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Emotionally responsive
regulatory practices in FLL
counseling and their evolving
dynamics in interaction

Milica Lazovic¢*

Department for German as a Second and Foreign Language, Institute for German Linguistics,
Philipps-University Marburg, Marburg, Germany

In  foreign language learning (FLL) advisory interactions, emotional
responsiveness emerges as a central dimension, sustained through regulatory
practices such as reappraisal, relabeling, self-disclosures, and simulated self-
talk. Despite their importance, little is known about how novices without
training in emotional regulation respond to learners’ explicit negative emotional
displays in contexts where emotions are backgrounded, generating tension in
emotional reciprocity. This study examines the interactions of 28 pre-service
teachers acting as FLL advisors for 28 international students in a service-learning
context across two semesters. Data include audio recordings of 14 ad hoc
advisory sessions and 14 seven-session counseling cycles, supplemented
by team meetings. Using an interactional-linguistic approach, the study
examines the linguistic resources that underlie emotional responsiveness and
regulatory practices, focusing on their interplay and adaptive use across various
interactions. Findings reveal a cluster of emotional-regulative practices along
a continuum of increasing explicitness, complexity, and multidimensionality:
emotional-regulative noticing, positive reorienting reappraisal in follow-up
questions, emotionally supportive co-reasoning, transformative co-reasoning,
postponed regulatory processing, extended meta-emotional episodes, and
orchestrating multidimensional reappraisal in joint reasoning. All practices
involve unpacking emotional displays into situated, narratively structured
co-experiences, making them processable within the interactional interface
of co-reasoning. Emotional responsiveness evolves dynamically across the
counseling cycle, showing increased explicitness, functional recalibration,
and argumentative integration, while context-dependent variations reflect
advisors’ adaptivity to the interactional history. The study highlights the need
for systematic conceptualization of emotional responsiveness as a professional
competency, providing a foundation for research on adaptive interpersonal
regulation and emotionally responsive advising in FLL.

KEYWORDS

emotional responsiveness, emotional regulation, counseling, adaptivity, foreign
language, interactional analysis

1 Introduction

The emotional dimension plays a central role in cognitive and motivational processes
in learning, shaping the allocation of cognitive resources, depth of processing, problem-
solving, and higher-order thinking (Hanin et al., 2021), as well as learning engagement,
persistence, self-efficacy, and learning identity, including the adaptation of self-regulated
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learning strategies (Zhoc et al., 2020; Li and Lajoie, 2022). Fostering
emotional literacy and self-regulation constitutes an important
pedagogical objective (Mendonga, 2024), which is especially
important in the intercultural context of foreign language learning
(FLL) due to the specific emotional challenges inherent in the FLL
process, as well as differences in emotion displays, interpretative
frameworks, and normative expectations across languages and
cultures (Boiger and Mesquita, 2012; Parkinson, 2023). The
emotional responsiveness of significant others in learning contexts
is crucial for supporting emo-cognitive equilibration and co-
constructing positive emotional orientations for joint activities.
However, this remains insufficiently integrated in instructional
designs, reflected in teaching practices, while dedicated attention
and space for engaging with learning-related emotions are often
lacking. As a result, many emotional aspects remain latent and
delegated to learners’ self-regulation, functioning as “hidden
items” and barriers that can significantly impede the learning
process. Although such issues are supposed to be explicitly
addressed in language learning counseling contexts, counselors
often refrain from deeply engaging with them—frequently due
to misconceptions regarding their self-perceived role as mere
process facilitators rather than being responsible for addressing
emotional dimensions, as well as the tendency to equate work
on emotional aspects with psychotherapy—or simply because
of insufficient training in this domain (Lazovic, 2025a). Amidst
the tension between primary advisory goals and the emotional
dimension, often regarded as “secondary or motivational” a
central challenge lies in integrating backgrounded, or inaccessible,
emotional processes with advisory goals without compromising
the primary focus. Practitioners face challenges regarding both
the recognition and interpretation of emotions within the
learner’s specific learning system and the coherent, recipient-
oriented deployment of regulatory resources and strategies. These
must accommodate variable practices that enable functional, co-
constructive processing, thereby supporting self-regulation and
adaptively responding to dynamic interactive processes. The
required approaches differ across ad hoc consultations and longer-
term advisory sessions, necessitating context-sensitive adaptive
strategies. Strengthening educators’ emotional responsiveness and
fostering variability and adaptability through a broad range
of responsive regulatory actions is of considerable practical
importance and should be regarded as a central component
of professionalization.

Educators’ emotional responsiveness is defined as the ability
to provide learners with emotional support and to meet their
individual needs, thereby fostering engagement and prosocial
behavior, demonstrating emotional connection, sensitivity in
managing interactions, and modeling positive peer relationships
(Longobardi et al., 2022). Most studies have investigated this
topic, focusing on subjective beliefs and the positive effects of
learners’ perception of teachers’ emotional support on their sense
of agency and self-efficacy (He et al., 2023; Kikas and Tang, 2019),
conceptualizing it as teachers’ attunement in relation to their
sensitivity to learners’ individual resources and displays of empathic
adaptation (Silseth and Furberg, 2024). From an interactional
perspective, this refers on the one side to the contextually
sensitive “reading of multimodal emotional cues,” understanding
of appraisal frameworks of the learner, and the interactions within
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the multifaceted dimensions of situated emotional experience,
as well as an adaptive focus on specific resources to support
emotional equilibration and the co-construction of emotions.
These emotional reasoning processes, on the other hand, determine
the character of emotional responsiveness, emotional display, and
the recipient-oriented design of regulatory practices. While the
majority of studies primarily focus on external regulatory practices,
emotional responsiveness and interpersonal regulation still require
a stronger conceptual, empirical, and interactional analytic
foundation with linguistic grounding, with particular attention
to the co-constructive dynamics through which interactants
collaboratively manage these processes.

Despite a growing number of interactional-analytic studies
about emotional regulatory work in therapeutic contexts, practices
in the FLL advisory context have not been sufficiently examined
from an interactional linguistics perspective, particularly regarding
their contextual variability and adaptivity. A further research
desideratum lies in understanding the different dynamics employed
within a single ad hoc advisory session vs. across multiple
counseling sessions, to understand the different adaptive or
developmental processes involved. Similarly, the contexts of pre-
service teachers, acting as FLL advisors, remain underexplored; yet,
they are particularly relevant because they illustrate the micro-
development of professional interactional competence and how
experiences in new interactive contexts lay the groundwork for
self-regulatory practice. Similarly, previous analyses have paid
little attention to the contexts of service-learning, which, due
to their rising significance, challenges, and the individualized
engagement with learners (Reinders, 2016; Wirtherle, 2019;
Macknish, 2023; Clanton Harpine, 2024), prove particularly
suitable for fostering self-regulation, adaptivity, and empathy
among pre-service teachers (Lazovic, 2025d) and—as the present
study will demonstrate—enhancing their ability to adjust emotional
responsiveness and integrate regulative practices in advisory goals.

Given the clear practical, theoretical, and empirical importance
and need for more interactional linguistic studies exploring how
emotional responsiveness and regulatory practices develop as
co-constructive processes within ongoing interactional systems
(Boiger and Mesquita, 2012) in the FLL counseling context, the
present study aims to uncover the dynamics of novice advisors’
emotional responsiveness and changes in the design of emotion-
regulating practices. Drawing on two corpora of FLL counseling—
one consisting of ad hoc advisory sessions and one longitudinal,
with seven sessions conducted over the course of a semester—we
analyze advisory interactions of pre-service teachers of German as
a Foreign Language (GFL) in their third MA semester, acting in the
service-learning context and for the first time as student teacher
advisors (STAs) for international exchange students learning
German as L3. To enable a fine-grained, microscopic interactional
linguistic analysis, a case-study approach is employed with two
comparable contexts: a single ad hoc advising session as the first
case and an advising cycle consisting of seven sessions as the
second. In both cases, the analysis focuses on interactional episodes
in which learners display negative emotional states in situations
where emotions are not the primary goal or topic of advising but
instead emerge as salient factors influencing the learner’s self, the
learning process, and the advisory activity, thereby opening space
for emotional responsiveness and calling for ad hoc or implicit
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emotion regulation. Beyond the analysis of learners’ emotional
displays, the study addresses centrally how novices recognize
and respond to such displays within counseling interactions. It
examines the emotion-regulatory practices they use and how these
practices differ between ad hoc advising sessions and structured
counseling cycles, which consist of seven sessions. Of particular
interest is the kind of adaptivity or change observable in these
responses in both contexts. The following sections present the
theoretical framework, which integrates perspectives on emotion
regulation with insights from interactional linguistics. Next, the
materials and methods are described. The findings are then
presented in two parts: practices observed in ad hoc advisory
sessions and changes across a semester-long advisory cycle. The
article concludes with a discussion of the results and a summary
of the implications.

2 Theoretical and empirical
perspectives on emotions and
emotional regulation

Emotional experiences are dynamic collaborative “doings,” co-
constructed with co-participants or “co-emoted” (De Leersnyder
and Pauw, 2022). Transitional in nature (Boiger and Mesquita,
2012), emotions function as self-organizing systems (Lutovac et al.,
2017), integrating bottom-up and top-down emotional processing
in interaction (Parkinson, 2012), thereby generating an authentic
emotional interface within the situated intercultural context (Koole
and ten Thije, 1994a,b). According to the multilayered theory
(Mendonga, 2024), emotions are multidimensional and narratively
structured, guided by a specific inner logic of emotional reasoning
(Mendonga, 2024, p. 153), supporting a coherent sense of (social)
self. Their multilayered character emerges from the interaction
of diverse processes, horizontally and vertically interconnected
within emotional clusters that can stabilize and form affective
habits and routines (Mendonga, 2024). These exhibit characteristic
rhythmic flows of events that structure new experiences (Lampredi,
2024), giving rise to emotional episodes composed of multiple
co-occurring emotional clusters. Emotional dynamics can be
conceptualized as upward and downward spirals (Lutovac et al.,
2017) that fluctuate dynamically in response to various factors,
such as the emotional responsiveness of others. Specific emotions
arising in the language learning process can be differentiated in
terms of valence, activation/intensity, object-/topic-related triggers,
and specific co-constructive dynamics, but also across the following
interconnected levels:

e Relational emotions (Burkitt, 2017), understood as socially
interactive emotions shaped by roles, transactions, and
expectations within the context;

e Emotions related to the self-in-process, reflecting evaluations
of one’s ability to cope with the situation (Lazarus, 2006),
self-worth/self-trust, and attributions of success and emotions
related to outcomes (Perry et al, 2008; He et al, 2023;
Savina and Fulton, 2024); these are situated within self-
system frameworks (in the sense of ecological dynamic
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systems theory, Schutz, 2014), extending to identity processes
and emotional experiences beyond the immediate learning
activity, and related to personal history of learning;

e Epistemic emotions, connected to processes of acquisition,
cognitive processing, and knowledge construction (Vogl et al.,
2019);

e Meta-emotions are emotional

central for regulation,

supporting  situational  adaptivity = and  regulative

self-monitoring (Mendonga and Sadgua, 2019).

Of particular relevance for educators is understanding the
dynamics of emotional processes in their unfolding action flow, in
a process-oriented perspective (Vermunt, 1995), and the dynamics
of joint construction, which lays the foundation for the gradual
transfer of control over the learning process from external guidance
to self-regulation, as well as to adaptively organize and design
emotional regulatory interventions.

Emotion regulation (ER), defined as the ability to monitor,
evaluate, and modify emotions in a goal-oriented way (Thompson,
1994; Gross and Feldman Barrett, 2011), is an integral component
of basic emotional processing (Mendonga, 2024). Since emotions
are social co-constructions, ER is not solely a matter of self-
regulation but co- or interpersonal regulation (Messina et al., 2021)
and socially shared regulation (Liu and Ye, 2025; Minty et al., 2023;
De Backer et al,, 2021). In the context of polyregulation (Ford B.
Q. et al, 2019; Ladis et al., 2023), which involves multiple distinct
regulatory approaches, these processes involve multidimensional
regulations across multiple phases, highlighting a continuous
interplay between individual and social regulatory dimensions.
From a process-oriented perspective, ER strategies are clustered
into strategies of attentional deployment (positive refocusing),
situation selection and modification, appraisal transformation,
and response modulation (Gross, 2014; Ford B. Q. et al., 2019).
These can occur early in the process of emotion generation
through antecedent-focused strategies or later via response-focused
strategies (Campos et al., 2011), with evidence that early, process-
oriented strategies are generally more effective than those targeting
emotional responses (Sutton, 2007), highlighting the importance
of considering the stage of the ER process when designing
and adjusting interventions (McRae and Gross, 2020), which is
relevant for the understanding of adaptive regulatory interventions
examined here. Distinctions are commonly drawn between
adaptive and maladaptive strategies or changing emotional valence
when upregulating and/or downregulating (Gross et al., 2019).
They can also be distinguished based on whether the interactants
adopt a problem-oriented or emotion-oriented approach (Liu
et al., 2021) or whether ER is response-dependent or response-
independent (Zaki and Williams, 2013). In the FLL counseling
context analyzed here, where ER is intentionally directed toward
supporting self-regulation and facilitating a reflective inner compass
(Assor et al., 2020), the Emotion Regulation Flexibility Framework
(Kaur et al., 2025; Bonano and Burton, 2013) is of particular
relevance, as it conceptualizes ER as a strategic repertoire that
is implemented adaptively in response to contextual demands,
regulatory goals, and responsiveness to feedback loops, leading to
the development of context-sensitive ER tactics (Isaacowitz and
Wolfe, 2024).
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Numerous studies have highlighted different factors
influencing the use of ER strategies, such as emotional
intelligence (Pefna-Sarrionandia et al, 2015; Chen and Liao,
2021), developmental trends that reveal dynamic interconnections
between different strategies (Ha et al., 2025), associations with
attachment style and perceived social support (Gokdag, 2021),
emotional quality (Kozubal et al., 2023; Rottweiler, 2023; Boemo
et al, 2022), and alignment with specific goals and contextual
demands (Martinez-Priego et al., 2024; McRae and Gross, 2020).
These point to preferred combinations of ER strategies, forming
individual ER profiles within emotional clusters (Rottweiler,
2023). Few studies provide a holistic insight into the dynamics of
interpersonal emotion regulation and polyregulation (Tran et al.,
2023; Ladis et al., 2023). A growing body of evidence suggests the
need to focus more on the flexible use of ER strategies and their
dynamic interaction (Aldao et al., 2015; Troy et al., 2013; Moyal
et al., 2023), as the absence of adaptive regulation skills has been
shown to predict negative emotions such as anxiety (Schneider
et al,, 2018). Although the need to adopt a dynamic approach and
to examine the dynamics of polyregulation has been acknowledged
(Ladis et al., 2023; Chen and Liao, 2021), the interaction of different
regulatory strategies remains insufficiently analyzed in authentic
interactive contexts. Some studies (Rottweiler, 2023; Schneider
et al., 2018) emphasize the importance of examining changes in
regulatory processes from a longitudinal perspective, providing a
starting point for subsequent interactional longitudinal analysis.

