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(There are milliards of people and milliards of words
and you’ve to utter those words anew!
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1.  INTRODUCTION: WHEN A CUP OF COFFEE IS
NOT YOUR CUP OF TEA

What would one think are the normal replies to the offer like Willst du eine Tasse
Kaffee “Would you like a cup of coffee’? Would one gratefully accept it with Ja, bitte ‘Yes,
please’ or neutrally decline it with Nein, danke ‘No, thank you’? Or would one say Ja, sicher
“Yes, of course’ or simply answer Ja ‘Yes’ or Nein ‘No’?

My response Ja, ich will to my husband’s offer Willst du eine Tasse Kaffe caused
the first misunderstanding between us that | could remember. It happened once we were in
the process of altering from English into German. English was our private lingua franca for
about one year, and German was my husband’s first language. The stumbling block of this
misunderstanding was the hybrid! form will, which in our intimate discourse could be
associated both with the English future auxiliary and German first person singular of the verb
wollen ‘to want’. For me this word primarily was associated with our intimate English as a
lingua franca (henceforth ELF) context, whereas for my husband it took a negative indexical
value as impolite in connection to his ‘native’ knowledge of the world. In his ‘Austrian’
culture a usual response to such offer would be Ja, bitte ‘Yes, please’ or Nein, danke ‘No,
thank you’. Ja ich will “Yes, I want’ could be contextually appropriate only as a response to
priests’ Will you have ... to be your wife... at the church wedding ceremony. The hybrid will
presupposed an ‘Austrian’ cultural context for my husband, and my lack of connection to this
context caused our misunderstanding. That is to say, what could have been an effective
linguistic sign in our lingua franca was a problem in my husband’s first language and had a
particular culture-bound significance for him.

However, not only the disparity of our contexts, my ‘bad’ grammar, and the words
themselves or their meaning matters here. What seems more important is the pretext or
communicative effect of the conversation. My husband’s offer can be taken as the pretext of
‘phatic communion’ (Malinowski 1923: 315), which is at a premium in intimate discourse
(Tannen 1991, Widdowson 2004: 79). In offering a cup of coffee to me, my husband appeals
for sympathy and togetherness. While for me, the conversation first of all is a pretext for

producing an intelligible structure by drawing upon two foreign resources available for me -

IHere, by hybrid | mean forms that involve two or more different linguistic resources (e.g. German, English
and Ukrainian). For a detailed discussion of my understanding of hybrid forms and linguistic hybridity see
Chapter 4-5.
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English and German - in order to get a cup of coffee in the context of our intimate lingua
franca discourse. This private discourse we have created with, through and in ELF. My
husband, in turn, associates my utterance with his native language and connects it to his
‘native’ individual knowledge of the world. Ja ich will takes the communicative effect
(pretext) of arrogance and haughtiness in his mother tongue. His appeal for intimacy thus
fails when | am not affected as intended, but focus on the propositional meaning of his offer
and do not ‘pick my words’.

This will-cup-of-coffee example illustrates how the same structure (in our case a
hybrid one) can have different meaning potential and takes opposite communicative values
in connection with two different — ‘monolingual’ German and English as a lingua franca —
contexts, and what pretextual factors it can activate. Our failure to understand each other
caused by the hybrid form will, then, raises two general questions. The first question has to
do with the extent to which a particular linguistic sign is associated with a particular meaning
potential and takes a particular communicative value in the actual discourse. In other words,
it has to do with the relationship between “communicative capacity of the system”
(Widdowson 2009: 179) or systems, and contextual and pretextual conditions involved in its
realization in discourse. This question concerns the general pragmatic process of meaning
negotiation in any human interaction. The second question has to do with the peculiarities of
intimate discourse and a specific English as a lingua franca (couple) discourse. It concerns
the ways in which language is used to establish rapport in intimate relationship, how partners
with different linguistic and cultural backgrounds accomplish their ‘coupleness’? through the
‘third’ language - English as a lingua franca - and the role of partners’ other languages in
such discourse.

