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AN INTEGRATED FRAMEWORK OF ORAL INTERACTION UNITS
FOR PRE-SERVICE EFL TEACHER EDUCATION

This paper offers a theoretical and conceptual analysis of four core units of oral interaction — turns,
adjacency pairs, speech acts, and talk moves — to integrate these constructs into a unified framework
for EFL communicative professional competence, particularly in ESP classroom talk. Drawing on
conversation analysis, speech act theory, pragmatics, and educational linguistics, the study
examines how these units, typically treated in isolation across disciplinary traditions, operate as co-
functioning layers within institutional spoken discourse. The analysis shows that turns provide the
structural vehicle; adjacency pairs determine sequential coherence; speech acts specify the social
action performed; and talk moves operationalize interactional strategies toward professional and
pedagogical goals. The article suggests that fluency in this integrated interactional framework
constitutes a distinct professional competence that current EFL teacher education programs
inadequately address. Eight pedagogical implications are proposed for pre-service EFL teacher
preparation, including adjacency-pair awareness, speech-act instruction, talk-move repertoire
development, dialogic teaching design, learner interactional agency, cross-cultural interaction norms,
and interaction-sensitive oral assessment criteria.

Keywords: oral interaction, turn-taking, adjacency pairs, speech acts, talk moves, strategies of
oral interaction, ESP talk, pre-service EFL teacher education.

Background foundational to communicative competence.
Oral interaction is an integral part of For teachers of English as a foreign
language teaching. Unlike other language (EFL), and especially for those

professional domains where expertise can  working in ESP  contexts, where
be demonstrated through written products  professional goals are achieved almost
or planned presentations, teaching is  exclusively through spoken discourse, the
enacted primarily through spoken discourse  capacity to manage, model, and scaffold
in real time: teachers ask questions, oral interaction is not a peripheral skill but
provoke responses, give feedback, and the core of professional practice.

manage the conversational moves that The theoretical tools that would allow
open or close space for learner participation. teacher educators to teach and assess
This is why Ellis and Shintani's (2014) claim  interactional competence systematically —
that all teaching is interaction is not a turns, adjacency pairs, speech acts, and
metaphor but a description of professional talk moves — have been developed within
reality. The CEFR Companion Volume separate and largely non-communicating
(Council of Europe [CoE], 2020) reinforces  research traditions: conversation analysis,
this by positioning oral interpersonal pragmatics, speech act theory, and
interaction as "the origin of language” (p. 70), educational linguistics, respectively. As a
recognizing its "interpersonal, collaborative  result, these constructs are well-theorized
and transactional functions" (p. 70) as individually but have never been
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approached collectively as components of
an integrated interactional framework
applicable to EFL professional competence.

Therefore, this study directly addresses
that gap. First, it synthesizes the four core
units of oral interaction into a coherent
theoretical model that captures how they
operate not as separate components but as
co-functioning levels of a communicative
event; and second, it derives from that
model a set of concrete pedagogical
implications for the development and
assessment of interactional competence in
pre-service EFL teacher education.

The conceptual analysis is guided by two
research questions: (1) How are turns,
adjacency pairs, speech acts, and talk
moves interconnected both structurally and
functionally in the EFL classroom and ESP
professional discourse? (2) What does a
cohesive understanding of these units imply
for fostering interactional competence in
pre-service EFL teacher preparation,
particularly in terms of curriculum design
and oral assessment?

The study has a specific focus and does
not collect new data. Instead, it aims to build
a framework that connects detailed analysis
of classroom conversations with the overall
communication challenges EFL teachers
encounter. Understanding how these
conversation elements interact is essential
for developing suitable teaching methods
and assessments that meet the needs of
modern EFL teacher education (Dede, 2010;
Hall, 2022; Gardner, 2019).