In terms of operationalization, interpersonal ER practices
span a broad spectrum, ranging from explicit work on the
meta-emotional layer and subjective beliefs to more implicit
forms. These include micro-regulation through relabeling (Torre
and Lieberman, 2018), strategies aimed at enhancing agency
and upgrading epistemic stance, as well as supportive practices
such as self-disclosure, more elaborated forms of joint emotional
reasoning, or the expressive display of positive emotions and
empathy (Savina and Fulton, 2024). These also include perspective-
taking and social modeling, displaying understanding of how
significant others cope with a given situation (Hofmann et al,
2016), as well as practices of reorienting the co-participant
toward positive stimuli, generating alternative interpretations,
highlighting ~ schema-inconsistent  information,  correcting
cognitions, and providing additional flexible processing resources
(Marroquin, 2011). Suppression and displays of acceptance emerge
as common ER strategies. Nevertheless, they do not produce
positive outcomes, in contrast to reappraisal (Jurkiewicz et al.,
2023), whose effectiveness appears to be moderated by perceived
emotional responsiveness. These are further related to strategies
of positive broadening (Fredrickson, 2004), positive reframing
and proactive coping (Lutovac et al., 2017), imaginative reframing
(Seebauer and Jacob, 2021), and goal-directed regulatory behaviors
2006).

opportunities for semantic reinterpretation, have been recognized

(Carstensen, Supporting reappraisal affordances, or
as particularly important (Suri et al., 2018), and they appear to be
especially facilitated in the context of joint reasoning processes
(Jurkiewicz et al., 2023).

Horn

and Maercker (2016) highlighted the

functionality of co-reappraisal, in which interaction partners

specific

collaboratively work to reframe the meaning of a situation to
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achieve a shared new understanding. However, its effectiveness
depends on the recipient’s receptivity and the quality of the joint
co-construction process (Pauw et al., 2024), which warrants further
investigation through interactional linguistic analysis. Pauw et al.
(2024) further show that emotionally poorly attuned advice can
have negative outcomes, highlighting the importance of perceived
emotional responsiveness, which not only enhances positive affect,
coping eflicacy, and relationship satisfaction but also influences
the effectiveness of other ER strategies. Perceived responsiveness
is partly shaped by the accuracy of perception, but a large portion
is influenced by biased perceptions (Pauw et al., 2024, p. 11).
Additional challenges may arise—according to Pauw et al. (2024,
p- 12)—when the emotional responsiveness of the other is implicit
or indirect and goes unnoticed, or when the regulating individual
misinterprets the motivations underlying the use of interpersonal
ER strategies, for example. A key point is the transition from
displaying responsiveness to actively engaging in joint regulatory
work. Liu et al. (2021) provide evidence of mismatches between
emotional goals and interpersonally supportive ER strategies,
indicating that co-participants do not always expect to co-regulate
emotions but primarily pursue emotion-oriented goals related to
their need for empathy and understanding. In contrast, supportive
co-participants tend to rely more on problem-oriented than on
emotion-oriented ER strategies. This underscores the need for
conceptual differentiation and a more precise examination of the
relationships between the display of emotional responsiveness, its
perception, emotional stance alignment, and specific emotional
order (Stevanovic and Perikyld, 2015), as well as regulatory joint
processes and interactional dynamics over time.

In order to broaden the methodological approaches commonly
applied in ER research, this study adopts an interactional-
analytical perspective and addresses several previously identified
research gaps, particularly with regard to the fine-grained analysis
of practices of novice FLL counselors in displaying emotional
responsiveness and enacting regulatory strategies, while also
examining how these practices evolve across two different time
frames and contexts.

3 Emotionally responsive talk: insights
from interactional linguistics

Emotional responsivity is a key interactive dimension, as the
degree of arousal is closely tied to the perceived intensity of
emotional responsiveness from co-participants (Perikyld et al.,
2015). Beyond recognizing co-participants’ emotional states,
emotionally responsive talk involves adaptively co-constructing
the emotional experience in situ, thereby designing responses that
align with co-participants’ emotional orientations, expectations of
responsiveness, and achieving attunement in emotional displays
(Perdkyld, 2012). This can, among other things, involve implicitly
or explicitly addressing some inferentially recognized emotional
values in the co-participants’ actions, or transforming them on
their behalf by using specific expressions, or adapting the practice’s
design to align with the recognized emotional loads, or even
amplifying certain emotions to upgrade some self-related processes.
By using specific multimodal practices, the co-participants are
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co-constructing the relevance of the emotional layer, relational
emotional meanings, and negotiating the situated interpretation
and the function of specific emotional cues (Langlotz and Locher,
2013; Perdkyld and Ruusuvuori, 2012) as well as negotiating
practices to respond in a manner that is going to be perceived and
accepted as adequately and functionally emotionally responsive.
Designing emotionally responsive turns presents challenges,
particularly in foreign-language and intercultural contexts, as turns
intended to be emotionally responsive may fail to align with
an interactant’s expectations. As a multidimensional co-construct,
responsivity connects different perspectives on the emotional layer,
encompassing the relevance, quality, and progression of specific
emotional aspects, as well as their functional significance within
the ongoing interaction. In order to understand these situated,
co-constructive processes of designing and enacting emotionally
responsive turns in situ, which arise from the attribution of
emotional values to specific cues, their interactive negotiation,
alignment, and the generation of shared emotions, they must be
examined from a fine-grained, interactional linguistic perspective,
which enables the reconstruction of situated processes of adaptive
emotional responding. Due to the complexity of linking deep
emotional processes with co-constructions at the interactional
surface, the concept of “emotional display” is employed to
capture the multimodality, fluidity, and different variations in
the manifestation of emotions and emotional responsiveness in
interactional practices.

Emotional display is not merely a constitutive part of
an action but rather constitutes the very action that renders
a response relevant (Perikyld, 2012), projecting emotionally
responsive turns, their design and sequential unfolding, even when
such affective orientations remain beneath the surface of overt
interaction. Of particular interest are emotional displays with
ambiguous projective force, which create uncertainty about the
type and intensity of emotional responsiveness expected from
the co-participant and open space for negotiating emotional
responsiveness. As complex, dynamically changing configurations
of multimodal cues (Huynh, 2020; Perdkyld and Ruusuvuori, 2012),
emotional displays negotiate and align emotional stances (Goodwin
et al., 2012; Couper-Kuhlen, 2012), but most importantly, stretch
the boundaries in actions, serving as a springboard for regulatory
emotional processes (Perikyld and Sorjonen, 2012). Emotionally
responsive displays are crucial for anchoring emotional regulation,
supporting interactional alignment, and modulating participants’
emotional states.

Although the emotional layer cannot be reduced to a set of
prototypical practices or resources, some interactive practices have
been shown to be a central form of emotional doing (Mendonga,
2024), such as various narrative forms (Couper-Kuhlen, 2012).
Similarly, some resources, such as metaphors, emotional words,
response cries, claims of understanding, congruent assessments,
prosodic matching/upgrading (Lee and Tanaka, 2016), or
language switching (Acuna Ferreira, 2017), serve as typical
practices that indicate affective involvement and invite emotional
responsive actions. Some linguistic resources may appear to
serve intersubjective understanding at first glance but in fact
perform affiliative and emotionally responsive functions, such
as alignment tokens, which reflect the dual role of interactional
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practices in coordinating both epistemic access and affective stance
(Clayman and Raymond, 2021). Epistemic status proves to be in
service of affiliation, since interactants fine-tune their epistemic
claims to provide stance-congruent assessments or from a general
position, respecting the epistemic domain of the other, indicating
affiliation and maintaining emotional responsiveness (Koskinen
and Stevanovic, 2022). Emotional responsiveness is integral to
anticipatory, meaning, and inference-making processes, as well as
joint (imaginative) reasoning (Larrain, 2017).

Displays of emotional responsiveness vary dynamically, shaped
by the interactional history (Deppermann, 2018), transactive
memory system (Wegner et al, 1985), and emotion-based
2010, 2013), influencing the
situated appraisal processes and preference structures (Boiger and
Mesquita, 2012; Parkinson, 2023; Godbold, 2014). Participants
navigate between “cold and warm heart” and negotiate an

implicatures (Schwarz-Friesel,

appropriate “amount” of emotion (Rydén Gramner, 2023) by
co-constructing feeling rules as fluid, situationally responsive
norms, calibrating their emotional design in accordance with the
co-participants’ expectations of responsiveness, specific display
rules, and standards of appropriateness (Fiehler, 1990). These
processes are intertwined with the management of interpersonal
relations, interactional roles and identities, and the negotiation
of epistemic authority and deontic rights (Li, 2022). Social
relationships shape the extent to which we are affected by others’
emotional states, with social closeness influencing processes
such as emotional contagion, shared appraisals of situations,
and the co-experiencing of emotions (De Leersnyder and Pauw,
2022). Emotional responsiveness and co-constructing shared
emotion emerge as a key mechanism for in-grouping, facilitating
participation and the formation of group identity (Perikyld, 2012).
In institutional settings, characterized by asymmetrical rights
and obligations, as well as specific institutional fingerprints and
normative expectations (Muntigl et al., 2023), alternative forms
may become more salient (Lee and Tanaka, 2016), leading to
institutionally prestructured ways of expressing, experiencing, and
responding to emotions (Perikyld, 2012).

Building on an affiliative baseline with default values of
communicating emotional stances and evaluative alignments
(Stivers et al, 2011), grounded in the participants’ empathic
orientations and discursive or institutional norms, such a baseline
may, in specific moments of interaction, be expanded through
more elaborated or marked forms of emotional responsiveness,
thereby shaping interpersonal regulatory practices with varying
degrees of explicitness. These transitions, encompassing processes
of emotional co-construction, co-regulation, and bonding, can
occur ad hoc, cyclically, or in patterns, triggered by different
factors and inferential processes. When activating a framework of
emotional reciprocity (Stevanovic and Perikyld, 2015), temporarily
reorienting the interactional flow toward expanding the emotional
layer, collisions between interactional goals or tensions within
turn-taking may arise or change the dynamics and standards
of emotional responsiveness in the following interaction(s). This
interplay of subjective, social, and discursive emotional layers
also includes the balancing between symmetry and intersubjective
alignment and (functional) emotional undoing and reducing
emotional responsiveness (Castellaro et al., 2024). This dynamic
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also functions as a resource for facilitating and aligning cognitive
dimensions and affective processes.

Building on these general conceptual considerations relevant
to understanding emotional responsiveness and its display, the
present study focuses specifically on the context of foreign
language learning counseling. Here, challenges often arise from
culturally specific practices of labeling, communicating emotional
experiences, differences in interpreting emotional cues and
emotional responsiveness, and from selectively adapting existing
emotional frameworks to new contexts (De Leersnyder and Pauw,
2022), as well as from differing dynamics in the negation of
shared values of emotional cues. Within the field of counseling
and therapy, numerous studies have already identified practices
that facilitate emotional expression, self-awareness, and reflection
of the clients, while strengthening the collaborative alliance
through joint reasoning and leveraging emotional bonding to
support other counseling goals. However, most of these studies
have been conducted in contexts where emotional layers are
already a primary focus of the counseling process, with high
expectations of emotional responsiveness and regulatory work.
Situations in which emotions are not the primary goal or topic of
advising but instead emerge as salient yet latent factors influencing
the advisory process, triggering ad hoc, emotionally responsive
regulatory sequences, and warranting examination in relation to
other advisory goals—forming the focus of the present study—
remain largely unexplored.

These studies demonstrate that eliciting and overt emotional
processing tend to be the weakest forms of emotional work
(Muntigl et al., 2014, 2023), often prompting further storytelling
rather than supporting reflective engagement. Preferred strategies
include the formulation of prefaces as stepwise entries into clients’
perspectives, the use of summarizing and reenactments, or vivid
illustrations that demonstrate epistemic and affective alignment,
thereby supporting self-regulation (Muntigl et al., 2014, 2023).
Some of the practices analyzed include, among others, the use
of specific words to modulate or generate new emotions with
transformative potential for associated emotional clusters, leading
to perceptual shift or supporting reappraisal, as well as practices
that promote linguistic self-distancing (Shahane and Denny, 2022),
for example, through shifts in pronoun usage or through repetition
as a display of matched emotional stance with regulatory power
(Schegloff, 1997). Furthermore, they encompass noticing practices,
illustrated by the emotional impact, and modulated directives with
a regulatory function (Muntigl et al., 2014, 2023). Unifying or
adopting a generic perspective (Muntigl et al., 2014, 2023) is used to
distance oneself from the emotional experience, shift perspectives,
or direct the interaction toward a more investigative and self-
regulatory orientation (Voutilainen, 2012).

Many of these practices serve to reconstruct an emotion from
an expressed feeling within the framework of situated emotional
experiencing, or conversely, to transform an emotion into a situated
emotional experience, as will be demonstrated in the present study,
in order to enable its corrective processing. A key aspect of this
process is strengthening the empathic interface (Lazovic, 2025¢) or
empathic union, as a precondition for emotional bonding (Heritage
and Lindstrom, 2012), and displaying emotional responsiveness.
This can be achieved, for example, through the incorporation of
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empathic statements of understanding (Ford J. et al., 2019), self-
disclosures, and simulated inner talk (Lazovic, 2025b,¢). Displaying
empathy (Stommel and te Molder, 2018) serves to validate clients’
feelings and put them into perspective, which are combined with
regulative practices of normalizing the experience (Svinhufvud
et al., 2017) and presenting a problem as workable, thereby paving
the way for advice-giving by negotiating the legitimacy of the
client’s (emotional) response to the problem. It relies on empathic
modeling and active listening to extract key aspects, use them
as resources for developing a problem-solving stance (Hutchby,
2005), and functionalize them while maintaining space for co-
construction.

A key aspect is the adaptive modulation of emotional
responsiveness, enabling the professional to either sustain
the sequence’s progressivity or temporarily suspend it to
regulate affect and support emotionally charged interactions
(Muntigl et al., 2014, 2023), according to perceived loads in
the shared emotional landscape. Understanding how emotional
responsiveness is modulated and adapted and how transitions
to emotion regulation are enacted constitutes the starting point
for our empirical exploration. In order to understand these
multidimensional dynamics, it is necessary to examine situated
practices across interactional trajectories over time, focusing
on the co-construction of situated emotional experiences and
the emergence of joint practices. However, longitudinal studies
on emotional landscape in learning settings remain scarce and
constitute an important research desideratum.

