL stresses
the fact that language use is prototypically inter-
actional in nature—that is, that social interaction
is the primary habitat of language, both phyloge-
netically and ontogenetically (see also Levinson,
2006; MacWhinney, 2008; Tomasello, 2003).
Understanding use in terms of social interaction
means acknowledging that social interaction is
prior to language—is what language grows out
of—and therefore to some extent structures
language, yet it is also structured through the re-
sources provided by language (Ochs et al., 1996).
Based on this understanding, studies in IL have
prominently documented how linguistic con-
structions are employed to manage social interac-
tion across a number of languages (see the articles
in Auer & Pfänder, 2011; Deppermann & Günth-
ner, 2015; Lindström et al., 2016; Maschler et al.,
2020; Sorjonen et al., 2017), that is, how they serve
as resources for turn-taking, managing disagree-
ment, projecting incipient turns and actions, and
accomplishing mutually recognizable actions.
IL hence investigates linguistic constructions as
part of speakers’ “routinized ways to implement
actions” (Thompson & Couper–Kuhlen, 2005,
p. 482).

Studies analyzing multiword expressions have,
for instance, documented the use of complement-
taking predicate constructions involving mental
verbs—such as “I (don’t) know,” “I mean,” or
“you know”—as marker-like, highly routinized
interaction-organizational devices (e.g., Helmer

et al., 2016; Imo, 2007; Kärkkäinen, 2003; Keeval-
lik, 2011). We know from earlier work that these
grammaticize as epistemic or phatic markers or
parentheticals (e.g., Bybee, 2010; Jucker & Smith,
1998; Östman, 1981; Thompson & Mulac, 1991)
and that such grammaticization reaches far back
in history (see Brinton, 1996, for Middle English;
Greimas & Keane, 2001, for Middle French).
Against this background, the distinctive trait of
studies in IL lies in the fact that they specifically
explore the interaction-organizational workings
of such constructions. For instance, equivalents of
“I don’t understand” in German andHebrew have
been documented to not only function as epis-
temic hedges, but also to index interactional dis-
affiliation (Deppermann, 2011; Polak–Yitzhaki &
Maschler, 2016). Recent cross-linguistic evidence
shows that equivalents of English “I don’t know” in
languages as different as Czech, French, Hebrew,
Mandarin, and Romanian work as pragmatic in-
teractional markers that serve to preface dispre-
ferred actions (Pekarek Doehler et al., 2021),
such as disagreeing with an assessment or the non-
granting of a request. Given such findings, a rele-
vant question for SLA research is how L2 speakers
use such constructions and how that use evolves
over time.

With respect to more abstract grammatical con-
structions, a number of recent studies have been
concerned with various types of cleft structures.
There is a wealth of discourse-functional research
that has evidenced the role of clefts in the struc-
turing of information, that is, the marking of
new and old information (Jespersen, 1949; Lam-
brecht, 1994; Prince, 1978). Recent work in IL
adds to this understanding by showing that pieces
of complex clause-combining patterns may au-
tonomize (i.e., work as a syntactically indepen-
dent fragments) and routinize as interaction-
organizational devices. For instance, the initial
pieces of pseudoclefts have been shown to sedi-
ment as interactional projector constructions (see
Hopper, 2004; Hopper & Thompson, 2008, for
English; Günthner, 2006; Günthner & Hopper,
2010, for German; Maschler & Fishman, 2020, for
Hebrew; Müller Blaser, 2007; Pekarek Doehler,
2011, for French). Illustrations are provided in
the following excerpts.

EXCERPT 1

(Hopper & Thompson, 2008, p. 104)
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EXCERPT 2

(Pekarek Doehler, 2011, p. 124)