Literature review. Classroom interaction,
especially in EFL contexts, has been widely
researched across various areas of
linguistics, contributing theoretical and
analytical tools for understanding how oral
discourse is structured and functions in
teaching environments. This review focuses
on four concepts essential to the analysis of
teacher-student spoken interaction: turns,
adjacency pairs, speech acts, and talk
moves, which are predominantly examined
in separate but complementary fields of
research. The review first synthesizes
general definitions and conceptualizations
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of four core units of spoken interaction, and,
in the discussion that follows, these will be
examined in the specific context of EFL
teachers' classroom talk.

The organization of naturally occurring
talk was originally the focus of Conversation
Analysis (CA), in which Sacks et al. (1974)
explained that speakers alternate turns
through turn-taking. A turn, defined by
Sidnell (2010) as "a stretch of talk by one
speaker, bounded by the talk of another" (p.
38), is currently considered the fundamental
component of interaction. In everyday
conversation, turn-taking is natural and
cooperative: interlocutors follow socially
shared norms to manage the flow of
conversation.

According to Sacks et al. (1974), turn-
taking is based on the concepts of turn-
constructional units (TCUs) and transition
relevance places (TRPs). A TCU is a stretch
of talk that can contain a word, a phrase or
a full utterance, and express a potentially
complete unit, after which a speaker change
may occur. Typically, the process of
selecting the next speaker follows three
patterns: (1) the current speaker may
chooset the next speaker (by using his/her
name or asking a question), and that
speaker is expected to take the turn;
(2) when no speaker is selected, another
interlocutor may self-select; and (3) if no one
self-selects, the current speaker may
produce another TCU (Sacks et al., 1974,
pp. 703-704). From data in English-
speaking settings, Sacks et al. (1974)
observed that "transitions from one turn to
the next with no gap and no overlap ...
together with transitions characterized by a
slight gap and a slight overlap make the vast
majority of transitions" (p. 708). By following
these rules, interlocutors can avoid both
long silences (gaps) and overlapping talk, or
"no gap, no overlap", a conversational
preference in many Western, especially
Anglo, oral interaction practices.

Subsequent cross-cultural CA studies
emphasize that "no gap, no overlap" is not a
culture-neutral rule. Stivers et al. (2009)
compared 10 languages and found that
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although turn-taking in casual conversation is
universally structured to minimize gap and
overlap, the definition of what counts as
"minimal" timing between speakers varies,
with average gaps ranging from near-zero in
Japanese to nearly half a second in Danish
(Stivers et al., 2009, p. 10588). Italian or New
York Jewish English conversations show
more tolerance for overlaps, which are seen
as engagement rather than interruptions.

Talk-as-social interaction is orderly: it
"proceeds over time, turn by turn with a
sequential  alternation of  speakers/
participants" (Atwood et al., 2010, p. 360).
Two consecutive turns of two different
speakers where the first utterance prompts
or requires a particular kind of second part
are termed adjacency pairs (Levinson,
1983; Sacks et al., 1974), e.g., question —
answer, greeting — greeting, request —
compliance or refusal, etc. The structure of
adjacency pairs ‘"provides a robust
demonstration of how turns at talk are
sequentially organized; the first pair part
projects the corresponding second pair part
to be conditionally relevant; as a result, the
absence of the second pair part, or an
unfitting responsive action, is recognized
as interactionally noticeable" (Cheng,
2016, p. 29). Given that, the participants
can monitor "whether they have reached
mutual understanding within the given
interaction (Cheng, 2016, p.30), thus,
"adjacency pairs constitute a powerful
sense-making mechanism for participants"
(Cheng, 2016, p. 30).

Speech act theory holds that every
utterance performs some kind of action,
which can be categorized by its
communicative intent (e.g., requesting,
promising, evaluating, etc.), thus from the
intentional dimension, utterances are speech
acts, they show what the speakers actually do
with their utterances, but not just say (Austin,
1962, p. 5; Searle, 1969, pp. 22-23).