Extensive research on the development of interactional
competencies in L2 settings shows a growing diversification
of practices (Pekarek 2011,
2019), reflected in an expanding repertoire of context- and

Doehler and Pochon-Berger,
addressee-sensitive resources, as well as increased intersubjectivity
(Pekarek Doehler and Pochon-Berger, 2011) and specialization
of multimodal resources for distinct communicative purposes
(Skogmyr Marian, 2023). This developmental process includes
the gradual emergence of adaptivity to local contingencies and
an increased orientation toward joint action, as interactional
moves become progressively open to co-construction (Pekarek
Doehler and Pochon-Berger, 2019; Skogmyr Marian, 2023). Studies
on the professionalization of novices (Nguyen, 2012; Nguyen
and Malabarba, 2025) further illustrate developmental changes,
including the structuring of action, coordination of multiple action
trajectories, adaptive focus management, addressee orientation,
and flexible epistemic positioning. In the field of language
learning advising, longitudinal research reveals increased empathy-
displaying practices (Lazovic, 2025a), simulated perspective-taking
through inner speech (Lazovic, 2025¢), and the functionalization
of self-disclosure (Lazovic, 2025b). These developments indicate a
shift from ad hoc bonding strategies toward functional expansion
and diversification, culminating in the specification of functions
for argumentative purposes, particularly in addressing internal
resistance and divergence. This shift is further reflected in changes
to sequential positioning, as well as in action-tying and bridging.
Since emotional responsiveness and regulative work have not
yet been studied from a longitudinal perspective, the present study
draws on a micro-longitudinal interactional analysis of pre-service
teachers acting for the first time as FLL advisors. By focusing
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on situations where emotions are not the primary goal or topic
of advising but instead emerge as salient factors influencing the
learning process and the advisory activity, we isolate interactional
episodes in which learners exhibit negative (epistemic) emotions.
Beyond analyzing learners’ emotional displays, the study focuses
on how novice counselors recognize and respond to such displays
within counseling interactions. It examines emotion-regulatory
practices and how these practices differ between ad hoc advising
sessions and structured counseling cycles consisting of seven
sessions. Of particular interest is the kind of adaptivity or change
observable in these responses in both contexts, as well as the
extent to which changes in learners’ practices are evident, indicating
positive transformations in their engagement and self-regulation.

4 Materials and methods

4.1 Participants

The study focuses on the practices of pre-service teachers
of GFL in their third semester of a master’s program, acting as
student advisors (STAs) within a service-learning context. They
voluntarily advise learners (L) of German as a third/additional
language at proficiency levels Bl to Cl, visiting Germany as
exchange students. The study involves 28 STAs and 28 Ls across two
different semesters, whose recorded interactions during advisory
consultations constitute the primary basis for the subsequent
interactional analysis. While the corpus covers a range of
interactions, the present analysis adopts a case-study approach,
focusing on two counseling contexts involving distinct STAs and
Ls with varying L1 backgrounds, which are explored in depth
through interactional analysis. Neither STAs nor Ls have prior
or parallel experience in FLL counseling, making this a unique
interactive context with controlled interaction parameters. The
starting point of counseling sessions is biographical reflections on
FLL and text-based feedback, involving two types of learner texts—
a personal email and a pro-con essay. STAs provide individual
support to enhance the s language skills, which involves a range
of adaptive activities, including developing learning strategies,
recommending resources, providing feedback, and helping them
overcome internal learning resistance, but most importantly,
engaging learners in self-reflection and internal dialogue to build
problem-solving abilities (Kato and Mynard, 2016). The goal
was not to implement a specific advising approach but to adapt
to learners’ individual developmental dynamics by integrating
elements from multiple approaches.

4.2 Materials

The material consists of audio recordings of counseling sessions
and associated STA team meetings. Different datasets are used for
the analysis: Dataset 1 comprises interactional data from 14 single,
ad hoc advisory sessions, encompassing approximately 15h of
audio recordings. Dataset 2 encompasses longitudinal interactional
data of 14 cases, documenting seven advisory sessions for each
across one semester, with a total duration of approximately 135h
of recorded material. Dataset 3 contains recordings of four team
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meetings of the STAs (5 h) distributed throughout the consultation
cycle, during which STAs discuss their experiences, problems, and
solutions. By using the first two datasets, we employed a case study
approach to compare emotional responsiveness and regulatory
work in different counseling interactions. Specifically, we analyzed
and compared an ad hoc, text-based advisory session on one side
with a structured, longitudinal advising process spanning seven
sessions (8 h) on the other. We ensured comparability by selecting
cases with learners of the same gender and age and cases aligned
in content and topic focus, since both primarily focus on lexical
learning and learning strategies related to the academic context,
alongside general reflections on language learning, which provided
a common thematic basis for contrasting the interactional and
emotional characteristics of the two settings. Similarly, the STAs
involved here are comparable across all parameters, including
age, gender, experience, background, and both interactive and
reflective competencies. Conversely, the learners differ in their L1
backgrounds: the first is a teacher-education student whose L1 is
Chinese, and the second is a student whose L1 is Arabic, preparing
for the C1 exam and subsequent university admission test. This
design enables the inclusion of linguistically and culturally diverse
learners with limited authentic experience in German-speaking
contexts. It allows for the examination of the advisor’s adaptivity
to culturally and linguistically diverse learners.

4.3 Procedures

Data were collected in a naturalistic educational setting
in the university context of a master’s program and within
a service-learning context. Advisory sessions, including both
ad hoc consultations and scheduled meetings, were audio-
recorded over the course of one semester, with seven meetings
distributed throughout. Participant confidentiality was ensured
through anonymization of all data, and ethical approval for the
study was obtained from the hosting institution. Interactants
met independently, without additional contextual influences. All
sessions were transcribed according to the GAT2 conventions
(Selting et al, 2009), capturing verbal content and prosodic
features relevant to interactional analysis. Non-verbal cues were
not systematically recorded. The abbreviations A (for STA) and L
(for learner) are used throughout the case analysis, in alignment
with their notation in the transcripts. The study design prioritized
ecological validity, aiming to document authentic interactional
practices within the advisory context while providing detailed and
verifiable transcripts for subsequent microanalytic examination.

4.4 Data analysis

The analysis is grounded in the framework of interactional
linguistics (Couper-Kuhlen and Selting, 2018; Imo and Lanwer,
2019; Auer et al, 2020), which provides the methodological
tools for examining the micro-level organization and the
situated emergence of practices, as well as the description of
linguistic structures as interactional resources designed for the
accomplishment of recurrent tasks in social interaction. The
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analysis is microscopic, context-sensitive, and sequential, adopting
a bottom-up, online perspective that follows real-time processing,
enabling the examination of co-constructive dynamics from an
emic viewpoint. Since the categories are empirically grounded
rather than theoretically predetermined, the exploratory-analytical
approach enables the emergence of the objects of investigation
from the data itself and an unmotivated look, leading to analytic
descriptions and inductive abstraction when analyzing the in
situ-produced order and the participants’ orientation toward
it. The analysis shows how actions are implemented using
linguistic resources and made interpretable for co-participants. To
validate analytic interpretations, reference is made to participants’
orientation, the next-turn proof procedure (Schegloff, 1996),
and the display of understanding, all under the premise that
actions are simultaneously context-shaped and context-renewing
(Heritage, 1984). Utterances are considered both in their contextual
embedding, interrelatedness, and projectivity, as they not only
contribute to establishing common ground but also trigger
expectations for subsequent actions and play a role in negotiating
discursive norms and establishing recurring interactional patterns.

Through sequential analysis, we firstly analytically isolated
instances in which the learner’s negative emotional involvement or
emotional state is explicitly manifested, either by direct naming of
the negative emotion or through the use of expressions indicating
negative epistemic emotions. In all of these episodes, emotions are
not the primary objective or explicit focus of advising; instead,
they arise as adverse emotional factors that influence the learner’s
self-concept, the learning process, and the advisory interaction.
This serves as the organizing point for building a collection of
interactional episodes for the analysis. Given that the analysis relies
on audio recordings and thus lacks non-verbal emotional cues,
the emphasis is placed on the advisor’s emotional responsivity and
regulatory practices, which reflect their appraisal of the emotional
cues expressed in the learner’s preceding turns. The fine-grained,
multi-case analysis, chronologically organized, provides a basis
for subsequently comparing the different practices of emotion
display by learners, the emotional regulation practices of advisors,
and the follow-up behaviors of learners, allowing for a detailed
examination of the interactive dynamics of the interactional history
(Deppermann, 2018).

To reconstruct changes over time, the analysis employs
longitudinal interactional techniques, drawing from several
studies (Nguyen, 2012; Pekarek Doehler and Pochon-Berger,
2019; Deppermann, 2018; Pekarek Doehler, 2021; Skogmyr
Marian, 2023). First, to ensure comparability of the phenomena
under investigation across interactional episodes, equivalent
interactive episodes and practices were collected in each of
seven sessions, using the learner’s explicit emotional display
as a starting point. Their chronological organization enabled
cross-case comparisons in a single advisory session and over
seven sessions. This analysis aims both to reveal regularities
and consistently recurring aspects and to demonstrate changes
and differences (Nguyen and Malabarba, 2025). The analysis of
counseling sessions also considers thematic development, previous
arguments, reuse of statements, growing common ground, and
affiliative practices that have already been analyzed (Lazovic,
2025b,c¢), such as self-disclosure and simulated inner speech. After
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providing a fine-grained, descriptive, and analytical insight, the
observed recurrences, variations, and differences are subsequently
systematized, synthesized, and explained on a more abstract level.
Rather than aiming to establish causal explanations, the study
focuses on revealing the interactional dynamics at play, thereby
providing a foundation for further interdisciplinary research.

4.5 Researcher positioning

At the time of data collection, the researcher (R) held a
mentoring role for both groups, acting as a German teacher for
L and as a trainer for the STAs by supporting them during
group meetings and individual conversations initiated by the STAs
according to their needs. Rather than adopting an instructive
or suggestive role and influencing their behavior, R supported
their autonomy in the process by providing motivating, open,
constructive impulses, as well as fostering a cooperative atmosphere
focused on collaborative problem-solving and resource orientation.
While prior interactions and R’s broader involvement in the process
contributed to expanding epistemic perspectives by providing
deeper insights into interactional and learning dynamics, the data
analysis and interpretation strictly followed interactional-linguistic
methodology and were not influenced by experiential biases,
subjective preferences, or epistemic stances. The fact that the data
were collected 7 years prior to the analysis further reinforced this
by ensuring temporal and contextual distance. The interpretative
basis was additionally secured through systematic reflection on and
control of the researcher’s own epistemic beliefs, complemented
by critical discussions of the data in colloquia, in line with the
interpretative logic inherent in interactional-linguistic approaches.

5 Findings

Before presenting the findings, an exploratory account of
the STAs reflections on the emotional dimension of advising
(Lazovic, 2025a), extracted from group discussions (Dataset 3), is
provided to contextualize the results. STAs generally notice the
emotional load experienced by Ls, yet often encounter difficulties as
emotions appear inaccessible to them. Some STAs express the need
for emotional distancing and struggle to respond appropriately,
indicating problems in handling emotional reciprocity. This is
partly due to their belief in learners’ capacity for automatic self-
regulation, their conviction that language advising is not therapy,
and their belief that emotions should not be explicitly addressed.
STAs perceive challenges arising from the multidimensional
nature of addressing both learning-related emotions and broader
emotional baggage from diverse FL contexts, as well as from
the emotional dynamics generated within the advising setting
itself. STAs demonstrate, however, awareness of ER by fostering
positive emotional experiences by upgrading positive valence in
feedback actions, supporting narrative practices, and initiating
small talk, while consciously avoiding epistemic imbalances. They
are aware of their use of self-disclosures as de-affecting ER
practices, as well as normalizing and broadening strategies while
reframing self-expectations positively and supporting reappraisal.
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Some STAs employ a strategy of emotional challenging as a
strategic intervention, either by inviting reflection on difficult
emotions, confronting them, or deliberately activating emotional
responses to strengthen emotional resilience. Across reflections,
STAs emphasize the importance of calibrating the intensity of
emotional engagement to avoid negative effects or loss of emotional
bonds. This is partly confirmed and further elaborated in the
following sections, which illustrate the interactional analysis of
emotional responsiveness and regulatory work in two contexts:
an ad hoc advisory session (Section 5.1) and a longitudinal case
spanning seven sessions (Section 5.2).

Example 1: “You are somewhat confused” (35.35-36.31 Min).

10.3389/fcomm.2025.1657464

to different regulatory practices. The following example (1)
illustrates the first emotional episode. It starts with L, indicating
an implicit negative epistemic emotion for the first time in the
interaction, when coordinating multilingual learning processes
(line 2, verwirrend), using general rather than explicit self-
reference and downgrading its relevance (ein bisschen). A
follows with questions to deepen reflection, while simultaneously
offering a positive reinterpretation that focuses on resources
and evokes positive emotional experiences (lines 3-6). This is
demonstrated by positive reorienting in follow-up questions,
supporting reappraisal.

I L: ja, wenn man GLEICHzeitig viele fremdsprachen (.) lernt,
Yes, if you learn many foreign languages (.) at the same time,

2 dann kommt es einfach zu einer (.

also,

man ist (verwirrend) ein bisschen.

then it simply comes to, well, (.) so, you're somewhat confused.

. OKAY? aber,

okay. but have you ever had situations
4 wo du geMERKT hast,
where you realized, okay, maybe it helps me

hast du dann vielLEICHT auch schon situaTIONen gehabt,

okay es HILFT mir vielleicht,

5 dass ich schon ein bisschen eine ANDERE sprache sprechen kann,

that i already can speak a bit another language,
6 weil das (.)

vielleicht so AHNLICH in einer ANDERen sprache ist,

because that (.) is maybe so similar in another language?