In both excerpts, the wh-piece (in bold)
projectsmore to come, but the subsequent stretch
of talk is not syntactically tied to it. The wh-piece
functions as a projector construction framing up-
coming talk in terms of the action it is about to
accomplish (e.g., it projects a paraphrase of a pre-
ceding action, as in Excerpt 1, or a specification
of a future doing, as in Excerpt 2). These pieces
hence work as (routinized) resources for dealing
with a central exigency of interaction—namely,
the need to anticipate (project; Auer, 2005) what
comes next.
Finally, there is some work on the interactional

workings of so-called insubordinate clauses, that
is, “the conventionalized main-clause use of what,
on prima facie grounds, appear to be formally
subordinate clauses” (Evans, 2007, p. 367), such
as free-standing “if” or “because” clauses. Follow-
ing Evans’s seminal work, much existing research
associates insubordination with intersubjective
alignment between speaker and hearer, related
to the delivery of requests, commands, hints,
and warnings but also with epistemic and ev-
idential meanings. The recently intensifying
interactional perspective specifically adds to this
by revealing the interaction-organizational role
of insubordinate clauses (see Couper–Kuhlen,
1996; Lindström et al., 2019; from a different
perspective, see Hilpert, 2015, on “collaborative
insubordinations”). For instance, Ford (1994)
and Ford & Mori (1994) documented that free-
standing “because” clauses serve the purpose of
fishing for recipient response or affiliation in
conversation. Such clauses often occur as a turn-
extension after the speaker’s preceding turn has
come to a completion point “in contexts where
recipient uptake is relevant but either missing,
hesitant, or less than affiliative” (Ford, 1994,
p. 537).
These are just a few examples illustrating how

speakers use elements of grammar as resources
not only for, for instance, focusing and linking
elements in discourse, but also for prospectively
alerting recipients to what they are doing next and

for retrospectively tying back to what precedes or
dealing with preceding trouble. As Ford & Fox
(1996) put it, “linguistic choices are made not
only to fit into, but also to manage and to trans-
form conversational activities” (p. 162). If this is so
with “competent” speakers in their L1, we might
expect that L2 speakers’ uses are equally akin to
serve the management of conversational activi-
ties. Grammatical routines for dealing with fun-
damental interaction-organizational issues such
as projection can be anticipated to be objects
of learning as L2 speakers develop their interac-
tional competence over time.
Furthermore, there is some—though so far

only initial evidence—for how interaction-
organizational needs actually drive the rou-
tinization of constructions, suggesting that
grammatical routines may be motivated by social-
interactional exigencies (Couper–Kuhlen, 2011)
such as turn-taking (Detges & Waltereit, 2011) or,
more generally, the sequencing of actions on a
turn-by-turn basis (Pekarek Doehler, 2021b) and
interactants’ negotiation of meaning (Hopper
& Traugott, 2003). To date, however, studies
in IL have exclusively focused on interactions
between competent L1 speakers; developmental
issues regarding L2 (or L1) use have remained
unaddressed (but see Pekarek Doehler, 2018;
Pekarek Doehler & Balaman, 2021).

INTEGRATING CA AND USAGE-BASED
FRAMEWORKS: TWO ILLUSTRATIVE
STUDIES

In this section, we provide illustrations, in the
form of two case studies, of how CA can be com-
bined with usage-based frameworks to tackle two
distinct SLA issues: (a) the exemplar-based emer-
gence of patterns of language use as rooted in lo-
cal contextual interactional problems, and (b) the
progressive routinization and functional diversifi-
cation of such patterns in and for social interac-
tion. Eskildsen (2012; Study A) reported on the
developmental trajectory of negation construc-
tions combining the method from usage-based
child language research of tracking the natural
history of linguistic patterns in use (Lieven et al.,
2003) with detailed turn-by-turn CA analysis.
Pekarek Doehler (2018; Study B), combining IL
with CA, showcased the developmental trajectory
of a lexically specific multiword expression (je sais
pas [I don’t know]) and showed how it progres-
sively diversifies in its functional use in response
to local interactional needs, ultimately routinizing
into an interaction-organizational device.
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Study A: Tracing the Emergence of Exemplar-Based
Patterns of Language Use Over Time

The study reported on here, Eskildsen (2012),
was a longitudinal study that traced the negation
constructions of two ESL learners, Carlos and Va-
lerio, over the course of 2.5 years and 3 years, re-
spectively. The data came from the Multimedia
Adult English Learner Corpus at Portland State
University, an audio–video database of ESL class-
room interaction. The purpose of the study was to
investigate the exemplar-based trajectory of nega-
tion learning and, using CA, to understand the
interactional roots of negation development.