Central to educational linguistics and
classroom discourse studies are talk moves
defined as "roughly utterance-sized units of
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talk, intended (as a 'move’ in a game) to get
the other player(s) to respond in some way, to
bring something particular to the table"
(O'Connor & Michaels, 2017, p. 9): they reflect
how teacher talk fosters cognitive engagement,
and participation, promoting dialogic teaching
and scaffolding understanding (Alexander,
2008; Mercer, 2000).

The analysis of how turns, adjacency
pairs, talk moves, and speech acts are
conceptualized in existing research
provides grounds for claiming that these
units are interrelated yet operate at different
levels of interaction. Turns are basic units of
oral interaction organized turn by turn; they
can consist of one or more speech acts that
actualize speakers' communicative
intentions. Adjacency pairs, as two turns by
different  speakers, show reciprocal
relationships between turns; they are the
smallest sequences that build interactional
meaning. Speech acts are related to the
social action being performed by the
utterances, but not to a specific interactional
sequence. Unlike turns or adjacency pairs,
which describe the structure of interaction,
talk moves concern the functions-in-
interaction, as utterances that actualize the
interactional functions of turns-at-talk.

Using the wall analogy, turns can be
metaphorically represented as bricks,
adjacency pairs as brick bonds, speech acts
as brick labels (purpose), and talk moves as
builders' tools and techniques (see Table 1).

Though these concepts stem from
different linguistic traditions, they are
interrelated in actual classroom discourse,
yet there is a notable lack of research
examining them collectively as components
of a wunified interactional framework
applicable to EFL professional competence.
Hence, the goal of this study is to address
this gap by describing how these key units
of classroom spoken interaction are
structurally and functionally interrelated in
EFL settings where language acquisition is
supported by participation in meaningful,
interactive discourse.
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Table 1
Conversation Wall Analogy: Units of Interaction
Conversation Unit What It Represents . Layer
in the Analogy
The basic chunks of talk — who speaks and when; .
Turns . Bricks
they make up the structure of the conversation
Determine how turns are connected into predictable
Adjacency pairs sequences (question — answer, offer — accept, Brick Bonds

greeting — greeting)

Speech acts

Express the communicative function of a turn (asserting,
requesting, offering, promising, etc.)

Brick Purpose /
Label

Talk moves

for evidence)

Actualize interactional functions of turns-at-talk, shaping
interaction toward a goal (e.g., revoicing, probing, pressing

Builder's Tools &
Techniques

Methodology

This study adopts a theoretical and
conceptual analysis methodology, a
research approach well established in
applied linguistics and language pedagogy
for reconsidering and critically synthesizing
existing theoretical constructs rather than
generating or analyzing primary empirical
data (Varpio et al., 2017; MacMillan &
Schumacher, 2010). Conceptual analysis is
purposefully applied in this research since
the units examined here have been
extensively theorized within separate
research traditions but have not yet been
studied in relation to one another or within a
unified pedagogical framework. Each body
of work has generated substantial empirical
support, but the four units have rarely been
examined collectively as components of an
integrated interactional repertoire relevant
to EFL professional competence.

The analysis involved three stages. In the
first one, foundational theoretical sources
were identified and reviewed for each unit of
interaction: seminal works in conversation
analysis (Sacks et al., 1974; Levinson,
1983), speech act theory (Austin, 1962;
Searle, 1969), and educational linguistics
(O'Connor & Michaels, 2017; Michaels & O'-
Connor, 2015; Alexander, 2008; Mercer,
2000). Cross-cultural perspectives on turn-
taking were drawn from Stivers et al. (2009)
and Tannen (1984). In the second stage,
each unit was analyzed in the context of the
EFL classroom and institutional discourse,
drawing on scholarship in interactional
competence (Young, 2013), academic
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speaking (McCarthy & McCarten, 2019),
and classroom interaction research (Walsh,
2014; Hall, 2022; Gardner, 2019; Balaobao
et al., 2024). In the third stage, the four units
were compared to identify their structural
and functional relationships, which led to the
proposal of an integrated model in the
Discussion.