5.1 Emotional regulative work in an ad hoc
advisory context

In ad hoc advisory interactions, emotional regulatory work
predominantly unfolds indirectly, becoming increasingly salient
through the initiation of reflection on “inner feelings” and
used as an anchor for generating new learning approaches.
Some previously analyzed practices aimed at balancing the
emotional landscape include mitigating negative emotional
valence in feedback (Lazovic, 2025a), normalizing through
self-disclosures, and transforming through simulated inner
self-talk (Lazovic, 2025b,c). When responding to expressions of
negative epistemic emotions, STAs generally tend to focus their
interventions on alleviating strain on the self and preserving
the Ls sense of self-efficacy, as well as normalizing negative
emotional experiences, rather than engaging in diagnostic
efforts to uncover the underlying cognitive and emotional
dynamics. STAs also promote positive emotional experiences
through practices such as epistemic self-downgrading, empathic
aligning of perspectives, demonstrating understanding and
positive emotional stances through reinterpretation and positive
reframing of attributions, and resource-orienting, serving as
strategies for positive broadening. The ad hoc advisory session
analyzed here comprises three emotional episodes, showing
the learner’s increasingly explicit emotional displays, leading
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Following a display of understanding (“okay”), supporting
normalizing and displaying default responsiveness, A transitions
with an adversative aber (“but”) to an implicit regulative sequence,
attributing a positive stance toward the learning process and
presupposing a favorable emotional experience (L as beneficiary) as
self-evident (schon gehabt, gemerkt). STA does not directly address
negative emotions but instead replaces them with evident positive
experiences, thereby activating compensatory and resource-
oriented capacities. The following practice of simulating the
learner’s inner self-talk (lines 4-6), used as an empathic interface,
is central to deeply anchoring this intervention, legitimizing
epistemic access, and securing acceptance of the intervention
while also foregrounding agency and scaffolding transformative
processes. By evoking and presupposing positive emotional
experiences (lines 5-6, drawing on previous knowledge, resources,
and analogical thinking), this serves as a positive affective anchor
that facilitates the cultivation of a solution-oriented mindset and
supports positive broadening, as well as the self-regulatory system,
by activating resource-oriented thinking. This practice of positive
broadening, when eliciting positive and beneficiary experiences,
reorients toward resources and agency, enabling reappraisal and
reevaluation while disrupting the generalization of negative stances.
By anchoring intervention in empathic perspective-taking and
simulated inner talk, the A legitimizes epistemic access and
deontic positioning, thereby shifting the Ls role within the
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experiential script and activating a process-oriented mode, essential
for regulating emotional reasoning.

In the following episode (Example 2), L explicitly addresses
difficulties in text comprehension, particularly in relation to
unknown words (lines 1-3). This contains markers of emotional
involvement, such as hesitation, pauses, and vague references
to difficulty. Notably, it includes the lexical item “to hinder”
which, regardless of its core semantics, is marked by emphatic
stress, evoking additional ambiguity as an emotional load cue.
This triggers an emotionally based implicature on the part of A,
who shifts the interactional focus toward emotional self-regulation
rather than engaging in a diagnostic manner or offering concrete
recommendations for addressing the comprehension problem. In
doing so, A first displays emotional responsiveness, establishing an
empathetic interface through reference to equivalent experience,
and responds to the issue through self-disclosure (lines 4-
8), formulating the epistemic emotion of being overwhelmed
due to an excess of unknown vocabulary. This develops into
transformative emotional co-reasoning, serving to ground an
emotionally responsive advisory sequence that integrates emotion-
and problem-oriented goals.

Example 2: “I always found it demotivating” (38.35-39
31 Min).

1 L: 4h manchmal (--) &h::: (---) EInige

10.3389/fcomm.2025.1657464

by external conditions, preparing the shift for being able to
self-control the emotional experience (hats mich demotiviert).
Similarly, the sequential order, beginning with naming emotional
experience, followed by actional script with agentive situative
positioning, leading to a prominent prosodic emphasis on
the intensifying particle zu (line 8) and explicit naming of
the cause (too many words, not known)—serves to shift the
attribution toward real, objective difficulties, thereby decoupling
it from the emotional experience and self-attribution and
shifting the focus of regulation. This repositioning in the
emotional experiential script is followed by an assumption of
equivalent emotional experience (line 10), thereby creating a
space for initiating reflection on the emotional experiencing
process itself as a basis for its regulation. Through emotional
expression and reframing on behalf of the learner, A supports
emotional awareness, acceptance, and shifts the focus to the
mode of situated emotional experiencing, aiming to involve
L in reflection but to scaffold the overcoming of emotional
blockages through process orientation, acceptance of affect,
supporting appraisal, and the fostering of agency. It serves to
engage the L in transformative co-reasoning, stimulating changes

dh: fremdworter (--) beHINDERN mich,

Uh, sometimes (--) uh::: (---) some, uh, foreign words (--) make it hard for me
2 diesen text zu verstehen; manchmal &h ist egal,
to understand the text. Sometimes, uh, it doesn’t even matter

3 ob ich <<lachend> diese> FREMDworter kenne oder nicht,

whether I know these foreign words or not, yeah.

Jaz;

4 A: also ICH wird sagen, mich hat das immer so ein bisschen FRUHER im englischen;
well, I would say it always kind of used to demotivate me in English;

5 also:, ich kanns jA nur mit ENGLISCH vergleichen;
[ mean, I can only compare it to English.

6 L: ja:,
Yeah.

7 A: hats mich DEMOtivi:ert, wenn ich nen text vor mir hatte (.)

It demotivated me, when I had a text in front of me (.)
die ich nicht kenne.

8 mit !'Z2U! vielen wortern,
with too many words I didn 't know.

9 L: okay,
okay,

10 A: das de (.) demotiVIERT dich doch auch,
That de (.) that demotivates you too, doesnt it?

11 L: aber,
but

When aligning a self-disclosure to the L, the A redirects the
emotional focus by referencing the state of being demotivated
(line 7) and shifting the semantic role previously associated
with the verb hinder—from the patient role (with static,
negative emotional state, blocking action) to that of the
experiencer, one undergoing an emotional process triggered
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10

oder nicht?

in perspective, emotional reasoning, and regulating the self-
in-process.

Although L signals misalignment at this point (aber, line 11),
A continues with another paraphrase (line 12) of the empathic
assumption of shared emotional experience. Here (lines 12-15),
A reformulates a shared emotional experience with a softened,
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positively valenced expression (nicht so Lust haben), but avoids
direct addressing, shifting to general subjects (man), which
supports self-distancing and normalizes the emotional experience.
Using question-tag ODER facilitates collaborative engagement with
the shared experiential and emotional space. Since L minimally
responds (line 13), indicating uncertainty, the practice of shared
internal talk as inner dialogue is employed again (line 15) from
the generic perspective of the experiencer in process, as well
as dual-mind syntax phenomena (Haselow, 2024), foregrounding
the modality of situated emotional experience processing while
attenuating emotional intensity by reducing the affective load to
a noticing-surprise interjection (oh) and diminishing the depth
of the emotional experience. This also involves moving from
transformative emotional labels (lines 7, 10) to mitigated (line 12)
and positively valenced expressions (line 15), thereby scaffolding
a reduction in affective load and transforming the emotional
valence, which fosters a self-regulatory process orientation. This
dynamic—from representative addressing a negative emotional
state to its transformation into an emotional experience and
subsequently to a reduction of affect and its normalization—
functions as an emotion-regulatory scaffolding, serving here as
emotional grounding prior to offering recommendations and as
argumentative backup (line 16).

12 A: macht dich das,

10.3389/fcomm.2025.1657464

an emotionally attuned advice-giving that integrates emotion- and
problem-oriented goals.

As recommendation to reduce cognitive load (lines 18-21),
simplify learning processes, and align cognitive activity with
emotional affordances or interfaces aims to harmonize self-
expectations and ensure positive experiences of self-efficacy and
demonstrates the emergence of advice that is not only aligned with
but also enhances emotional self-regulatory work, demonstrating
an emotionally responsive advisory practice that integrates
emotion- and problem-oriented goals. This example, however,
illustrates the problem of matching the empathic projection and
fostering I's emotional responsiveness, which appears to become
more explicit subsequently.

As the conversation progresses, L grows more comfortable
sharing his emotions, reflecting the positive effects of strengthened
emotional awareness in combination with As emotionally
responsive and empathic regulatory approaches. In the next
episode, L initiates an explicitly meta-emotion-related advisory
intervention, as illustrated in Example 3, where he directly asks
about overcoming speaking anxiety (lines 1-5), indicating some
prior emotional involvement through a comparison with LI
speakers. L starts by referencing a negative emotion shared by the
entire group, upon which L bases his own emotional experience

also ah da hat man doch nicht so lust den text zu lesen;oder?

Doesn't it? Like, uh, you don't really feel like reading the text then, do you?

13 L: &h::,,
Uhm,

was ich nicht kenne,

und wieder,

mit DEN texten erst zu arbeiten,

EIN wort hast,was du NICHT kennst.

14 A: ne, man ist ja dann immer so,
Right, its like,
15 !OH! da ist schon wieder so ein wort,
Oh, there’s another word I don't know, and again;
16 deswegen wiird ich erstmal verSUCHEN,
That's why I would first try
17 L: ja:,
Yeah.
18 A: dh: mit den TEXten &hm (.)
Uh, to start working with the texts, uhm (.)
19 die noch nicht so (--) schwierig sind;
that aren 't so (--) difficult yet.
20 L: okay,
okay,
21 A: wo du vielleicht im satz (.)
Where maybe there'’s just one word in the sentence that you don 't know.
22 L: okay,

okay.

L is repositioned into the role of being able to self-regulate the
process, which forms the basis for the recommendation of self-
management and regulation of self-expectation within the process,
specifically regarding the selection and control of challenge,
cognitive load, or harmonization of emotional and cognitive
dimensions. Transformative emotional co-reasoning is preparing
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equivalently and formulates the advisory request (line 5), by
using in-grouping as a face-saving attributional mechanism.
L demonstrates emotional self-awareness and self-regulation
orientation, thereby initiating a meta-emotional advisory action.
Although anxiety in situations of free speaking is explicitly
additional emotional

foregrounded, dimensions—emerging
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from the conversational context and inferred empathically—
surface in the counselor’s emotional responsiveness, even when
not overtly expressed, reflecting the multilayered emotional
landscape that unfolds and develops over the course of the
interaction, with increasing empathic interface. This leads to
a complex advisory episode with different layers of regulatory
intervention, beginning with explicitly addressing and correctively
transforming presuppositions, shifting situational and self-
perceptions, normalizing emotional experiences, and supporting
through situated emotional co-reasoning. A begins (lines 6-7) with
a mitigated rejection of the presupposition (du darfst nicht) by
referencing s previous statements (line 7) as false assumptions,
followed by a corrective formulation of the emotional framing of
the situation and a re-evaluation of the experience within the given
context and with regard to the emotional load on participants (lines
9-10). Rather than a direct negation, which remains truncated
(line 6), the utterance is reframed as a mitigated self-directed
appeal to inferential activity of thinking (dann darfst du denken),
thereby shifting the stance toward generalization (jeder, da) and
explicit transformation of basic situation-related presuppositions,
normalizing and softening the feeling of anxiety (line 9). This
is then generalized and expanded to persons who may appear
confident, successful, and free of anxiety (line 10) while, at the
same time, engaging in reappraisal within the interpretive frame of
‘emotion hiding.”

Example 3: “How can I overcome this speaking anxiety?”
(49:26-51:53 Min.).

1 L: aber die meisten (.)
But most, I mean, most Chinese students

2 ich AUCH, &h: habe die angst (--)
me too, uh, I have this fear, uh, of speaking freely.

3 und DEShalb (.) &h:
And thats why, uh, for most Chinese students, they can

4 &h gut oder besser schreiben und lesen,

fiir die meisten chinesischen studierenden,

10.3389/fcomm.2025.1657464

self (lines 11, 13, 15) in the context of a university seminar.
This is underscored by the use of generic pronouns (keiner)
and the claim of the others’ “positive intention,” implicitly
contrasting with Ls presumed negative expectations of others’
opinions (line 11). These are combined with directives (du musst),
aimed to invite self-correction in the inferential process (lines
12, 14), mitigated through the use of self-referential semantics
(du dir), the strategic reuse and argumentative functionalization
of the learner’s own statements, and the mitigating use of
einmal/erstmal, supporting process orientation. By simulating the
inner talk of the hypothetical other in the seminar context (line
13), the advisor animates negatively projected self-assumptions,
thereby enabling an emotional confrontation with direct negative
formulations (du redest Blodsinn; ist der blod), which are
framed as self-generated negative self-assumptions internalized
as projections. A intervenes in the appraisal process through
social self-remodeling, aimed at distancing oneself from negative
self-evaluations and reducing the projected significance of the
other, by using the negative general pronoun (keiner). A first
explicitly references the negative assumptions, as to be solved
by self-acknowledging and self-admitting (line 12, must sich
eingestehen, einreden), facilitating regulative self-awareness, and
then reuses the learner’s previous formulations on ER (line 14).
This dynamic illustrates the shift from initially operating on
self-awareness to directly addressing emotional self-regulation,

ICH meine die meisten chinesischen studierenden-

&dh FREI zu sprechen,

sie konnen-

ah besser als horen und sprechen.

uh, read and write well— or even better, uh, better than listening and speaking.

5 Jja und vielleicht (-) wie kann ich diese
Yeah, and maybe— how can I overcome this fear?

(==)

ANGST &h:

ERSTmal darfst du gar nicht- also schon weil wir (.

iiberwinden?

) weil du (.)

First of all, you really don't have to— I mean, already just because we, because you

7 du sagst ja grad SELber,

die deutschen studenten reden SO frei und ohne angst.

you yourself just said that German students speak so freely and without fear.

g8 dann darfst du als ERstes denken,
So, the first thing you should think is: everyone standing up there,

jeder da vorne STEHT,

und jeder der da SITZT und ZUhort; wei:B, dass JEder hat ein bisschen angst.
haben ANGST. die koénnen das nur gut verSTECKEN.
ja. denkt irgendwas BOses.

eingestehen; einreden,

9
and everyone sitting there listening, they all know— that everyone has a little bit of fear.
10 auch die die da FREI erzahlen,
Even those who speak freely—they 're afraid too. They 're just really good at hiding it.
11 SO. (=) und KEIner der im seminarraum sitzt,
Right. (=) And nobodly sitting in that seminar room, yeah, is thinking anything bad.
12 das musste (.) als ERstes dir erstmal ein (.)
Thats the first thing you need to really admit to yourself, or convince yourself of:
13 WENN du redest, denkt keiner, WAS macht der da vorne.
When you speak, nobody s sitting there thinking, "What's he doing up there? Is he stupid?" — No one thinks that.
14 du musst erstmal diese ANGST (--) &h:m (--) titberWINden.
You first have to overcome that fear uhm—
15 dass du da vorne stehst, und jemand denkt vielleicht,

du redest da BLODsinn.
when you stand up there, someone might think you're saying something stupid.

ist der BLOD, macht keiner.