What | will attempt to do in this thesis is to examine how language is used to
establish and maintain intimate relationship on the example of ELF couples data. | aim at
extending the analysis of ELF discourse to the domain of couple interactions. The focus will
be on the hybrid forms. The purpose of my analysis and discussion thus is to add to our
understanding of the discourse analysis of interaction in general and to the specific
understanding of intimate ELF couple discourse. Of course, such an undertaking immediately

poses the question: what is ELF couple discourse? In the following brief account, I outline

2 In this thesis, by ‘coupleness’ I refer to the desired pretextual effect of togetherness and intimacy within a
couple.
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the scope of the study and provide preliminary definitions for the notions most relevant to
this research, specifically discourse, ELF intimate discourse and hybridity.

1.1 SCOPE AND AIM OF THE STUDY

As | have mentioned above, there are two main concerns of this study. First, it has
to do with the process of meaning negotiation in human interaction in general. Second, it
addresses intimate discourse where partners do not share the same language and use English
as a lingua franca as their common language. | undertake this research because ELF couples
talk is at the crossroads of my personal and research interests. These include discourse
analysis, applied linguistics, the linguistic construction of intimacy and couple identity, and
ELF.

The study is a discourse analytic, sociolinguistic and applied linguistic exploration
of the linguistic practices of couples who do not share the same language and establish their
relationship through ELF. It addresses the following questions: What does it mean for people
to live and communicate in ELF with a partner who has a different first language (henceforth
L1%) and culture? How do the two cultures resolve their difference? How is English as lingua
franca used to establish rapport in intimate relationship? How do partners’ languages
influence such lingua franca? What forms do these influences take? What contextual and
pretextual factors (Widdowson 2004) are involved in producing and interpreting these forms
in ELF intimate discourse? In short, the aim of this project is to deal with the ways, in which
English as a lingua franca shapes partners’ ‘coupleness’, and is shaped by it. What the study
focuses on are the ways whereby ELF couples appropriate the languages at their disposal in
the process of doing intimate relationship.

For this purpose, five European couples with different first languages were asked to
audio record their ELF private interactions whenever they both were present or felt
comfortable doing so. A total of about 25 hours was recorded in this way in 2009-2011%. The
participants were asked to fill in a questionnaire and participate in the interview on their
language background and linguistic practices. They were also asked to comment on the

3 For the purpose of this study, by L1/s I refer to the languages of partners’ primary socialization, by L2 (a
language of secondary socialization) | refer to any language which is not their L1. Where relative in the
discussion, I also refer to such L2/s as LN/s (non-native language/s) (see also Section 1.1.2 for the terms native-
nonnative).

4 For more detailed account of the couples and the data see Chapter 6.
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selected extracts of their recordings in order to see what contextual and pretextual correlates
can be relevant to them. Because some couples who participated in this project were not
legally married but considered themselves as a couple, | use the term marriage and
couplehood interchangeably throughout the thesis.

In extending my analysis of intimate discourse to the domain of ELF couple
interaction | primarily draw upon two theoretical frameworks: first, Widdowson’s applied
linguistic approach to discourse analysis (Widdowson 1973, 2004), and second, Bakhtin’s
approach to linguistic hybridity as polyphony (Bakhtin 1981). In the next sections, | briefly
outline the field of study to which this thesis belongs, namely discourse analysis and the
framework for it developed by Widdowson, my understanding of ELF couple discourse, and
the Bakhtinian notion of polyphony.

11.1 WHY DISCOURSE ANALYSIS?

Most researchers emphasise the diversity of the disciplines from which discourse
analysis has developed. Because of such heterogeneity of disciplines, the field of discourse
analysis is a rather confused one. It naturally implies different theoretical premises that
influence, in turn, assumptions, concepts and methods. In linguistics, discourse analysis is
also one of the most all-embracing but at the same time least defined areas.

So abundant and vague are the definitions of discourse that many books on the
subject open their discussion with the survey of its definitions (cf. Jaworski and Coupland
1999, Schiffrin 1994). These are some of them:

U

Discourse is: ‘language above the sentence or above the clause’ (Stubbs 1983: 1)

(1
[Dliscourse [...] is the way in which units above the rank of clauses are related and patterned [...].
(Sinclare and Coulthard 1975: 8)

(1
Discourse — language beyond the sentence — is simply language — as it occurs, in any context
(including the context of linguistic analysis), in any form (including two made-up sentences in
sequences; a tape recorded conversation, meeting or interview; a novel or play). (Tannen 2007: 5)

Despite the extreme vagueness of discourse definitions, a broad distinction between
two paradigms can be made, namely formalist and functionalist frameworks. The first
paradigm describes discourse as structure, or “a particular unit of language (above the
sentence)” (Schiffrin 1994: 20). The latter conceives of discourse as function, or in
Schiffrin’s words, “a particular focus on language use” (ibid. 20). Many researchers have

searched for the synthesis of formalist and functionalist work. One of such attempts is that
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of Schiffrin (1994). The author recognizes that discourse as use has to do not with sentences
but with utterances that is “units of language production (whether spoken or written) that are
inherently contextualized; whether and how they are related to sentences (or, in fact, to other
units as proposition, turns or tone units) is an issue that will not be explicitly enter into our
discussion” (ibid.: 41).