As stated in the Introduction, the
conceptual analysis is guided by two
research questions concerning (1) the
structural and functional interrelationships
among the four units in EFL and ESP
professional discourse, and (2) the
pedagogical implications of an integrated
understanding of these units for pre-service
EFL teacher preparation, including
curriculum design and oral assessment.
The scope is intentionally limited to
theoretical synthesis: the study does not
seek to produce a descriptive account of
any specific corpus of ESP talk but to build
a theoretically grounded integrative
framework that can inform pedagogical
practice and teacher education program
design.

Results and discussion

Unlike naturally occurring conversation,
in institutional settings such as classrooms
and courtrooms, speaking rights (turns) are
explicitly allocated, making the interaction
structure of turn-taking asymmetrical. In
EFL classrooms, teachers allocate turns,
determining who speaks, when, and for how
long (Walsh, 2014). Face-to-face interaction
in an academic setting differs from other
types of social conversation (McCarthy &



17(1/2026)

MucTeuTBO NiHrBOANAAKTUKN

McCarten, 2019). These differences
demand competence beyond knowledge of
the language system, a competence which
we refer to as interactional competence.
Young (2013) outlines key elements of
interactional competence, which include:
"knowledge of rhetorical scripts, a
knowledge of register — that is certain lexis
and syntactic patterns specific to the
practice, a knowledge of how to take turns-
at-talk, a knowledge of topical organization,
a knowledge of the appropriate participation
framework, and a knowledge of the means
for signalling boundaries between practices
and transitions within the practice itself."
(p. 18).  Participants  co-construct a
discursive practice through an architecture
of interactional resources specific to that
practice, encompassing rhetorical scripts,
register, the turn-taking system, topical
management, the participation framework,
and boundary-marking conventions (Young,

2013, p. 15).

Young's (2013) framework reveals that
interactional competence in EFL
professional settings is not merely an
extension of general communicative
competence but a distinct, practice-
embedded capacity. Crucially, EFL

speakers — and pre-service teachers in
particular — must develop awareness of the
rhetorical scripts that govern the specific
institutional contexts in which they operate.
In ESP talk, this means recognizing that
turns, adjacency pairs, speech acts, and
talk moves are not interchangeable
analytical tools but co-functioning layers of
a single communicative event.
The structural asymmetry
classroom turn-taking has

of EFL
important

consequences for all four units under analysis.

Because the teacher controls turn allocation,
the typical three-part initiation—response—
feedback (IRF) exchange — documented
extensively in studies of classroom discourse
(Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975; Estaji & Mirzaei
Shojakhanlou, 2022) - functions as the
dominant adjacency sequence. Within IRF,
the teacher's initiation move constitutes the
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first pair part of an adjacency pair, projecting
aresponse; the student's answer provides the
second pair part; and the teacher's feedback
completes the sequence. In other words, a
single IRF exchange is at once a turn
allocation, an adjacency pair, a speech act,
and a talk move. All four units are operating
together within one brief instructional moment.

In ESP contexts, the speech acts realized
within these sequences carry professional
significance. When a teacher produces a
directive ("Summarize the key argument"), a
commissive ("l will clarify the term"), or an
assessment ("That is an accurate summary,
but consider the register"), each utterance
performs a pedagogically or professionally
consequential act.  Searle's  (1969)
taxonomy of illocutionary acts thus acquires
practical urgency: the EFL professional
must not only understand what a speech act
means but must also be able to perform the
appropriate act at the structurally relevant
turn and within the appropriate adjacency
sequence. A misplaced or inappropriate
speech act (a refusal when acceptance is
sequentially expected, or an assertion when
a question is required) disrupts not only the
local interaction but also the broader
professional relationship.