Using type–token frequencies, Eskildsen
showed that the students’ overall learning trajec-
tories supported a view of L2 learning as going
from recurring expressions toward an increas-
ingly productive inventory of linguistic resources.
Carlos’s learning trajectory was characterized by

(1) an initial high frequency of a recurring exem-
plar of the target construction (I don’t know); (2) a
gradual increase in the use of other exemplars of the
target-like pattern, subject don’t verb; and (3) a con-
comitant gradual waning of the non-target-like pat-
tern, subject no verb. (Eskildsen, 2012, p. 342)

Valerio’s use, too, was initially dominated by a
high frequency of the multiword expression “I
don’t know.” Valerio, however, initially used the
“subject don’t verb” pattern more often and more
productively than Carlos, whereas his uses of “sub-
ject no verb” were initially relatively infrequent but
increased over the first three recording periods
before waning to the brink of disappearance from
the data.

While the use of “no” as preverb negator by
Spanish speakers of English has been regarded
as a matter of transfer from L1 at least since

Cancino et al. (1978), the high degree of fluctu-
ation in the waxing and waning of the “subject no
verb” patterns in Valerio’s data could, to a large ex-
tent, be explained by recourse to his participation
in recurring interactional environments. Based
on Eskildsen (2020), we will briefly describe the
environmentally coupled emergence in Valerio’s
data of a routinized pattern for social action,
“you no verb.” This is to exemplify how usage and
biographical encounters of specific expressions
are crucial to the developmental overview as
reflected in the type–token counts.

The most frequent purposes for which Vale-
rio used the two varieties “you no verb” and “you
don’t verb” constructions were to make assertions
(Pomerantz, 1984) or ask confirmatory questions
(Turk, 1999). However, the “you no verb” construc-
tion was also used to achieve a specific purpose
for which Valerio used no other construction and
for which he did not appear to possess more rel-
evant L2 resources—namely, to instruct his fellow
students on the task at hand. One activity on one
day in class seemed especially pivotal to the devel-
opment of this aspect of Valerio’s negation reper-
toire (Excerpt 3) where the students were doing
free movement interactions, a common praxis in
this classroom in which the students walk around
and engage relatively briefly in cued serial dyadic
interactions (Hellermann & Cole, 2009). In this
exercise, the students had been instructed by the
teacher to write down the names of the students
who answered their “are you going to+ verb” ques-
tions affirmatively.

In lines 1–3, a classmate asks Valerio a task ques-
tion and Valerio answers. The student then starts
writing, and Valerio instructs her not to write at
this point, using “you no write” as the main re-
source to achieve this (4–8). Valerio ends his turn
with “you no:,” accompanied by a vertical open

EXCERPT 3

February 13, 2004

(Eskildsen, 2012, p. 356)
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palm gesture (8–9). The gesture seemingly works
as an embodied completion of the turn (Olsher,
2004), thus projecting a relevant point for speaker
transition. In response, the co-participant deliv-
ers a “nothing” (10) which displays understanding
and thus helps maintain intersubjectivity, and Va-
lerio immediately incorporates the item into his
next turn, a repetition of the instruction, “you
no write nothing.” The sequence is finally closed
down as Valerio’s partner, in line 12, thanks him
following a change-of-state token “o:h” (Heritage,
1984), which works as a claim that she has now un-
derstood Valerio’s instruction.
On this day, Valerio uses the expression “you

no write” eight times to instruct his classmates in
this same way. Importantly, recipients’ responses
on these occasions provide the interactional
validation of the functionality of this otherwise
nonstandard format. Valerio is not just produc-
ing language in these instances; he is engaged
in collaborative sense-making procedures that
ascribe actions to the expressions he uses (see
Kim, 2019). The action of instructing somebody
on how to do something is for Valerio strictly cou-
pled with the “you no verb” construction. It seems
to emerge, in Valerio’s experience, as a resource
for accomplishing this specific action—it is, in
other words, derived from interactional practices
in which the act of instructing is relevant and
recognized as such by others.
With the recurring interactional uses of “you