Accordingly, structural definitions focus upon text, and functional definitions upon
context. However, for most researchers the difference between text and discourse is of no
conceptual importance: the terms often are defined as “language above sentence” and used
in free variation (for a detailed discussion see Widdowson 2004: 1-16). Such approaches,
nonetheless, raise a number of questions. It is not clear what language above/beyond the
sentence is. If there is language above/beyond the sentence, does it mean that there is
language below/within? Is discourse, defined as language “above sentence” or language in
use, an all-inclusive category? If yes, does it say “more or other than the term “linguistics”:
the study of language™? (Tannen 2007: 5). If discourse is almost synonymous to text and
language itself, why do we then need a separate name discourse analysis for the field?

These issues have been taken up by many linguists. My own intellectual path has
led me to the applied linguistic model for discourse analysis developed by Widdowson. In
his account Text, context, pretext (2004), he formulates at least three points that can be taken
as a starting point for my study. First, the author provides a conceptual distinction between
text and discourse, which rejects “as unsatisfactory, and misleading, the definition of either
of them in terms of language “above the sentence” (Widdowson 2004: 14). The relation
between discourse and text is described as that of process and product. Thus, text is a
linguistic trace of discourse. Discourse is the pragmatic process of meaning negotiation.

Second, texts need to be connected to discourse and discourse community.
According to Widdowson, this connection is indirectly mediated by schematic conventions

and pretextual purposes. As Widdowson puts it,

Unless it is activated by this contextual connection, the text is inert. It is this activation, this acting
of context on code, this indexical conversion of the symbol that | refer to discourse. (Widdowson
2004:8)

What is central for my discussion of ELF couple talk is not only Widdowson’s concept of
context but also the concept of pretext as one more factor in the general interpretative process.
The notion refers to “an ulterior motive” (Widdowson 2004: 79) in engaging in
communication. It is important to note that the application of Widdowson’s proposal for

discourse analysis to my analysis of hybrid features in ELF couples talk is partly inspired by
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Tannen’s (1986, 2007) work on monolingual® intimate discourse. Tannen also argues that
couple communication is a continual balancing act of “juggling the conflicting needs for
intimacy and independence” (Tannen 1986: 27) where perlocutionary effect or pretext (in
Tannen’s words, metamessage) of accomplishing partners’ ‘coupleness’ is generally at a
premium. Her understanding of intimate discourse gets close to that of Widdowson who
suggests that “the desired effect of mediating comity” (Widdowson 2004: 79), the pretext of
domestic intimacy and togetherness, which also inevitably brings contextual factors into
play, is the defining feature of such discourse. Following this line of argument, the study
takes linguistic hybridity (as well as other resources) in ELF couples talk as a device not only
for contextualization (cf. Gumperz 1982) but for pretextualization as well. From this
viewpoint, ELF and hybrid forms within it can be treated as linguistic resources that are used
to activate and ratify particular contexts (schematic constructs), and at the same time to
achieve particular pretexts or interactive purposes that manage the relationship between the
two parties.

Finally, making the distinction between two sets of concepts, Widdowson argues
strongly that text must be associated with analysis, and discourse and its factors (context, and
pretext) with interpretation. That is to say, the recognition of the purpose of a text or utterance
depends not only on contextual but also on pretextual factors. These pretextual factors
regulate not only the parties’ but also the analyst’s focus of attention on the textual features
to be analysed and the contextual factors to be considered.