Talk moves play a particularly important
role in mediating between the structural and
functional layers of ESP oral interaction. O'-
Connor and Michaels (2017) identify
revoicing, pressing for evidence, wait time,
and inviting elaboration among the main
productive talk moves in educational settings.
In EFL classroom talk, these moves serve a
dual purpose: they scaffold learners' linguistic
production and simultaneously model the
pragmatic repertoire of academic and
professional discourse. When a teacher
revoices a student's contribution ("So, you're
suggesting that error correction should
prioritize fluency over accuracy at the early
production stage?"), the move simultaneously
occupies a turn, constitutes the second part of
an initiation—response pair, performs the
speech act of reformulation and assessment,
and functions as a pedagogical scaffolding
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tool. This makes talk moves the most
complex of the four units, requiring the EFL

speaker to be consciously aware of discourse.

A further finding of this analysis concerns
the cross-cultural dimension of oral
interaction units in ESP contexts. As Stivers
et al. (2009) demonstrated, norms for gap
and overlap in turn-taking vary significantly
across languages and cultural communities.
EFL speakers whose L1 interaction norms
tolerate or even encourage overlap, such as
in Ukrainian academic discourse, which
shares characteristics of Eastern European
communicative styles, may experience
systematic mismatches when operating in
English-medium professional environments
that expect minimal gaps and no overlap.
This misalignment can manifest not only as
timing errors but also as pragmatic failures:
a silence that, in one culture, signals
thoughtful processing may, in another, be
read as disengagement, while a legitimate
turn completion may be interpreted as an
interruption.  Raising EFL  learners'
metalinguistic awareness of these cross-
cultural variation patterns is therefore an
integral component of  developing
interactional competence in ESP contexts

(Young, 2013; McCarthy & McCarten, 2019).

Taken together, the analysis confirms
that units of oral interaction are not merely
descriptive categories but constitute an
integrated  interactional  repertoire  of
professional spoken discourse. For EFL
speakers in ESP talk, command of this
repertoire entails knowing when and how to
take a turn (structural competence), how to
orient to and produce the sequentially relevant
second pair part (sequential competence),
what illocutionary act is appropriate in context
(pragmatic competence), and which talk move
will advance the professional or pedagogical
goal of the interaction (strategic competence).

For pre-service EFL teachers, these
findings have immediate implications for
how they should be trained to perceive and
manage spoken classroom interaction.
Teacher education programs frequently
address communication skills in terms of
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fluency, accuracy, or general pragmatic
awareness; yet the integrated framework
proposed here suggests that what pre-
service teachers most need is discursive
self-awareness: the capacity to monitor and
strategically manage all four interactional
layers simultaneously during live classroom
talk. A pre-service teacher who is aware
only of turn-taking norms but cannot
recognize the adjacency structure of an IRF
exchange, identify the speech act they are
performing, or deploy a revoicing move to
scaffold a student's contribution is
interactionally underequipped for the ESP
classroom. This points to a significant gap
between traditional EFL teacher education,
which tends to foreground linguistic
accuracy and lesson planning, and the
interactional demands of real professional
classroom discourse (Ellis & Shintani, 2014;
Walsh, 2014). Pre-service teacher
preparation should therefore include
systematic exposure to discourse analysis
of classroom talk, collaborative reflection on
interaction patterns in  microteaching
sessions, and explicit instruction in the
strategic use of talk moves as professional
pedagogical tools.

Pedagogical implications. The
pedagogical implications of this integrated
framework are most urgent for pre-service
EFL teacher education, where the
development of interactional competence
has been insufficiently theorized relative to
linguistic and methodological preparation.
First, methodology courses should move
beyond teaching turn-taking as a procedural
classroom management convention and
toward explicit instruction in the sequential
logic of adjacency pairs. This will help pre-
service teachers understand how their own
initiating moves provoke specific response
types from learners and what the
interactional consequences are when those
responses are withheld, delayed, or
misaligned. Second, speech act awareness
should be developed through analysis of
authentic classroom discourse data: pre-
service teachers need to recognize the
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illocutionary acts they regularly perform
(questions, evaluations, directives,
scaffolding moves) and to understand how
the choice of speech act type shapes
learner participation in the classroom. Third,
talk moves should be introduced in pre-
service programs as a deliberate, learnable
professional repertoire rather than as intuitive
behavior: drawing on frameworks such as
those developed by O'Connor and Michaels
(2017) and Myklebust and Guadie (2024),
teacher educators can design microteaching
and reflective practice tasks specifically
targeting productive talk moves such as
revoicing, pressing for evidence, and inviting
elaboration. The goal here is to cultivate the
capacity to monitor and intentionally manage
one's own interactional behavior in real time
as a core professional competence of the
EFL teacher.