no write,” the nonstandard negation, in the first
instance probably arising from cross-linguistic
influence, becomes a quantitative preference
in Valerio’s linguistic repertoire, and its use in
later interactions a matter of the frequency-
biased construction of his linguistic inventory.
It becomes an established, routinized resource
with a clear relation between the expression and
the action it is used to accomplish (Eskildsen
& Kasper, 2019; Pekarek Doehler & Balaman,
2021). The deployment of this particular pattern
at this particular time, then, is a matter of using
available resources allowing Valerio to achieve
his interactional goals. It is a “make-do” solution
whose deployment in a recurring interactional
environment leaves a profound mark on Valerio’s
ongoing “soft assembly” of linguistic resources
(Larsen–Freeman, 2010). Given the highly con-
textualized nature of “you no write,” it is likely
that different interactional environments (e.g.,
different or differently structured language learn-
ing tasks in the classroom) would have yielded
a different trajectory of emergence for this par-
ticular feature of Valerio’s negation repertoire.
Referring to Eskildsen (2012) as an exemplary

study in her overview of complexity theory in
SLA, Larsen–Freeman (2015) made the point
that Valerio’s changing repertoire in response
to situational changes is, indeed, what would be
expected of changes in a dynamic system.

Study B: Tracing the Functional Diversification of a
Pattern of Language Use Over Proficiency Levels

This ongoing study, preliminary findings of
which were reported in Pekarek Doehler (2018),
is concerned with how speakers, over time, de-
velop an L2 grammar-for-interaction, and how
such development may be driven by speakers’
repeated dealings with locally emergent social-
interactional needs. Focusing on the negative
epistemic expressions je sais pas [I know.1SG
NEG] (henceforth JSP), and drawing on the
methodological and conceptual apparatuses of
CA-SLA and interactional linguistics, the study
investigates the progressive routinization and
functional diversification of JSP in L2 devel-
opment: Do L2 speakers develop, over time,
interaction-organizational uses of JSP? If so, what
is the related developmental trajectory? Does that
trajectory show parallels to what we know about
grammaticization in language change?
Prior research has shown that complement-

taking predicate constructions involving mental
verbs, such as “I (don’t) know” or “you know,”
grammaticize as epistemic or phatic markers in
a wide range of languages (e.g., Bybee, 2010;
Jucker & Smith, 1998; Östman, 1981; Thompson
& Mulac, 1991; see previous discussion), and that
some of these markers work as highly routinized
interaction-organizational devices in L1 interac-
tions (e.g., the articles in Lindström et al., 2016).
The fundamental question this raises for SLA is
whether parallel issues can be observed in L2 de-
velopment.
The study design is pseudolongitudinal in

nature, comparing four L2-French-speaking au
pairs of different levels of proficiency, rang-
ing from beginner to upper-intermediate-level
speakers (they were ranked A1 through B2 on
a school-administered test compatible with the
Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages [CEFR]). The data consist of record-
ings of the au pairs’ naturally occurring interac-
tions with their host families during lunch, coffee,
or dinner; the parallels between the recorded situ-
ations in terms of types of participants, familiarity
between them, type of setting (meals in the host
family’s home), and speech exchange system (or-
dinary conversation) allowed for maximal compa-
rability across these naturally occurring data. So
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EXCERPT 4

Julie 100323

(Pekarek Doehler, 2018, p. 14)

far, between 2.5 and 4 hours of recording have
been transcribed and analyzed per participant;
overall, the data comprise 73 tokens of JSP occur-
ring without complement (occurrences with com-
plement were excluded from the analysis).

Based on this data, the findings provide initial
evidence for a possible developmental trajectory
of L2 grammar-for-interaction: L2 speakers move
from a limited range of literal uses of the multi-
word expression at hand (JSP as a claim of lack
of knowledge) to a diversified range of marker-
like uses. These include not only the use of JSP as
an epistemic hedge (or epistemic parenthetical;
Thompson & Mulac, 1991) but also interaction-
organizational uses of JSP, for example, as a pref-
ace to a disagreement or as a turn-exit device. The
marker-like uses emerging at upper-intermediate
level in the data are characterized by semantic
bleaching, morphophonological reduction, and
prosodic downgrading, which are well known fea-
tures of grammaticization (Hopper & Traugott,
2003). This suggests that the construction under-
goes a progressive routinization as a marker-like
interaction-organizational device.