Following a discourse-structuring but epistemically reinforcing
discourse marker, so (line 11), A transitions further to the social-
interactive dimension of emotion by addressing interpretative
frames related to others perceptions and attitudes toward the
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A is subsequently expanding this with further emotional
layers (lines 16-21), aimed to replace the previously expressed
negative emotion with a positively reframed affective stance in the
process of situated and shared emotional experiencing, supporting
in-grouping, reappraisal, and situation modification, once again
through the practice of simulation of the participants inner
talk (lines 20-21). This manifests in positive evaluations, the
naming of states or emotional actions, and the establishment of
a positive affective stance, employed when staging the positive
situational thinking of others (e.g., froh, toll, interessant, and freuen
sich), which exerts a corrective influence on reappraisal processes
through positive re-evaluation. A new mode of in-grouping is here
constructed, grounded in the invocation of a shared epistemic and
social identity as students (we vs. the professor), which overrides the
previously established in-grouping based on a shared L1 (lines 16-
19). This shift facilitates alignment and is affectively positively taken
up by L (lines 19, 22).

10.3389/fcomm.2025.1657464

the preceding positive affective valence and alignment by staging
a display of positive stance (line 20) and then integrates this
dimension of otherness in an in-grouping manner, illustrating it
within the ongoing framing. This is again followed by an explicit
simulation of the inner speech (line 21), which is then framed
as an expression of interest and enjoyment (interessiert/freuen
sich) and explicitly labeled as a positive emotional stance. This
abstraction of a positive emotional quality as the significant
other’s positive emotional stance in the context signals the
conclusion and pre-closing of the emotion-regulatory sequence,
which subsequently transitions into the core advisory phase with
concrete recommendations.

Recommendations are explicitly introduced as mitigated “tips,”
highlighting the beneficiary role (fiir dich) and framed as an
open, self-determined choice regarding their acceptance (line
23). The right-dislocated structure indicates a clear topical
shift and a new focus. A offers two potential solutions, both

16 A: weil jeder ist erstmal- (--) gerade wenn man n referat in nem semiNAR h&lt,
Because everyone—at first—especially when someone’s giving a presentation in a seminar,

17 sind die meisten EH erstmal FROH, toll ein refeRAT, oder so,
most people are actually happy, like: Great, a presentation! or something.

18 weil dann muss der proFESSOR nicht reden; (lacht)

Because then the professor doesn t have to talk! (laughs)

19 L: <<lachend> ja.>
(laughing) Yeah

sagen wir mal ausldndischer student redet,

die sind meistens intereSSIERT. die FREUen sich ja.

20 A: &ahm, !OH! !TOLL! ein ahm (.)

And uhm—oh wow! Amazing! A, let’s say, foreign student is speaking.
21 das ist ja !TOLL! interessant.

That’s actually great. Interesting. Most people are genuinely interested. They re happy about it.
2o L: ja:, okay,

Yeah, okay.

23 A: als TIPP fiir dich ist es,

wenn du das idben méchtest,

mit dem FREIen sprechen,

So my tip for you is: If you want to practice speaking more freely,

24 dir so kleine AUFgaben mhm machen,

dass du dir sagst, heute geh ich EINkaufen,

Try setting yourself little tasks. Like telling yourself: Today I'm going shopping,
25 meine aufgabe ist es, eine verKAUFERIN ANzusprechen,und sie irgendwas zu fragen.
and my task is to speak to a salesperson and ask something.

26 wie,

ahm ich finde momentan nicht ah die sa:hne,

konnten sie mir da HELfen;

Something like: Can't seem to find the cream. Could you help me?
27 und einfach so mit ihr ins geSPRACH kommen; ganz FREI und ohne ohne PRObleme,
And then just get into a little conversation with her. Totally naturally, and without pressure.

28 und das muss sich dann STEIgern,

dass du dann sagst,

okay, ich steh vorm SPIEgel,

And then gradually level it up. You could say: Okay, I’ll stand in front of the mirror,

29 und rede erstmal Uber- sagen wir mal

and talk about—let s say—climate change.

30 dir ein bisschen leichte kleine AUFgaben setzen,

(=) KLIMAwandel,

und ahm

damit du einfach FREIer wirst.

Just give yourself small, simple topics, so that you slowly get more confident and comfortable speaking freely.

This social-interactional alignment forms the basis for
addressing the final and particularly sensitive dimension of
social identity-related emotion embedded in the emotional cluster
previously expressed by L, namely, the perceived difference and
presupposed gap between international students and L1 speakers,
which A, in an emotionally responsive manner, recognizes as a
latent layer requiring regulation within this cluster. A builds on
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showing emotional responsiveness and alignment: one by adopting
the learner’s perspective (lines 24-30), and the other through
self-disclosure involving projected experience (lines 31-41).
Both recommendations incorporate an emotional self-regulatory
dimension, presented in a way that promotes positive emotional
reasoning and self-management, thereby linking emotional goals
to problem-oriented ones. These suggestions are not only
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designed to address the learner’s current emotional difficulty but
also align with the preceding emotion-regulatory interventions,
indicating the use of the transactive memory system. This
indicates working toward coherence in emotional clusters and
developing emotionally regulatory strategies consistent at the
discourse level. In designing this, A simulates emotional self-talk
(dass du dir sagst), emphasizing agency, self-regulation, and a
positive attitude toward learning experiences in concrete, everyday
activities (lines 24-26, 28). Embedded within everyday-relevant
framings, this design demonstrates empathic perspectivization
in recipient-tailored action contexts, related to specific goals,
supporting goal-oriented reasonings (line 30). A begins with
simple and secure context references that strengthen a positive
emotional stance (lines 24-27), before shifting to a more
demanding context (lines 28-29), evoking experiential analogy,
drawing on the metaphor of logical progression, framing it
in a consecutive-additive manner (by frequent use of und
dann), and presupposing self-regulation/monitoring. Within this
advisory context, emotional framing occurs through simulating
positively valenced emotional experiences, supporting self-efficacy
and self-monitoring, as well as promoting positive emotional
reasoning. In this way, the previously expressed negative emotion
is transformed (frei, ohne Probleme), supporting emotional

10.3389/fcomm.2025.1657464

self-regulated experiencing within the process and indicating
As working on coherence within the emotional landscape.
Alternating between direct and internally simulated speech,
generic expressions, and recipient-addressing recommendations
sustains an emotional dynamic that both relaxes and elevates the
advisory process.

The next recommendation (lines 31-40), based on self-
disclosure with high evidential power as repeated and generalized
experience, demonstrates an indirect recommendation while
displaying situated (emotional) reasoning, maintaining a positive
stance when taking potential limitations into account, thus
argumenting in a goal-oriented manner (line 33-37). A connects
this directly with Us goal (line 32), highlighting the positive emotion
of being free and safe in action (lines 32, 36, 37, 40), thereby
navigating through the action flow in a process-oriented and goal-
directed way, mitigating the emotional involvement. Subsequently,
a proposal for L is formulated in a pointed manner and justified
in a way that connects it to the preceding discourse (lines 38-40),
highlighting the positive (emotional) outcome. This self-disclosure
demonstrates an emotionally aligned, goal- and resource-oriented
co-reasoning, with an implicitly advisory and suggestive character.

After the learner’s affirmative response to the recommendation
(line 41), A initiates a final wrap-up sequence that reactivates and

31 A: und ICH mach das zum beispiel immer so, ja,
And what I always do, for example—

32 deswegen komm ICH vielleicht manchmal ein bisschen FREIer im referat riber,
maybe that’s why I sometimes seem a bit more natural when I give a presentation

33 ich schreibe mir (.) tatsdchlich das was ich sage immer KOMPLETT auf.
[ actually write out everything [ want to say.

34 die ganzen sdtze SCHREIB ich mir auf. und LES mir das vorher VIER finfmal durch,
[ write out full sentences. And then I read through it four or five times beforehand,

35 und GUCK dann einfach nur SO, brauch nur AB und zu mal aufs BLATT zurickschauen,
and during the presentation, I just glance down from time to time,

36 und kann das wieder frei sprechen. und hab aber die SICHERheit,
but I can still speak freely. And I have the security.

37 WENN ich irgendwas verGESSE, hab ichs STEHEN; das gibt mir SICHERheit;
if I forget something, it's all written down. That gives me confidence.

38 und das wir vielleicht fiir DICH auch so;
Maybe that could work for you too.

39 dass du dir was VORschreibst, und es dir AB und zu durchliest,
Just write it out in advance, read through it a couple of times,

40 und dann haste ja schon das im KOPF, und dann kannste das bisschen freier erZAHLen.
And then you'll already have it in your head and from there, you can talk more freely.

41 L: JA. <<lachend> guter TIPP.>
Yeah. (laughing) Good tip!

42 A: abe:r, ich kann dir GANZ ehrlich sagen, Jjeder ist froh WENN ein referat gehalten wird,
But I'll be totally honest with you: everyone is happy when someone gives a presentation.

43 ahm (-) da brauchste dir schonmal KEINE gedanken machen,
You really don't need to worry about that at all.

44 ich hab auch immer (.) bei studenten immer son bisschen die PANIK &hm, dass man &ahm
And I often feel panic with students a bit,

45 nicht SCHLAU genug riberkommt,aber da muss man sich AUCH keine gedanken machen.
that Idon 't come across as smart enough, but you don t need to worry about that either.

46 ich hab auch ab und zu angst. also:, brauch (.) MACH dir da keine gedanken.

[ still have fearsometimes too. So really, I don't have to worry about it.

Frontiersin Communication

14

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2025.1657464
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/communication
https://www.frontiersin.org

Lazovi¢

argumentatively integrates key elements from the prior emotion-
regulatory phase. This serves to stabilize the Is orientation toward
the proposed strategy and align different emotional reasons and
arguments coherently. Along with repetitions, the negative emotion
is mitigated and transformed through self-disclosure (lines 44,
46), normalizing and shifting from an affective to a cognitive-
reflective level. Beyond aligning shared experiences, the learner
is positioned as “overthinking” within a reassuring directive,
which suggests suppressing or regulating cognitive activity at a
meta-emotional level (lines 43, 46). This reframes the emotional
dimension cognitively, thereby transforming it into a solution-
oriented manner.

Within the empathic interface, some self-related attributions
are projected onto the L (lines 44-45), such as self-expectations
social riiberkommen) and
(Panik  haben).
This contributes to a sense of in-grouping, counteracting Ls

regarding recognition  (schlau

affective self-understanding and awareness
previously expressed feeling of being positioned as part of
an outgroup. As a form of affiliative positioning, this is a
subtle
emotion in the Ls social self-perception, reinforcing relational

intervention that involves shared or co-constructed

alignment, affective inclusion, and supporting in-grouping
while transforming the negatively charged emotion of anxiety
into a more affective yet controllable, normalized state of
emotional flow.

A similar form of emotional-regulatory wrap-up is equally
evident at the end of the session, where concluding suggestions are
articulated from a simulated, agentive perspective and attributed
to L as positive reasoning. These take the form of concrete,
coherently summarized, and condensed everyday scripts with self-
regulative emotional reasoning in a generic, slogan-like form of
self-imperatives, such as, in this case, the formulation “sich einfach
trauen, einfach ins Gesprich kommen.” The formulation indicates
the shift away from emotional state labeling (as static, obstructive,
and disconnected from the new experience process) to situated,
self-regulatory emotional processing embedded in a positively

charged emotional framework.

10.3389/fcomm.2025.1657464

5.2 Longitudinal insights into STA's
emotional responsiveness and regulatory
work

The analysis of the counseling cycle shows that negative
emotions are rarely explicitly addressed and are typically related
to anxiety (Figurel). ER is achieved implicitly through self-
disclosures and simulated inner dialogue from the learner’s
perspective (Lazovic, 2025b,c), with a significant increase in their
use over the course of the counseling cycle (Figure 1). Over time,
their emotional valence shifts from initially mitigating negative
affective loads to a stronger focus on positive emotional values
and resource-orienting. Our analysis examines the STAs emotional
responsiveness throughout the counseling cycle, with a particular
focus on sequences in sessions 1, 3, 4, and 6 where the learner
signals or labels negative emotional states.

The first occurrence in the initial session of the counseling
cycle is a response to STAs prompt regarding self-assessment (Ex.
4): L expresses relative satisfaction (nicht schlimm, line 5) and
uncertainty, simultaneously expressing a perceived reduction in
competence and an internal blockage, explicitly attributing these
to a state of nervousness (line 2) or stress (line 9), without further
elaboration. Rather than expanding on this emotional disclosure,
A—following her pedagogical priorities—shifts the topical focus
toward the perceived differences between writing and speaking
(lines 10-11). The emotional dimension seems to be generally
backgrounded, likely due to competing interactional goals and
the still-forming relational basis between L and A. Nonetheless,
A displays a form of basic emotional responsiveness (line 6,
expressed through acceptance and a relaxed smile) and emotional
noticing and registering by referencing and echoing Us wording
(lines 7-8), indicating this emotional statement as interactionally
relevant, yet mitigating its intensity through refocusing. s affective
self-assessment about the negative consequence (lines 2-3) is
reformulated and relabeled into the softened and more normalized
phrase its sometimes difficult (line 8). This move shifts the affective
framing from a static, state-related, general orientation toward a
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FIGURE 1

Frequency of self-disclosure and simulated inner speech across seven sessions, including explicit labeling of the learner’'s emotional state.
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processual understanding of emotional experience. This is achieved
through affective neutralization and relativization (sometimes), by
introducing a new frame (difficult, related to complexity) and
through upgrading epistemic certainty and factuality indicators (it
is) for objective obstacles, thereby creating greater and relaxing
agentive distance. This functions as both affiliative and micro-
regulating, transforming the emotional stance in the process, but
without going deeper into the regulatory work.

Example 4: “Sometimes, when I am nervous” (Session
1, 4:42-5:20).

10.3389/fcomm.2025.1657464

emotional experience and toward a solution-oriented contextual
analysis. At the same time, the learner is epistemically upgraded
by being positioned as the more knowledgeable. After L provides
information about the exam, A proceeds with a sequence of post-
hoc, emotionally supportive co-reasoning by positively framing
the context, and emphasizing available resources and manageable
steps in action (lines 5-12) to foster the learner’s self-efficacy in
approaching and solving the task and supporting reappraisal.

dass mal so: mal so:,

also, ich kann kein deutsch-

aber, ja;
sind gut bisschen (lacht)

(lacht)

wenn du nerV0:S bist,

1 L: also:, ja, (2 s) ich wilirde sagen,
Well, yes, (2 s) i would say, it's so-so,
2 also, &hm manchmal, wenn ich NERVOS bin,
so, um sometimes, when i'm nervous, so, i can't speak german
3 also kein WORT auf deutsch sprechen;
like not a single word in german; but, yes
4 ja, meine DEUTSCH kenntnisse ja,
yes, my german skills, yes, are kind of good (laughs)
5 also, nicht SCHLIMM wiirde ich sagen;
well, not bad, i would say, (laughs)
6 A: (lacht) ja okay, wirdest du SAGen,
(laughs) Yes okay, would you say,
7 du hast ja schon gesagt,
you already said, when you're nervous,
8 ist es manchmal [SCHWIErig,]
it's sometimes [difficult,]
9 L: [ja oder] STRESS auch;
[yes or] also stress;
10 A: mhm,

wlirdest du sagen,
would you say there's also a difference?