Cross-cultural awareness represents a
fourth, often neglected pedagogical priority.
Given that turn-timing norms, preferred
adjacency responses, and appropriate
speech act realization differ across
languages and communicative cultures
(Stivers et al., 2009; Tannen, 1984), EFL
learners in ESP contexts require explicit
exposure to the interactional conventions of
English-medium professional communities.
This is particularly relevant for learners
whose L1 oral interaction practices diverge
from the  Anglo-normative  pattern.
Interaction-aware pedagogy should
therefore include awareness-raising tasks,
discourse analysis of authentic ESP talk,
and structured practice in mastering the full
repertoire of interactional units under
realistic professional conditions.

A fifth pedagogical implication concerns

the relationship between the four
interactional units and dialogic teaching: an
approach that foregrounds sustained,

exploratory classroom talk as a tool for
cognitive and linguistic development
(Alexander, 2008; Mercer, 2000). Dialogic
teaching goes beyond the IRF exchange by
creating conditions in which students, not
only  teachers, practice  adjacency
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sequences, perform diverse speech acts,
and use talk moves to build on each other's
contributions. For pre-service EFL teachers,
exposure to dialogic principles during
teacher preparation is essential. They need
to understand how the shift from a display-
question IRF to an open, exploratory
question sequence reorganizes the entire

interactional architecture of the lesson,
widening the participation framework,
diversifying  speech-act types, and

multiplying the talk-move repertoire of both
the teacher and students. Training pre-
service teachers to design and manage
dialogic interaction sequences, rather than
merely to conduct IRF drills, is a practical
implication of the integrated interactional
framework proposed in this study.

A sixth implication pertains to learner
interactional agency. This is the aspect
that the present framework  risks
underemphasizing by centering the teacher
as the primary interactional actor. Pre-service
teachers of EFL need to be prepared not only
to manage their own interactional behavior
but to design learning environments in which
students progressively develop their own
interactional competence. This competence
involves the ability to self-select turns
appropriately, to produce sequentially
relevant second pair parts, to use speech acts
beyond the minimal response, and to use talk
moves (such as challenging, elaborating, or
building on a peer's turn) as instruments of
collaborative meaning-making. This points to
a task-design aspect of EFL pedagogy that
scaffolds the gradual transfer of interactional
control from the teacher to the learner (Hall,
2022). Helpful here might appear interaction-
rich tasks such as collaborative problem-
solving, peer discussion, and role-play in
professional registers.

Finally, the framework has implications
for the assessment of oral interaction in EFL
pre-service teacher education. Current oral
proficiency rubrics in many EFL programs
assess speaking along the dimensions of
fluency, accuracy, vocabulary range, and
pronunciation, which are largely insufficient
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to capture interactional competence as
defined in this study. An interaction-
sensitive assessment framework would
need to include criteria for turn-taking
appropriateness (responsiveness to TRPs,
avoidance of disruptive overlap), sequential
coherence (production of fitting second pair
parts, repair initiation), speech act variety
and appropriacy (range and context-

sensitivity of illocutionary acts), and
strategic talk-move usage (revoicing,
pressing for elaboration, building on

contributions). Developing such criteria for
microteaching assessments, practicum
evaluations, and professional portfolio tasks
would enhance the theoretical framework
proposed here and provide pre-service
teachers with targets for developing their
interactional professional competence.