The use of JSP as a turn-exit marker is illus-
trated in Excerpt 4, in which Julie and her host
mother, Marie, are speculating whether the sol-
diers stationed in a nearby bunker are having par-
ties or not.

Julie offers an eyewitness report that comes
to a possible completion, in line 6, with the fi-

nal falling intonation (marked in the transcript
by means of a full stop), indicating the end of
her turn (a so-called complex transition rele-
vance place; Ford & Fox, 1996). Yet her guess
(6), although it makes recipient response rele-
vant, is met with a lengthy 3.5-second silence (7).
Julie then extends her turn with a low-voiced
(indicated by means of the ° ° symbols), mor-
phophonologically reduced “>°j’sais pas°<” (8)
delivered with speedup of tempo (indicated by
> <), thereby recompleting her turn. This token
is clearly treated by Marie as a turn-exit device,
as Marie immediately produces an acknowledg-
ing “mh.” (9)—whereas such a reaction was no-
tably absent before. So, by means of the added-
on “j’sais pas” in a turn extension, Julie redoes
a turn ending (note that the lower volume here
is clearly closing implicative), while at the same
time providing a second sequential opportunity
for recipient reaction: The “j’sais pas” works as an
interaction-organizational device related to the
organization of turn-taking. With Julie, an upper-
intermediate level speaker (B2), such interaction-
organizational uses of JSPmake up roughly a third
of the total JSPs occurring without a complement
in the data; uses as an epistemic hedge make up
another third and uses as a claim of no knowledge
also roughly one third. This stands in sharp con-
trast to the lower level speakers, with whom JSP
is observed to almost exclusively work in its literal
sense as a claim of no knowledge.



14 The Modern Language Journal 106 (2022)

The developmental trajectory from initial
literal use of JSP to interaction-organizational
marker brings L2 speakers’ interactional prac-
tices close to what has been observed for L1
speakers (e.g., Pekarek Doehler et al., 2021).
In other words, in the course of L2 learning,
grammar develops as a resource for interaction.
This converges with findings on other multiword
constructions, such as comment on dit [how do you
say], as reported in Pekarek Doehler & Skogmyr
Marian (2022, this issue; see also Pekarek Doehler
& Berger, 2019).
The findings also suggest that such L2

grammar-for-interaction emerges out of lan-
guage use in social interaction: The relatively
late emergence of particle-like uses may be seen
as indicating that these are routinized prod-
ucts of frequent combinations in interactional
language use. This, in principle, confirms the
basic tenet of usage-based approaches to SLA,
but also expands the focus of attention to how
grammar emerges from use—at least partly—as a
specifically interactional grammar, that is, an L2
grammar-for-interaction.

Interim Conclusion

The two studies reviewed in this section set out
to answer two different (sets of) questions: (a)
exemplar-based constructional emergence, and
(b) development of L2 grammar-for-interaction.
Accordingly, they draw on different but overlap-
ping methodologies: (a) usage-based models of
language emergence and CA, and (b) CA and
IL. They also trace different phenomena: (a) a
syntagmatic construction, and (b) a fixed multi-
word expression. Yet, they reach the same em-
pirically grounded conclusion: L2 development
is fundamentally driven by interactional needs
and concerns speakers’ ways of using linguistic re-
sources to accomplish and coordinate social ac-
tions. Their complementarity, however, also leaves
questions open for more research: While Study
A traced emergent productivity of a syntagmatic
construction and reported on routinization more
en passant, Study B traced the pathway from first
instantiation to routinized, or even grammati-
cized pattern without paying attention to uses of
the generic negation construction, of which JSP
might be an instantiation.
This is where we are: We know that usage-based

SLA, CA-SLA, and IL are basically mutually concil-
iable and complementary. Although there is need
for reflecting on epistemological and method-
ological compatibilities in more detail in view
of an integrated approach, we start to have ev-

idence that these frameworks can fruitfully be
combined to further our understanding of the
ways in which L2 grammar evolves in and for so-
cial interaction as part of people’s L2 interactional
competence. Our claim is not that such an inte-
grated framework provides an all-encompassing
picture of L2 learning, but we suggest that it rep-
resents a promising step toward enhancing our
understanding of situated social-functional lan-
guage use as a driving force for language learning.
This special issue is devoted to advancing such
endeavors further as it combines CA research on
L2 interactional competence with usage-based un-
derstandings of linguistic structure and its emer-
gence as fundamentally rooted in social interac-
tion.