Interestingly, up to session 3, no additional emotional self-
disclaimers are produced by the learner, potentially due to reduced
emotional responsiveness of A or a mismatch in expectations,
but there is a marked increase in the use of the terms “schwer”
or “schwierig” which appear to function here as interactively
co-constructed placeholders for emotionally charged experiences.
Evident here is a difference between A and L, revealing distinct
conceptualizations, since L tends to use schwer (hard) and A opts
for schwierig (difficult). This contrast reflects differing perspectives
on the nature of difficulty, being more experiential and affectively
loaded in Ls case and more cognitive, multidimensional, or task-
oriented in As.

The Is renewed emotional disclosure in the third session
(Example 5) conveys a sense of anticipatory anxiety related
to achievement emotions in a test situation, emerging as
a consequence of unmet self-efficacy following a previous
unsuccessful attempt (lines 1-2). In response, A adopts a de-
emotionalizing stance, posing a fact-oriented question about the
exam format, displaying minimal emotional responsiveness (line
3, okay). This shifts the interactional focus away from the Ls
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und wenn du jetzt vielleicht schaust auf SPREchen und schreiben,
Mhm, and if you now maybe look at speaking and writing,

&)

da gibt es auch ein UNTERSCHIED,

Several resources support this: the relativizing of the Ls
assessment of the perceived difficulty with positive appraisal (line
5); the highlighting of agency and resources (you have, in your
head); the emphasis on the stability and predictability of the activity
sequence (fixed, roadmap, structure); and framing it as accessible
and already within the Ls repertoire, all strengthening the Ls sense
of self-efficacy and controllability over his actions. In addition, A
draws on generic simulated internal speech (lines 9-10) as part
of an empathic interface, allowing the actual recommendation
to be conveyed in a non-directive, recipient-oriented manner
with greater mental resonance and uptake potential. A engages
in reusing the learner’s earlier statements, both by echoing his
arguments (lines 10-12) and by positively evaluating them. These
are realized in the form of motivated self-imperatives embedded
in internal self-talk, which contribute to a positively valenced
emotional framing of action. By foregrounding agency, resource
orientation, and process controllability, A implicitly derives the
recommendation in a co-constructive manner from the learner’s
own prior thoughts, thereby reinforcing ownership and emotional
alignment and transforming the emotional perception of the
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context and the processes. This recipient-aligned practice of
empathic co-reappraisal adopts the Ls actional perspective and
enhances both positive emotional experiences and feelings of self-
efficacy.

Example 5: “So maybe I'm afraid” (Session 3, 39:48-41.15).

10.3389/fcomm.2025.1657464

A follows Us statement with an empathic understanding claim
(line 5), upgrading the positive relational experience by aligning
with the laughing moment and displaying perspective sharing
and claiming understanding. A initiates a recipient-oriented

1 L: also, vielleicht 4h habe ich davor ANGST, weil ich bekomme 4h die ergebnisse
So maybe I'm afraid of that, because I get, uh, the results

2 und ich hatte vorher NUR neunzehn punkte von siebenundzwanzig beim schreiben;
And I only got nineteen points out of twenty-seven in writing previously.

. oka:y,
Okay, what exactly did you have to do there?

was musstet ihr da eigentlich machen,

4 L: (Lerner gibt Informationen iiber die Priifungsform und seine Vorgehensweise, 60 Sekunden)
(Learner provides information about the exam format and his strategies, 60 seconds)

5 A: ja, ABER, dann denke ich hast du das jetzt ein bisschen LEICHter,
Yeah, but then I think you now have it a bit easier now.
6 du hast, ja, du hast eine FESTgeschriebenene textart,
You have, yes, a fixed text type.
7 also, du kannst diese: strukTUR !VOR!bereiten,
So you can prepare this structure.
8 es ist ja nicht &hm HIER hast du einen text, und jetzt schreibe IRGENDwas,
Its not like: here’s a text and now write anything.
9 sondern du hast deinen FAHRplan im kopf, wie ich so: ein arguMENT beginne,
Instead, you have your roadmap in your head for how to start an argument or
10 oder, wie ich sie MITeinander verbinde, und da:rum finde ich es GU:T,
how to connect them, and that'’s why I think it’s good
11 dass du gesagt hast, ICH fang jetzt damit !EINFACH! an; und schaue:,
that you said I should just simply start with it now and see,
12 wie kann ich eben das FORMULIEREN und machen;

how can [ formulate this and do that.

Although A does not directly engage in an in-depth
exploration of the learner’s emotional experience, emotional
registerings from previous sessions nonetheless prove relevant
in subsequent conversations. A utilizes them as a starting
point for exploring the learner’s perspective in implementing
a new strategy and supports reflective working through of an
emotional experience, as illustrated in the following example
(6). The episode begins with an empathic display of doing
emotional concern, thereby addressing Us negative emotion from
previous sessions (line 1). The emphasis on the action-related
experience (wie war das fiir dich) is combined with disengagement,
realized through a nominal right-dislocated and pragmatically
neutralized structure, ‘Stress zum Lernen, which, as a contextual
factor, supports emotional distancing. L responds in a humorous
manner, indicating both emotional relief and an attribution of
the causes for the negative experience (lines 2-3), while also
highlighting the co-constructive achievement but not directly
reflecting on the new experiences, indicating some hidden issues.
A expands this sequence into a reinforcement of previous
recommendations through retrospective emotionally regulative
co-reasoning. L is engaged in the process of retrospective
argumentative consolidation of previous recommendations and
emotional re-experiencing after a new action and its related
emotional experiences are implemented.
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self-disclosure (line 6), indicating shared negative experiences,
from an agentive perspective (lines 7-9), with emotionally
involving inner self-talk. This reflects unrealistic high, exaggerating
self-expectations (as must, everything, line 7), colliding with poor
outcomes (line 8), and leading to an emotional collision and
a negative experience with a high affection response (line 9).
This practice of emotional re-experiencing enables a pointed
regulative intervention, with distancing and transforming a
burdensome emotion in a situated and process-oriented manner,
and strengthening self-awareness. The emotion itself is still not
foregrounded, but it is neutralized, normalized, and softened
through a surprise-marking interjection (Oh), a recognition and
acceptance of a negative outcome, and a moment of relaxing
laughter (line 9) from the empathically matched perspective
established through self-disclosure, which enables a re-enactment
of negative past emotional experiences and self-distancing, paving
the way for the integration of the new strategy, free from
unproductive self-expectations and subjective beliefs about the
learning process. The focus is placed on the underlying causes
and the clash of expectations in the process, which serves
as the basis for the counseling intervention, transforming the
emotional stance and leading to the development of a new strategy.
This recommendation is subsequently presented once again in
a pointed manner (lines 11-15), facilitating not only emotional
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equilibration but also the argumentative consolidation and
integration of the new strategy into the emo-cognitive interface,
thereby shaping self-expectations and self-regulatory practices
within an experiential framework. Previous recommendations
gain strength and persuasiveness when they are tied back to
emotionally regulated experiences and jointly reasoned through.
The regulation of emotional grounding enhances the uptake of
the proposed course of action, which aligns with the design of the
previous negative experience. The positive effect of the strategy on
emotional experience is explicitly and argumentatively highlighted
(lines 14-15, a better feeling, less stress), prompting a positively
affirming response from the learner. This example illustrates
retrospective emotional-regulative practice, reinforcing previous
recommendations and supporting the argumentative consolidation
and effective anchoring of a new strategy. The emotional dimension
is argumentatively functionalized and integrated into the reasoning
process to align emotions with problem-oriented goals and ensure
that recommendations are coherently linked across sessions.

Example 6: “Dealing with stress” (Session 4, 3:19-5:16).

1

10.3389/fcomm.2025.1657464

labels in the sequence of negotiating emotional cues. In this
final episode, L reports on his exam preparation activities and
addresses the stress he is experiencing. Here, he demonstrates not
only a dimension of self-control/self-regulation (habe), but also
simultaneously relativizes (bisschen), normalizes (natiirlich), and
expresses a humorously framed acceptance of the emotion (lines
1-3). This also marks a shift to the level of meta-emotion (line 9),
as the learner articulates the necessary regulatory intervention for
processing the emotion identified as negative. This creates a new
intervention context for A, who first aligns coherently with the
learner’s humorous remark, indicating emotional self-regulation
awareness (lines 4-5), and then, through a positive assessment
(gut, kann, bestehen) and expressions of high epistemic certainty,
relativizes the factual emotional basis (aber, eigentlich, weil) and
rejects epistemically the ground for negative emotional stance
(line 8). Through this transformative co-reasoning, A engages
in a reappraisal of the situation, including self-assessment and
evaluation of success prospects, thereby correcting the underlying

A: ahm wie war das fiir dich mit STRESS zum lernen,

Umm, how was it for you dealing with stress when learning?

eigentlich habe ich nicht mehr &h WISSENSbisse,

wenn es funktioNIERT nicht gut (.) dann das ist,

ich kann mir SEHR gut VORstellen,

an einem tag und am n&chsten tag,

ich wusste NUR noch die halfte der worter;

!OH! das wird NICHTS; (lacht)

sieben oder ACHT wdrter nimmst;

wie viel weiBt du noch;

ein BESSERES gefiihl;

SO.

2 L: also:, ja:,
Well, yeah. Actually, 1 didn 't really have a counscience bites (bad counscience),
3 ja:, weil, &hm das ist also,
Yeah, because if it doesn't go well, then
4 die SCHULD von beraterin ana, (lacht)
it’s the advisors Ana fault (laughs).
5 A: (lacht) OKAY, weil, &hm also:,
(laughs) Okay, because—well, I can totally understand,
6 wenn ich eine SPRACHE lerne &dhm dann ich habe auch immer gedacht-
when I'm learning a language, I also always thought,
7 ich !MUSS! so: viele worter lernen, !ALLE!
[ have to learn so many words, all in one day and then the next day,
8 wenn ich geguckt habe,
when I checked, I only remembered half of them.
9 und dann fir mich, (.) ich habe gedacht
And for me, I thought, Oh, this isn't going to work (laughs).
10 L: ja:, (lacht) mhm,
Yeah (laughs), mhm.
11 A: und darum, ich dachte vielleicht,
So I thought maybe,
12 wenn du jetzt dir JEDen tag so:
if you just pick seven or eight words each day,
13 und dann am NACHSTen tag schaust (.)
and then the next day you check how many you still remember,
14 vielleicht das macht irgendwie:
maybe that gives you a better feeling.
15 so:, ein bisschen (-) ein bisschen WENIGER stress,
A little a bit less stress that way.
16 L: mhm, ja:, richtig,

Mhm, yes, that's right.

Potentially triggered by this episode, L uses the label‘ stress” in
the subsequent and final explicit labeling of a negative emotion
(Example 7), indicating the dynamics of adopting emotional
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basis of the emotion. This is argumentatively supported through
the reuse of the learner’s prior formulations (lines 10-13), which
contributes to inner emotional recalibration through factual
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stating and argumentative reorganization. This is subsequently
framed as a self-regulation strategy and functions as an indirect
recommendation. The labeling of meta-regulative interventions
through metaphorical expressions (clearing the head, reducing
pressure) emphasizes agentivity and internal self-regulative work,
aligning with the semantic field previously evoked by the learner
(abbauen). The focus then shifts to the learner’s actions, agentive
stance, and goal orientation (lines 17-18). This interactional
practice can be described as a form of implicit meta-emotional re-
positioning, in which A abstains from explicit recommendations
and added information and instead engages in empathic reuse
and argumentative recalibration by reframing the emotional
stance through positive assessments, emotional matching, and a
redirection of focus toward agency and prospective action.

Example 7: “T have a bit of stress” (Session 6, 30:03-31:15).

I L:
At home there's no pressure, but uhm

2 wenn ich in der PRU:fung bin (.)
when I'm in the exam, [ feel a bit stressed?.

10.3389/fcomm.2025.1657464

6 Synthesis of findings

Learners’ displays of negative emotions tend to evolve

gradually toward more explicit, meta-emotional, and
multidimensional engagement. Ls initial displays of emotional
involvement are marked by ambiguity and an uncertain projective
value for the following turn: whether expressed through implicit
cues, general references or unclearly related to interruptions
or obstacles in epistemic processes, or marked by heightened
affectedness, yet in a way that generates ambiguity regarding the
status of latent emotions, whether they are to be understood as
transient feelings, as states with relevance to the learning process,
as relational signals or interactional joker. These displays are

downplayed and mitigated, largely speculative, leaving A uncertain

zu hause gibts keinen DRUCK, ABE:R &hm

habe ich ein bisschen STRESS,

naTURlich; ja, ABER, d&hm zu hause ich trinke was, (lacht)

3 Of course. Well, but at home, 1 just drink something (laughs).

4 A: (lacht) aber ja, das ware SPANNend,
(laughs) Well, yeah, that would be interesting

5 wenn du das am montag in deiner PRUung machst; (lacht)
if you did that during your exam on Monday. (laughs)

6 abe:r, EIGENTlich hast du ja: dann (.) eine GUTE situation,
But actually, you're in a pretty good position
um jetzt die prifung BESTEHEN zu koénnen;

7 now to be able to pass the exam.

] WEIL, du hast ja jetzt EIGENTlich (.) KEINen druck fir die prifung.
Because really, there's no exam pressure for you at this point.

9 L: jA, ABER, ich muss STRESS abbauen; jA, ich MUSS,

Yeah, but I need to reduce my stress. Yes, I have to

10 A: weil, EGAL was du machst,
Because no matter what happens

11 also:, EGAL,
well whether you pass the exam now or not

ob du die prifung jetzt SCHAFFST oder nicht,

12 du bekommst DEIN zertifikat nicht gleich;

you won 't get your certificate right away.

13 das heisst, du hast auf JE:Den fall ein jahr zum warten;
That means you’ll have to wait a year anyway.

14 vielleicht HILFT das ja wirklich, um in deinem KOPF,
So maybe that actually helps, just in your head

15 ja:, den kopf !FREI! zu bekommen und NICHT so einen druck zu haben, ja,
Jjust to clear your head a bit and not feel so much pressure. Right?

16 L: ja:, oray, ja;
Yeah, okay, right.

17 A: also:, machst du die letzten stunden JETZT einfach noch mal. &hm
Well, so in the last few hours bevor the exam , you’ll just do a few more

18 ein paar UBUNGStests und guckst fir dich, ja;

practice tests and see how it feels for you, right?
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as to whether the situation should be approached with a problem-
or an emotion-focused orientation and in a regulatory manner. A
further challenge lies in A’s use of mitigating labels that normalize
and downplay negative affect, thereby maintaining a problem-
oriented focus but restricting deeper emotional exploration. L
initially adopts these negotiated forms of labeling, which limit
access to the emotional dimension in subsequent interactions. On
the other hand, L tends to shift toward more explicit emotional
labeling, signaling increased emotional awareness and a meta-
emotional self-regulative orientation. This opens a complex
multidimensional emotional cluster, necessitating the alignment
of different dimensions, including relational emotions, and
generating ambiguity in the regulatory orientation for the A.