Conclusion and limitations

This study has examined four core units
of oral interaction to integrate this body of
discourse knowledge into a coherent
framework for EFL  communicative
professional competence. It addressed two
research questions.

In response to research question 1, the
analysis demonstrates that, while the four

units emerge from distinct research
traditions (conversation analysis,
pragmatics, speech act theory, and
educational linguistics), they operate

collaboratively within institutional spoken
discourse. In ESP talk, these units are not
parallel descriptors but integrated layers: a
turn is the material vehicle; adjacency pairs
determine how turns combine into
meaningful sequences; speech acts specify
the social action each turn performs; and
talk moves activate the interactional
strategies by which professional and
pedagogical goals are achieved. The
integrated model proposed here responds
directly to the recognized gap between
discrete-unit analyses of classroom talk and
the holistic interactional demands faced by
EFL professional speakers, particularly pre-
service teachers of English.
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In response to research question 2, the
integrated framework reveals that fluency in
this interaction constitutes a distinct
professional competence that current pre-
service EFL teacher education programs
inadequately address. Seven pedagogical
implications, presented in the paper, follow
from this finding.

This study is the first to synthesize these
four units, drawn from conversation analysis,
pragmatics, speech act theory, and
educational linguistics, respectively, into a

unified interactional framework explicitly
oriented toward EFL professional
competence and pre-service teacher

education. In doing so, it fills a gap between
discrete-unit analyses of classroom talk and
the holistic interactional demands that EFL
teachers face as professional speakers.

This study, however, is subject to certain
limitations. As a theoretical and analytical
synthesis, it does not draw on primary
corpus data from EFL classrooms.
Consequently, the claim that the four units
function in an integrated manner in actual
ESP talk remains to be empirically validated
through conversation analysis or
interactional sociolinguistic research. The
discussion has focused primarily on
teacher-oriented classroom interaction and
the IRF exchange as the dominant
sequence type. Future research should
examine peer interaction, collaborative task
talk, and digitally mediated professional
discourse, in which turn-taking norms,
adjacency structures, and talk move
repertoires may differ substantially from the
face-to-face institutional model. Additionally,
the cross-cultural aspect of interactional
norms warrants further investigation in
specific EFL contexts, including Ukrainian-
English professional discourse, where
existing research remains scarce. Future
studies combining discourse analysis of
authentic ESP talk with learner perception
and self-report data would offer a richer
account of how EFL speakers develop and
reflect on interactional competence in
professional settings.
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IHTETPOBAHA CUCTEMA OOUHULb YCHOII'VMOBHI?HHCBO'I' B3Aemoali
Yy niagrotTosul BYUTENIB AHIMMINCbKOI MOBU

BcTtyn. YcHa e3aemodis nocidae ueHmparnbHe micue y sukiiadaHHi iHO3eMHUX M08, 00HaK iHmepakyitiHul
8umip ripogbeciliHoi mid2omosku e4umeriie aHaniticbKoi Mo8U siK iHo3eMHOI (AMI) 3anuwaembcsi 3Ha4HO Hedo-
po3suHeHUM. Yomupu KnoyYosi 00UHUYi yCHOI 83aEMO0IiT — periikosuli KPOK, CyMiKHa rapa, MoefieHHegul akm
ma KoMyHikamuegHuUl xi0 — mpaduyitiHo docnidxxysanucsi 8i00KpeMIeHo 8 Pi3HUX 2asy3sx fiHagicmuku i 0ocCi
He posenadanucs sik eQuHa neda2oeiyHo opieHmosaHa cucmema.

MeTa cmammi nonszae 8 iHmezpaujii HomupboX 3a3HaqyeHUX 0OUHUUbL Y UiriCHYy cucmeMy Orucy KOMyHikamu-
8HOI pogbecitiHoi komrnemeHmMHocmi gdumertie AMI 3 akueHmom Ha rpoghecitiHo OpIEHMOBaHE MOBIIEHHS.