THE CONTRIBUTIONS TO THIS ISSUE

The foci of the articles in this special issue
span from micromoments of L2 understanding
and use to year-long developmental perspectives.
They investigate different L2s (English, French,
Icelandic); analyze constructions of various de-
grees of schematicity, ranging from lexically fixed
expressions (such as comment on dit [how do you
say] or “it’s good for”) to more open, construc-
tional patterns (e.g., “you canX” and ég ætla að X [I
intend to X]); and discuss several aspects of mul-
timodal conduct involved in participants’ sense-
making practice (e.g., ongoing turn visualizations
and interbody alignment). Also, they encompass
a variety of social situations (classrooms, service
encounters, mundane conversation, place-based
games) and action-contexts (e.g., word searches,
requests, criticisms). Some articles have a direct
bearing on teaching activities as they feed on data
from classrooms or activities that are partially set
up for learning outside of the classroom, whereas
other articles have more indirect implications for
L2 teaching, for instance, by arguing how features
of interactional competence can profitably be in-
corporated into the CEFR. Finally, the articles ad-
dress developmental issues on timescales ranging
from microgenesis to year-long development.
Bringing together multimodal CA-SLA and

interactional linguistics, Pekarek Doehler &
Skogmyr Marian (2022, this issue) document
how, over 15 months, a French L2 speaker’s use
of comment on dit [how do you say] diversifies in
both function and form. The expression expands
in the actions that it accomplishes (request a
candidate lexical item; request a confirmation),
and progressively routinizes as a marker-like
element used for indexing cognitive search
and floor-holding. The findings evidence the
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longitudinal development of L2 grammar-for-
interaction and showcase how linguistic and bod-
ily resources may interface in L2 development.

Theodórsdóttir & Eskildsen (2022, this issue)
investigate an L2 speaker’s use and learning of
the Icelandic auxiliary verb ætla (literally, “to in-
tend”) in the wild. The data show that the L2
speaker learns to use ætla to make requests in
service encounters, but does not automatically
transport her learning to other environments that
call on the use of ætla. This suggests an intricate
relationship between ætla and the social actions
it is used to accomplish, in situ and over time,
and the study illuminates (a) how this relation-
ship between ætla expressions and the social ac-
tions they are used to accomplish develops over
time, and (b) how increasingly diversified and
productive varieties of ætla expressions coemerge
with increasingly varied action accomplishment.

Based on a corpus of video-recorded paired dis-
cussion tests, Greer &Nanbu (2022, this issue) use
multimodal CA to examine Japanese English-as-a-
foreign-language learners’ use of writing gestures
as they talk. They suggest that learners’ visualiz-
ing written grammar or words helps them to re-
call and/or produce linguistic items or structures
and hence supports their social interaction with
others. They argue further that even though such
visualization might seem like a cognitive private
process, the learners’ well-timed use of gaze and
gesture also display it as a social matter that is rel-
evant for their co-participant.

Combining usage-based understandings of lan-
guage learning, embodied approaches to commu-
nicative action, and CA, Hellermann & Thorne
(2022, this issue) analyze three English L2 learn-
ers’ interaction as they are engaged together in
an augmented reality game. The data reveal the
learners’ creative use and reuse of multiword ex-
pressions and their interbodied cooperative prac-
tices in the building of an oral report that they had
to record as part of the game. Due to technical dif-
ficulties, the group had to repeat the report three
times. Mapping out the learners’ language use
and tracking their interbodied practices over the
course of the three takes, the authors highlight
the collaboratively produced, embodied, and
emergent nature of grammar for social action.

Hall (2022, this issue) examines the linguis-
tic designs of information-seeking sequences in
classroom interaction, drawing on the shared the-
oretical and methodological framework of CA
and interactional linguistics. The study shows that
the teacher’s questions are mostly designed to
elicit simple one- or multiword phrases; accord-
ingly, the author argues for the need to enhance
L2 teachers’ understanding of the relation be-

tween L2 classroom input and learners’ develop-
ing grammars and of the key role teachers play in
configuring the linguistic input in classroom con-
texts.