To adopt Widdowson’s model, thus, also means to realize that any sociolinguistic
and discourse analytic research is also a contextually and pretextually embedded activity.
Each step in the research framework and method is profoundly affected by the values,
opinions, biases, beliefs and even political interests of the researcher. Each new truth is
partial, incomplete and culture-bound. That is to say, with the thesis at hand | will inevitably
present my own view of the world, my model of reality, which of course is open to
investigation by other models. As Widdowson surmises:

[...] It seems to me that models of human behaviour in the social sciences are comparable in status
and function to the representations of human behaviour in novels and plays or any other art form.
Both depend upon idealization procedures which in effect yield archetypes of a kind which we can
set into correspondence with actual and non-idealised reality. There is not, and cannot be, any direct
empirical link between either of them and the external world. Descriptive models and fictional
representations create archetypical norms of human behaviour which we can accept as a plausible
pattern against which actuality can be compared. Their function is not to be correct but convincing,

> For the purpose of this thesis, by monolingual discourse I refer to the situations where partners/interlocutors
share and communicate in the same first language.
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to serve as a means towards a more perspective awareness of what we do and who we are.
(Widdowson 2009:7)

Likewise, my purpose is not to maintain the myths of empiricism but clarify the process of
human intimate communication and add to our understanding of intimate discourse where
partners do not share the same L1. To be more convincing, however, the study looks at such
private discourse from both emic and etic perspectives (Pike 1954). That is to say, the thesis
analyses and interprets ELF couple data not only on the basis of the detached perspective of
the researcher (etic perspective), but also incorporates the participants’ perspectives and
interpretations (voices) of their linguistic practices, behaviour, events and situation (emic
perspective). For this purpose, | have conducted interviews and discussed selected extracts
from the recordings with each couple. These interviews and participants’ comment have been
necessary for several reasons. First, they have helped me to gather additional biographical
information; this was not possible to get through the demographic questionnaire and
recording. Second, | have got the participants’ introspections and perspectives on their
linguistic practices and possible contextual and pretextual factors whose history (pre-text)
and meaning were not clear for me as an outsider. Third, | have engaged the participants in
reflection on aspects of the research and analysis. Finally, both audio data and comment have
enabled to locate mismatches between reported and actual behaviour. Thus, | have tried not
to create distance to ensure objectivity and to avoid bias (if it is likely at all) in my research,
but to encourage the couples to participate in the analysis and reflection on their own
practices as much as possible.

To sum up, the thesis takes discourse as the pragmatic process of meaning
negotiation and attempts to inquire into how partners’ contexts and pretexts can act upon the
same text to give rise to diverse interpretations with the focus on hybrid forms in ELF couples
data. In what follows I touch upon the reasons why I undertake this study and the peculiarities
of ELF intimate discourse.

1.1.2 WHY ELF COUPLES?

Many years ago, | was married to a man who believed that I did not have the right
to criticize and argue with him, because | was a woman and he was a man. He claimed that
my ‘woman’ place was in the kitchen and my only right was to be mutely submissive to the
husband. This was frustrating, because | knew it was irrationally destructive and unfair. |

could not ascribe such disparity in his and my vision of our ‘coupleness’ to the fact that we
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had grown up in different countries, or had different linguacultural backgrounds. We spoke
the same first language. He was a man of good qualities, and both of us were respected
people. Nevertheless, ten years of living with the man (I had in the end separated from) left
me exhausted and helpless with the question: Why did not our communication and
relationship work out? What and why went wrong? What could | do to resolve conflicts and
building healthy relationship? What is such healthy/happy or any relationship all about?

Now | am married to a man who is a partner and a friend. Strange as it might seem,
not only are our ways to position ourselves sometimes contradictory. We have grown up in
different countries. We do not share the same first language. Our cultural backgrounds are
rather diverse. Moreover, at the beginning of our relationship, we spoke English, which was
a mother tongue/L1 for neither of us. Even so, it is a continual source of pleasure to speak to
my husband, and we both enjoy the process of accomplishing our ‘coupleness’ despite some
misunderstandings like one described in the introduction. How is it possible, then, that
someone | can tell everything to, someone who understands, does not even share the same
L1 with me? Might it be that English as a neutral lingua franca influenced the process of
making our relationship? Or do our cultures and relationship shape the linguistic practices in
our marriage?