MeToponorifa 00c/idXXeHHS IpyHMYemMbCs Ha MeopemuyYHOMY | KOHUENnmyasibHOMY aHarsi3i ik aU3HaHOMYy Me-
modornoaiyHomy nioxodi e npuknadHit niHesicmuui (Varpio et al., 2017). s KOXHOI' 3 Yomupbox 0OUHUUL 6Yyr10
rposedeHo mpupieHesuli aHari3: 0erisio chyHOaMeHmMarbHUX OXeperl 8 aHarli3i PO3MO8U, Meopii MOBITIEHHEBUX aK-
mie | 0C8IMHbOI NIH28ICMUKU; 8UBYEHHST KOXXHOI 0OUHUUI 8 KOHMeKcmi sukriadaHHss AMI ma iHcmumyujiHo2o duc-
KYpCy; ropigHsIrIbHUL aHarli3 83aeMO038's3Ki8 Mix yciMa oOuHuusmu 0r1st nobydosu iHmezposaHoi Mooeri.

Pe3synbTatu 1 06roBopeHHs. AHasli3 3aceidyus, wio Yomupu 0OUHUU (hyHKUIOHYOMb SIK i€papXiyHO op-
2aHi3oeaHi i 83aemMornoes’sisaHi pieHi 6y0b-sKOi KOHKPemMHOI cumyauii iHcmumyuiliHo2o yCHO20 CrifKy8aHHs:
pensikosuli KpOK € CmMpyKmMypHUM HOcieM 83aemMOo0Qii; CyMiXKHa napa eusHadac ii nocnido8Hy Ko2epeHmHicma;
Mo8reHHe8UU akm su3Hadae couiasibHy 0it0, Ky BUKOHYE 8UCII08/IE€HHS;, @ KOMYyHikamueHuUl xid onepauio-
Hanisye iHmepakuyitiHi cmpameeaii dnsi docsicHeHHsI npoghbeciliHux ma rnedagoaiyHux yined. BcmaHoeneHo,
W0 8irbHe ma yceidomreHe onepyesaHHs Uicto iHmeapo8aHo cucmemMoro € 0cobriugum eudoM rpoghecitiHoi
KoMnemeHmMHocmi, Ha siKy rnpoepamu nideomosku e4umernie AMI doci HeAocmamHbO 38epmarome yeaey.
OKpim moeo, 8Usi8rIeHO MiXXKYIIbmYypHi 8i0MIHHOCMI HOPM YCHOI 83aeMOQIT y KOHMeKCcMi aH2lIo0MOBHOZ0 POo-
¢beciliHo opieHmMo8aHo20 MOBJIEHHS. Y cmammi cqhopMyib08aHO 8iciM rnedazoaidyHux iMmmsikayit 0ns cuc-
memu ¢haxoeoi nideomosku e4yumenie AMI, wo oxonmomb: Ppo38UMOK yC8IOOMIIEHHST CYMIKHUX nap i
Has4aHHSI MOBJTIEHHEBUM akmam,; hopMy8aHHs periepmyapy KOMyHikamugHux xodie i po3pobreHHs diaso-
2iYHUX HasyaslbHUX 3ae0aHb; PO38UMOK iHMepaKUilHOI cyb'ekmHocmi y4Hie, 03HalUOMIIEHHST 3 MiXKKYJ/1bmy-
PHUMU HOpMaMu YyCHO20 Crifiky8aHHs, a mMakox po3pobIieHHS Kpumepiie OuiHo8aHHs yYCHOI 83aemodil,
qymnueux 00 iHmepakuitiHUX acriekmie MOB/IeHHS.

Knro4oei crioea: ycHa e3aemodisi, pennikogul KpOK, CyMiKHa rnapa, MO8MIeHHe8UU akm, KOMyHikamueHul
xi0, cmpameaii ycHoi 83aemo0dii, NpogheciliHo OpieHMo8aHe MOBIEHHS.
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