In response, the As initially employ indirect forms of
emotionally responsive regulation, while prioritizing a problem-
oriented approach, fostering a positive emotional stance to
support the learner’s self-regulation. With increasing explicitness
in Us emotional displays and expectations, the As adjust their
responsiveness by intensifying emotional reciprocity and attuning
emotional displays (Perdkyld, 2012). Due to challenges in
involving learners in co-reasoning, A employs implicit, proxy
practices or response-independent regulatory strategies (Zaki and
Williams, 2013), to s(t)imulate the co-construction process and
generate an interface for self-regulation. Central to this process
is the “unpacking” of emotional states into situated, narratively
structured, emotional co-experiences, making them accessible and
processable within the interactional interface. Situated emotional
re-experiencing is supported, for example, through the simulation
of inner self-talk within the action flow, with reenactments
and vivid illustrations, as well as semantic repositioning within
the narrative script (e.g., assuming the role of the experiencer
or foregrounding agency). Simulated joint reasoning and
self-disclosures are frequently used, transforming emotional
reasoning and expanding the reappraisal affordances, thereby
supporting process-oriented self-regulation, including situation
modification, cognitive reappraisal, and resource-oriented
attentional deployment. This allows for better involvement and
a better fit of the intervention, facilitating positive relational
emotions while targeting self-in-process emotions in a way that
aligns with other advisory goals, including fostering learner
autonomy, supporting self-regulation, and advancing connections
with other learning processes. Based on the present analysis,
a variety of ER practices can be mapped onto a continuum
that reflects increasing degrees of explicitness, complexity, and
multidimensionality of ER (Figure 2).

In addition, one extended learner-initiated meta-emotionally
regulative episode was analyzed, illustrating the orchestration
of multidimensional regulative processes. Before deriving
recommendations, A restructures Ls situated emotional reasoning,
supporting reappraisal and regulating the self-in-process. In
doing so, A addresses an entire emotional cluster connected
with the Ls concept of anxiety, reframing it layer by layer,
thereby regulating situated emotional reasoning as emotional
experience unfolds across interconnected scripts. Emotional
responsiveness is here evident in addressing latent emotional
layers, inferred through the empathic interface or emerging from

the preceding context, as well as in the order of their activation
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and in the manner of their coherent processing, while also
attending to relational emotions. This multilayered ER begins with
the regulation of general understanding of emotional state and
(specific) situational understanding and moves through the social-
interactive framework (including perceptions of self and others
and self-perception by others) and extends to in-group/out-group
feelings and interactive self-experience. The process draws on a
broad spectrum of practices that support reappraisal, perceptual
shifts, changes in the action-related self-concept, regulating self-
in-process-emotions and situated inferential processes, ranging
from explicitly rejecting and correcting presuppositions (via
generalizing statements with high epistemic force or directives that
invite self-correction and appeal to regulative self-awareness) to
more implicit practices that foster positive re-experiencing and
reframing the situation. Centrally, this includes simulations of
the inner dialogue of significant others, simulations of situated
inferencing processes in the learner, and enactments of joint
emotional reasoning in situ, thereby reinforcing in-grouping
processes. Of particular importance is the interplay of polyphony
and multiperspectivity, which involves reusing learners’ previous
statements while simulating the inner dialogue of others, directly
challenging false presuppositions and negative self-evaluations,
and combining these moves with self-disclosure and simulated
joint reasoning, reorganizing the argumentative framework of
situated reasoning. Strengthening in-group feelings through
joint reasoning also plays a central role in addressing other
hidden emotional layers. Emotional labeling indicates a gradual
transformation in emotional quality, involving normalization,
self-distancing, and reduced intensity, a shift in valence, and the
reframing of the emotion concept through situation modification
into a positively reinforced goal-oriented stance. The concept of
emotion is first dissolved and transformed through the simulation
of joint experience, then unpacked, decomposed, and reorganized
before being further condensed into a positively reframed
situative concept, which is subsequently reinforced, intensifying
the positive valence and compensating for the prior negative
experience. The initial negative emotional state is transformed into
a positive emotional concept of situated experience and becomes
a controllable, self-regulative meta-cognitive activity, with a focus
on problem approach. A series of complex recommendations
integrates these dimensions of emotional self-regulation, fostering
positive emotional reasoning in situ and working toward coherence
within the system, thereby transforming emotion-goal orientation
toward problem-solving. The sequence culminates in a wrap-up
that condenses and integrates the preceding argumentation into
a positivized experiential script, interweaving multiple strands of
emotional reasoning.

The analysis of changes in emotional responsiveness and
regulatory practices, as well as the way these dynamics evolve
during interaction, reveals several important tendencies. In the
first case of single counseling, ER practices become increasingly
complex, elaborated, and explicit, marked by a focus on
coherence with prior interventions and an increasing use of
transformative labeling. This transition shifts from an initially ad
hoc, reactive, and implicit approach to a supportive, deliberate
intervention, grounding advisory action, and ultimately becomes
a multi-layered, argumentatively integrated practice within a
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Emotionally regulative This micro-regulative practice unfolds as the emotional layer is backgrounded and redirected
noticing/registering toward a problem-oriented approach. By echoing L’s emotional display, it conveys empathic
(Ex. 4) alignment and interactional relevance in registering emotional experience, while supporting
regulation through reformulation and relabeling. It introduces a new frame of reference that
enables reappraisal, fosters agentive distance, and transforms a negative emotional stance into
a process-oriented understanding of emotional experience.

Positive reorienting in  This practice fosters positive broadening by transforming implicit negative emotional displays
follow-up-questions, into opportunities for eliciting constructive experiences. Through eliciting positive experiences
supporting reappraisal and reorienting toward resources, agency, beneficiary experiences, it enables reappraisal and
(Ex. 1) re-evaluation while disrupting the generalization of negative stances. By anchoring intervention
in empathic perspective-taking and simulated inner talk, the A legitimizes epistemic access and
deontic positioning, thereby shifting the L’s role within the experiential script. Alongside
inferential co-reasoning with high-evident positive presuppositions, positive process-oriented
formulations, rather than emotional state labels, are likewise employed to support this and
activate a process-orientation and experiental-narrative mode, important for regulating
emotional reasoning.

Post-hoc emotionally Initially, the A adopts a de-affecting stance, when shifting the focus toward a solution-oriented
regulative co-reasoning approach, while upgrading the L’s epistemic and agentive position and normalizing the L’s
(Ex. 5) experience. An emotionally responsive co-reasoning follows this und supports reorganizing the

argumentative framework, repositioning the L within the experiential script and recalibrating
the mental landscape, transforming the perception of context and process, and positively
broadening the action flow. This is supported by an interplay of practices, including adopting
the L’s perspective and simulating inner dialogue, thereby implying positive self-attributions,
self-addressing imperatives supporting action orientation, foregrounding agency, resources, and
self-regulatory capacity; pointing to action predictability and reorienting to prospective actions;
argumentative reusing previous statements and reinforcing prior attempts; providing positive
assessments and evaluative reframing supported by high factuality and epistemic authority,
relativizing the ground for negative emotion; highlighting positive emotional labels; employing
metaphorical expressions for meta-regulative interventions.

Grounding an Grounding an advisory sequence, this practice begins within self-disclosure to align

emotionally responsive emotionally, legitimize epistemic access for A and enable an interface for the L to engage in

advisory sequence on  self-distancing, uncover latent emotional layers, and normalize emotional experience. Most
importantly, it serves to engage the L in transformative co-reasoning, stimulating changes in
perspective, and emotional reasoning, and regulating the self-in-process through alignment of
emotional and cognitive processes, and self-expectations, while simultaneously preparing an
emotionally attuned advice-giving that integrates emotion- and problem-oriented goals. In
designing the self-disclosure, the A employs emotion re-labeling to support L’s repositioning
within the emotional experiential script, shifting from a static, negative emotional state to a
process-orientated stance, and transforming the L’s role from that of a patient to active
experiencer, thereby shifting the focus of regulation and supporting reappraisal. This also
involves moving from transformative and bridging emotional labels to mitigated and
positively valenced expressions, reducing affective load and transforming the valence,
fostering self-regulative process orientation, thereby supporting transformation of emotional
reasoning in situ and reappraisal. Due to the problems to engage L in the joint co-reasoning, A
is simulating inner talk from the experiencer perspective and using dual-mind syntax
phenomena (Haselow, 2024), as proxy modalities.

transformative-
regulative emotional
co-reasoning
(Ex. 2)

Reinforcement of Drawing on emotional registerings from previous sessions, A displays emotional concern,
recommendations thereby linking new actions to past experiences and activating emotional layer, when
anticipating difficulties in anchoring new strategies based on earlier recommendations. A
expands this into a sequence designed to reinforce previous recommendations, by
functionalizing argumentatively the emotional layer and integrating into the reasoning process
to align emotional with problem-oriented goals and to ensure coherent connection of
recommendations across sessions. This retrospective, emotionally regulative co-reasoning
unfolds through self-disclosure, functioning as an interface for alignment and regulation, as a
corrective resource for addressing L’s negative expectations, presuppositions, transforming
situated reasoning, and the self-in-the-process. Following this the recommendation is
argumentatively consolidated, supporting deeper anchoring and integration within the
emo-cognitive interface.

through retrospective
emotionally regulative
co reasoning
(Ex. 6)

FIGURE 2
Overview of ER practices

complex advisory episode. There is also a shift from single-  multi-layered processes with different regulative dimensions and
layer regulation (experiential evaluation) to two-layer regulation  foci. As the interactional common ground expands, there is
(involving working toward meta-emotion and reappraisal) to a marked development in the empathic interface, reflecting
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a shift from a default strategy of generic reasoning toward
perspective alignment through self-disclosure and simulated
inner talk, resulting in multi-perspective sequences, characterized
by polyphony and argumentatively tailored design, aimed at
addressing various empathically recognized aspects throughout
the interaction. Similarly, there is an increasing tendency toward
the co-construction of emotional experience, which develops
through the simulation of joint emotional experiencing as shared
emotional reasoning. Due to difficulties in matching some
empathic projections and involving the learner in joint reasoning,
this evolves into an implicit design, with practices of representative
co-reasoning within the empathic interface.

In the second case of the counseling cycle, similar changes are
observed, including increasing complexity, functional alignment
with advisory goals, and argumentative integration of ER, which
serves increasingly as a pre-grounding for advisory actions. This
corresponds with an increased emphasis on positive experiences
that foster a positive emotional valence within the advisory
context, whereas explicit references to Ls negative emotions
are reduced by embedding them within shared experiences and
processing negative appraisals through As self-disclosure. Evident
is their shift from external toward interpersonal regulation, with
A operating in a joint co-reasoning mode while simulating
self-regulation. The key development pertains to two distinct
postponed regulatory strategies: one operating across multiple
sessions, based on functional reuse of emotional episodes, and
an episode-internal strategy, when postponing intervention after
reinforcing epistemic balance, upgrading the learner’s epistemic
position and agency, and then integrating ER as an important
grounding step for positive co-reasoning, strengthening self-in-
the-process. Despite some changes, A operates constantly within a
similar problem-oriented joint co-reasoning framework, recycling
established practices without introducing substantial variation and
diversification. This preference can be related to the individual
advisory system when using an empathic interface of joint
co-reasoning as a working space for initiating transformation.
Accordingly, there is an increase in other implicitly regulative
practices—such as self-disclosures and simulated inner speech—
acting compensatorily, alongside a general tendency to attune
advice-giving as emotionally responsive actions, thereby stabilizing
the emotional layer and reducing the need for explicit regulatory
episodes (Lazovic, 2025d). This highlights the importance of
focusing on the dynamics of multidimensional tracking of changes
across different phenomena, underscoring the need for more
systematic multidimensional longitudinal studies.

7 Discussion

Drawing on the synthesis of findings in Section 6, the discussion
first highlights some practical implications of the study, in
particular the importance of developing FLL advisors’ professional
ER regulatory competencies in line with the Emotion Regulation
Flexibility Framework (Kaur et al., 2025), the Multilayered Theory of
Emotions (Mendonca, 2024), and the Process Model of ER (Gross,
2014). These include different competence domains, foremost the
recognition and interpretation of different emotional values and
interrelations within emotional clusters, based on multimodal
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emotional displays and variations in emotional cues, specifically
in the L2 context with diverse learner groups. This includes the
management of emotion-related implicatures, empathic cognitions,
the use of interactively co-constructed meanings, and dynamics
of emotional labeling, which evolve with the increasing common
ground and influence the dynamics of emotional reciprocity
(Stevanovic and Perdkyld, 2015), when up- or downgrading the
emotional layer and recipient-oriented designing of emotional
responsive practices. This is particularly relevant when navigating,
as evidenced here, increasingly explicit, meta-emotional, and
multidimensional emotional dynamics and resolving ambiguities
in ER orientation concerning the status of emotional cues, their
advisory relevance, projective potential, and interactions with
other processes, as well as Ls expectations of responsiveness and
reactions to interventions. Advisors should strengthen their meta-
reflective and monitoring competencies to enable them to track
learners’ emotional dynamics, responsiveness to interventions,
and their own adaptivity, and adjust their ER responses in
a flexible, functional, and context-sensitive manner, thereby
connecting regulatory interventions both within individual sessions
and across multiple sessions. Most importantly, advisors should
develop a repertoire of strategies and tactics to adaptively design
emotionally regulatory interventions in an emotionally responsive
way, ranging from micro-practices and practices grounding
advisory actions to elaborated meta-emotional regulative episodes,
coherently integrating them into the advisory process and aligning
them with other interventions and argumentative dynamics,
thereby supporting coherence within the learning system and
process-oriented reasoning and integrating problem- and emotion-
oriented approaches.