The special issue is concluded by two commen-
taries. Larsen–Freeman (2022, this issue) identi-
fies cross-cutting themes resulting from combin-
ing the research frameworks represented in the
five research articles and relates them to other
SLA approaches, in particular complex dynamic
systems theory. Piirainen–Marsh and Lilja (2022,
this issue) put into perspective educational impli-
cations that result from the articles in this special
issue and, in line with recent arguments toward
rewilding L2 learning and L2 education, suggest
that there is a need to reconceptualize grammar
as an object of learning and reconfigure peda-
gogical practices and frameworks to support the
learner’s ability to act in the social world.

Implications for SLA

Across diverse situations, languages, timescales,
and analytic objects, the five research articles con-
cur to show that linguistic resources are learned
as recognizable usage patterns that emerge from
repeated in situ meaning-making processes in
social interaction, and that repeated grammatical
and embodied shaping of utterances for inter-
actional purposes results in the routinization of
such patterns of language use for interaction
(i.e., a grammar-for-interaction). This leads to a
view of the L2 speaker’s emergent L2 grammar
as an adaptive accumulation of resources for
interaction that are continually (re-)configured
in response to the local, interactional uses of
language. Epistemologically, the findings and
discussions presented in this special issue refine
our understanding of usage-based L2 learning
as essentially interactionally driven and bring us
further in understanding the mutually constitu-
tive nature of language learning and language
use, and ultimately of cognition and action
(e.g., Douglas Fir Group, 2016: Ellis & Larsen–
Freeman, 2006; Firth & Wagner, 2007). And
they provide a precedent for how usage-based
models of language, CA, and IL can be combined
to advance our knowledge of the emergence
and workings of L2 in real-life social encounters
and showcase consequences that ensue for L2
education. Ultimately, they reach beyond the
field of SLA by offering empirical evidence in
support of an understanding of grammatical
constructions as “routinized ways to implement
actions” (Thompson & Couper–Kuhlen, 2005,
p. 808).
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Implications for L2 Education

Based on their findings, each contribution
outlines avenues for L2 education. Cumulatively,
they lead to the following set of considerations:
The studies give further empirical impetus to
current discussions on interactionally oriented
L2 assessment and testing research (Eskildsen &
Cadierno, 2020; Roever & Kasper, 2018; Salaberry
& Kunitz, 2019; Sandlund et al., 2016) that seeks
to treat linguistic and interactional competences
in an integrated way. The studies feed into cur-
rent concerns with how the empirical findings
of the type of research reported here can be
brought to bear on the classroom, regarding, for
instance, initiatives that seek to bring students’
real-world experiences back into the classroom
for reflection and teaching purposes (Lilja &
Piirainen–Marsh, 2019). Finally, the theoretical
implications raise critical issues regarding the
epistemologies of language learning and teaching
in L2 education (Hall, 2018; Huth, 2020; Pekarek
Doehler, 2021a; Wagner, 2019): They call for a
respecification of the reference frameworks for
L2 teaching, centered on an integrated notion of
L2 competence rather than on additive inclusion
of formal and interactional perspectives into
existing frameworks. While this is a particularly
challenging endeavor, we argue that it represents
an indispensable basis for designing pedagogies
(see Tyler et al., 2018, on usage-inspired L2
instruction) that are in line with the empirical
fact that linguistic constructions evolve through
language use, that language learning is situated
in social practice, and that becoming a competent
L2 speaker means being able to engage in joint
action in locally adaptive ways, as evidenced in
the contributions to this special issue.
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NOTES

1 For a recent overview of methodological issues in
longitudinal CA, see Deppermann & Pekarek Doehler
(2021).

2 The notion of preference in CA refers to the orga-
nizational infrastructure of social interaction: preferred
actions, such as granting a request or answering a ques-
tion, tend to be delivered right away, while dispreferred
actions, such as refusing a request, tend to be delayed
and pushed further back in the turn by means of vari-
ous turn-prefaces (Sacks, 1987).
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