The context of the novices examined here, shaped by (peer-
)role transitional issues, challenges in engaging learners in joint
reasoning, thereby working to establish symmetry and alliance
in advisory interaction, reveals a variety of practices that are
highly emotionally responsive, but response-independent and
indirect regulatory, thereby creating representative interfaces for
transformative intervention and shaping emotions, primarily in
relation to the self-in-process. Novices tend to intervene based
on their own experiences and illustrative narrations, creating
interfaces that serve as a basis for their epistemic and deontic
self-positioning (Li, 2022), grounding intervention, while enabling
them to be perceived as empathic and emotionally responsive, to
build interactive symmetry, and to avoid concepts that might be
challenging in the L2 context. As they are using interfaces of shared
experience to engage the learner in joint reasoning and intensify
positive relational emotions, they are processing Ls emotional
displays as emotions related to the self-in-process. The regulatory
focus on emotions related to the self-in-process can also be linked to
overarching advisory goals, such as fostering self-regulation and the
coherent integration of diverse advisory goals, when reshaping the
learning system and the learner’s self. This can partly be understood
as the advisor’s emotional co-regulation in moments of insecurity,
using positive relational emotions, empathic perspective-taking,
and co-construction of emotion to create an interface that enables
the anchor to have an acceptable and coherently matched problem-
solving strategy for L. Simulated joint reasoning, inner self-talk,
and self-disclosures serve as key practices to generate empathic
interfaces, enabling the transformation of emotional reasoning and
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correct and support reappraisal, thereby fostering process-oriented
self-regulation. Although their interventions, due to their novice
status, are not focused on systematically broadening reappraisals,
their empathic cognitions and inferences when simulating inner
dialogue and orientations toward a transactive memory system
demonstrate strategies in linking multiple learning dimensions,
engaging increasingly with multi-dimensional emotional processes
(as evident in meta-emotional regulatory episode), and reusing
previous statements to restructure the argumentative framework.
Cultivating authentic practices of indirect ER in empathic
interfaces and systematically refining them to enhance and broaden
reappraisal strategies, as well as developing flexibility in ER, is
essential for their professionalization. This enables the use of
empathic alignment for a more effective, multidimensional ER
that can also systematically support other advisory goals. Novices
should be specifically trained to regulate distinct emotional values,
such as epistemic emotions, achievement emotions, and meta-
emotional dimensions, as well as to understand their relation
to other emotional clusters. Additionally, they should be able
to systematically operate on emotions related to the self-in-
process. Another focus in professionalization should be placed
on enhancing practices that promote learner engagement in
collaborative reasoning processes, as well as on repositioning
learners as active agents in finding solutions and self-regulating.
Additionally, designing transitional phases that guide the shift from
external, proxy-mediated regulation and interpersonal, scaffolded
support to self-regulation is also important.

The use of simulated joint emotional (co)reasoning as an
interface for transforming negative states into shared, narratively
structured co-experiences that reshape the self-in-process supports
the understanding of narratives as a central form of emotional
doing (Mendonga, 2024) and highlights emotion-regulating
narrative interfaces as a key for remodeling emotional reasoning.
Such (micro-)narrative practices (in self-disclosures, simulated
inner talk, joint reasoning, and polyphonic formulations) “unpack”
emotional states within lived and socially shared experience
in the process of situated reasoning, enabling problematic
stances and hidden layers to be accessed, decomposed, and
transformed. In doing so, they foster both the remodeling of
situated reasoning and emotional re-experiencing, alter emotional
valence, intensity, and their situated processing, and cultivate
positive relational emotions, thereby grounding interventions.
By integrating self-regulatory moves into the actional flow of
situated, narratively structured emotional reasoning during the
process of emotion generation and processing, this supports the
effectiveness of early, process-oriented ER strategies (Sutton,
2007; Campos et al., 2011; McRae and Gross, 2020). This also
enables the integration of goal- and resource-oriented reasoning
in self-regulatory approaches, allowing for a bridge to problem-
and emotion-oriented approaches (Liu et al., 2021). Practices that
gradually enable the adoption of learners’ perspectives are also
evident, as shown in other contexts (Heritage and Lindstrom,
2012; Muntigl et al.,, 2014, 2023), create an interface of shared
epistemics and affective alignment. However, the central practices
are those that activate process-oriented engagement, leveraging
specific resources to transform emotional states into situated
emotional reasoning and re-experiencing. Equally important is
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the dynamic of voices and perspectives, which emerges in shifts
from generic pronouns (Muntigl et al., 2014, 2023) to the use
of I as a transformative interface to you and to the simulation
of inner dialogue, whether of the self in action or of significant
others, thereby enacting argumentation and situated reasoning
and enabling a poly-regulative approach. These practices enable
multidimensional reappraisal (Gross, 1998; Suri et al., 2018),
supporting broader notions of co-reappraisal (Horn and Maercker,
2016; Jurkiewicz et al, 2023) and the relevance of social co-
construction of emotion, which supports in-grouping (Perikyla,
2012).
potentials, a more systematic analysis of their interrelations in

Since different practices exhibit varying regulatory

a polyregulative sense is necessary, as well as an examination
of their changes across sequential arrangements, to link these
dynamics to developmental perspectives. Another important
aspect, warranting further research, involves the dynamics
of emotional re-labeling, which is shown to vary according to
different advisory goals, ranging from downgrading and mitigating,
using non-specific placeholder labels, and developing and bringing
figures to varying forms to support emotional transformation and
to those that support the development of a meta-emotional
regulatory stance, functioning as scaffolds in emotional
reasoning. This further highlights a training need for novices
to systematically leverage these dynamics in emotional re-labeling,
as well as connecting micro-regulative practices with elaborated
forms of ER.

Supporting the notion of epistemic status in service of affiliation
and emotional (re-)positioning (Koskinen and Stevanovic, 2022),
the analysis reveals a dynamic epistemic upgrading of the
L when designing ER intervention: on the one hand, after
minimal emotionally responsive turns, ER interventions are
temporarily suspended, to first upgrade the learner’s epistemic
and agentive stance or self-efficacy experience, normalizing the
affect and fostering positive relational emotion; building on
this positive epistemic foundation, negative emotional clusters
of previous experiences are addressed post hoc, thereby re-
positioning the learner epistemically as a solution-finder and
upgrading epistemically in the script. On the other hand, the
ER sequence is designed to upgrade Ls epistemic position and
agency, reinforce resources, reposition the learner within the
script, and establish a positive emotional foundation, while the
advisor is deontically and epistemically positioning themselves for
interventions, without epistemically downgrading the learner or
affecting relational aspects. This dynamic highlights the intertwined
nature of epistemic and emotional scaffolding in grounding
advisory actions, aligning emo-cognitive interfaces, supporting
self-regulated emotional engagement in the process, and balancing
the “amount of emotion” (Rydén Gramner, 2023) and its relation
to epistemical processes and stances and recalibrating their value
and relation in the learning process, thereby creating opportunities
to integrate it with other processes. Deeply intertwined with the Ls
epistemic upgrading, ER is shaped by the management of relational
emotions, aimed at providing the learner with a positive affective
experience in the interaction, which can be used compensatorily
during interventions that might otherwise disrupt the learner’s
self in the process. This interrelation between the dimension of
regulating current interactive and relational emotions and those
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related to the emotions in the learning process calls for further,
more systematic investigation.

Due to the problem orientation, emotions—initially addressed
implicitly and downgraded, or positively reoriented in follow-up
questions supporting reappraisal, or first downgraded and then,
after the learner’s epistemic and agentive upgrading, processed
in post hoc transformative co-reasoning—evolve into central
grounding practices for advisory action. This highlights the
increased relevance of the emotional layer, as evidenced by the
growing empathic interface and the management of relational
emotions, which ensures epistemic legitimacy and a deontic
position for recommending, correcting, instructing, or initiating
self-transformative reflection. Novices increasingly demonstrate
the ability to attune advice to integrate emotional dimensions or
design it to facilitate emotional self-regulation, thereby designing
recommendations that connect problem- and emotion-oriented
approaches. The relevance, function, and positioning of ER
practices shift within the action flow, centrally leading to the
attuning of advisory actions to previous emotionally responsive
ER practices and developing an interactive argumentative topos to
legitimize other interventions, related to the self-in-process. This
leads, in some cases, to the functionalization of emotional episodes
in an argumentative manner, used to reinforce recommendations
through retrospective, emotionally regulative co-reasoning.

The observed changes in the design and functionalization
of ER practices within individual sessions confirm findings
from other longitudinal developmental and professionalization
contexts (Pekarek Doehler and Pochon-Berger, 2019; Skogmyr

Marian, 2023; Pekarek Doehler and Pochon-Berger, 2011;
Nguyen and Malabarba, 2025; Lazovic, 2025c), indicating
overarching adaptive principles in situated interactional

learning processes in new contexts (Pekarek Doehler and
Pochon-Berger, 2019). Driven by the expansion of common
ground, increasing emotional reciprocity, and co-construction
dynamics, these changes increasingly result in multidimensional
regulation. In single sessions, this is characterized by growing
sequential complexity, addressee-sensitive design, co-constructive
orientation, enhanced intersubjective practices, argumentative
functionalization and design of ER practices, increasingly
grounded emotionally responsive recommendations, functional
alignment with other advisory goals, and ensuring coherence
across practices, culminating in hybrid wrap-up sequences that
serve as connecting interfaces between different argumentative
levels. In the longitudinal context, similar trends, primarily
argumentative functionalization, are observed: ER episodes are
designed and integrated more argumentatively, being flexibly
employed not only as pre-grounding for advisory actions but
also to reinforce prior recommendations, connecting different
sessions. This dynamic of functional expansion alongside the
stabilization of certain (combinations of) practices for recurrent
tasks ensures effectiveness and coherence throughout the discourse
and is evident in both contexts. However, it also reflects a distinct
quality of interactional learning and adaptive processes at play,
highlighting the necessity to focus on the relationships between
different dynamics in a single session and across sessions in more
detail, as well as the various related phenomena involved. The two
settings exhibit clearly distinct patterns: the single-session context
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is marked by emotionally responsive, increasingly adaptive, and
varied practices, resulting in emotionally attuned advisory actions
and expanded meta-emotionally regulatory episodes. In contrast,
the longitudinal context exhibits less variation, with emotional
dimensions being downgraded, integrated implicitly, and
employed functionally in an argumentative manner while closely
aligning with primary advisory goals. These differences can be
attributed to different individual approaches, advisory stances, role
understandings, learner responsiveness, and other interactional
dynamics and factors, as well as adaptive competencies in new
contexts. Importantly, the specific interaction among different
practices, their functional diversification, and context-specific
transformations  significantly influence

adaptive dynamics,

emphasizing the need for multidimensional, longitudinal
analyses to track multidimensional adaptive phenomena more
systematically and understand the interplay of different adaptive
and developmental dynamics. Similarly, attention should be
given to how ER practices shape the design and development
of emotionally attuned advice and recommendations, fostering
the progressive transformation of advisory actions toward an
alignment of problem- and emotion-oriented approaches, which

in turn leads to an increasing occurrence of ER episodes.

8 Conclusion

Emotions play a key role in activating learning resources
and reducing resistance in the learning process. To understand
how negative emotions are addressed and processed within
the context of FLL counseling, this study examined emotional
responsiveness and regulatory practices in response to learners’
explicit, though not foregrounded, emotional displays. This study
contributes to the field of FLL research through its focus, authentic
research context (involving novice practitioners in a service-
learning setting), cross-contextual perspective (encompassing an
ad hoc advisory session and a longitudinal counseling cycle),
and emphasis on the dynamics unfolding over the course of
interaction. The analysis illustrates the authentic interaction of
various practices and resources specific to the FLL context,
spanning micro-practices such as regulative noticing, reorienting
reappraisals in follow-up questions, simulating and engaging in
supportive and transformative co-reasoning, postponed regulatory
processing, and extended meta-emotional regulatory episodes.
The study demonstrates centrally that, in order to regulate
emotions, the process involves unpacking emotional states or
displayed feelings into situated, narratively structured emotional
co-experiences, thereby making them accessible and processable
within the interactional interface of joint co-reasoning. Due to
the various challenges of involving the learner and aligning
emotionally oriented goals with advisory objectives, a variety
of implicitly regulative practices, simulating self-regulation in
the process of emotional joint experiencing and co-reappraising,
are evident. These joint practices support situation modification,
resource orientation, and expand reappraisal affordances in the
empathic interface of self-disclosures, simulated inner self-talk,
transforming situated reasoning, and repositioning in the script,
thereby facilitating the emotional regulatory experiencing of the
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self-in-process, while also ensuring positive relational emotions
and supporting meta-emotional self-regulation. As emotional
responsivity evolves throughout the interaction, leading to
expansion, functional recalibration, and argumentative integration
of ER practices, the dynamics of these practices exhibit both
similarities and differences across contexts. The study highlights
the need for multidimensional tracking of changes across different
practices and resources, taking into account the multilayered nature
and the interaction of different emotional clusters in various
learning processes involved in a learning script, as well as the
co-adaptivity dynamics and polyregulation.

Some limitations of this study—such as its case-study character,
its focus on audio rather than multimodal data, the focus on
selected episodes related to explicit negative emotions, and the
absence of pre- and post-measures on emotional self-regulation—
should be addressed through further research encompassing
multiple, diverse cases and learning contexts, examined more
holistically and multidimensionally across various longitudinal
frames, using multimodal and triangulative approaches, and
incorporating reflective processes, including pre- and post-tests
to capture developmental and interactional dynamics. Emotional
self- and interpersonal regulative competence, in relation to
specific learning processes, and primarily emotional receptivity, in
relation to specific linguistic resources and practices of emotional
responsiveness and regulation, should be investigated more
systematically. Most importantly, further studies should enable a
multidimensional longitudinal examination of several practices and
resources that influence and encompass the emotional layer of
interaction. This would also necessitate a more analytical approach
to the use of transactive memory systems as emotion-responsive
actions, as well as an investigation of the relationship between
situated relational emotion regulation and the interpersonal
regulation of epistemic and emotional aspects of the self-in-
process. Practically, the self-in-process and epistemic emotions
regulating competence for educators should be investigated
more systematically across contexts, learning processes, and
processual dynamics, encompassing both interpersonal regulation
and support of learners’ self-regulation, as well as the educators’
own self-monitoring and adaptivity during this process, in
order to effectively navigate the emotional landscape, manage
multiple dimensions, and adapt their responsiveness accordingly.
A comparison between novice and practicing advisors, as well
as between those with formal training in emotional regulation,
those who have developed such skills inductively through problem-
based practice, and those with interactional-linguistic training,
would substantially contribute to a deeper understanding. Future
studies should also analyze advisors’ actions with different learners
across varying learning levels, contexts, and cultural backgrounds
in a context-sensitive and functionally coherent manner to
conceptually develop adaptivity in emotional responsiveness.
Another important methodological extension would be the use
of pre- and post-designs to assess the effectiveness of specific
responsiveness practices on counseling efficacy, as well as their
impact on learning processes and learner identity. Practically,
there is a desideratum for the development of a professional
competency descriptor for emotional responsiveness for educators,
encompassing a broad spectrum of adaptive strategies that
emphasize interpersonal regulatory capacity, supporting learners’
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self-regulation, coordinating polyregulation, transitioning from
external to interpersonal regulation, and fostering educators’
adaptivity and interactional self-monitoring.
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