In the process of looking for possible explanations, | have addressed discourse
analytic and ELF studies. | have briefly outlined how the applied linguistic approach to
discourse analysis can add to our understanding of intimate discourse in the previous section.
Let us now consider what bearings ELF research might have for my study. To begin with,
the term ELF couples must be clarified. | take the term ELF to mean “any use of English
among speakers of different first languages for whom English is the communicative medium
of choice, and often the only option” (Seidlhofer 2011: 7). This definition does not exclude
the participation of native speakers of English in such interactions. This present thesis,
however, deals with interactions between non-native speakers®. Whereas disregarding
English native speakers in institutional or business settings would not provide a whole picture

of ELF use, such restriction of ELF to nonnative-nonnative interactions seems to be

6 Here, the term native speaker (NS) is taken to mean somebody for whom a language is her/his L1, or the
language of her/his primary socialization. The term non-native speaker (NNS) refers to somebody for whom a
language is not her/his L1. All the participants’ ‘non-native’ languages, or languages of their secondary
socialization, are referred to as their second language/s (L2/s)
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productive and necessary for the investigation of couple discourse. Bilingual couple research
provides the following examples of language use in bi/multilingual couples:

1. a receptively bilingual household; each spouse uses only his/her own native language productively;

2. a monolingual household; both spouses exclusively or mainly use the same language, either of their
first languages;

3. a productively bilingual household; at least one spouse (possibly both) can use either language;

4. an L3 (third language) household; as a common language both spouses use a third language, which

is the native language of neither (Yamamoto 1995: 68)

Couples in which one partner has English and the other language X as a first language can
be primarily defined as bilingual couples. Using Yamamoto’s (1995) terminology, if both
spouses exclusively or mainly use the same language, the L1 of the native English partner,
as their common language they belong to “a monolingual household” (Yamamoto 1995: 68).
The reasons how and why the partners arrive at such linguistic choice and status of both
partners in such situation seem to be rather different from those in ELF couple interactions
where partners use what Yamamoto refers to as an L3 (cf. Gundacker 2010, see also Chapter
5). Therefore, I refer to ELF couples as intimate partners who do not share the same mother
tongue and use English as a common language, which is the first language for neither. In
line with this definition, | recruited only couples who do not share the same first language
and use English as a common language for the purposes of their private interaction.

Since English is not the author’s first language, the present thesis is also an instance
of ELF. In this connection, it is important to keep apart the notions of English as a foreign
language (EFL) and English as a lingua franca (ELF). EFL presupposes that people learn
and use English with the primary purpose to interact with its native speakers (henceforth
NSs) and to become a member of a NS community (Seidlhofer 2011:17). If we take English
as a foreign language, NSs are a relevant and desirable role model for non-native speakers
(henceforth NNSs). However, people all over the world nowadays more often than not use
English as a means of international communication for quite different purposes. The main
objective here is not to interact with NSs or conform to NS norms but to “make use of the
(only) language shared by all interactants, the lingua franca, in order to achieve the fullest
communication possible” (Seidlhofer 2011: 17-18). This thesis is not an exception. The
study, then, is about and in English as a lingua franca and so is the evidence of how the
potential of the global, or what Widdowson (2003: 48) refers to as ‘virtual’ language can be
realized and actualized rather than an attempt to adopt and conform to the actual ‘native’

(whatever they might be) encoded conventions. | will discuss the notion of virtual language
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in relation to ELF in Chapter 2. At this point, | consider how ELF discourse can facilitate our
understanding of the general process of human communication.

As | have mentioned above, in a ‘monolingual’ household my ex-husband and 1
have found ourselves in communication impasse. Misunderstandings in my present marriage
have often been connected to one of our first languages (mostly to our native/non-native
German). Strange as it might seem, in ELF our communication has usually gone smoothly.
Similarly to my own observation and experience, most ELF research claims that ELF
discourse is the consensus-oriented use of the language to create its own “commonsense”
criteria [...] of emically perceived communicative efficiency in [the user’s] current situation”
(Seidlhofer 2005: 161). On the other hand, some studies (House 2003) report that the only
cases of failed communication in international encounters have been observed in the
interactions of multilingual speakers with those for whom English is a native or sole (first)
language that is in native-nonnative encounters.

One possible explanation for the dissimilarities of the two discourses is the
relationship between systemic and schematic knowledge (Widdowson 2009: 343) in
language use. The point is that in the pragmatic process of meaning negotiation people do
not just use their knowledge of linguistic system, or code, but relate it to the knowledge of
the world, or schematic constructs. If we take such interactional perspective on language,
miscommunication in N-NN talk is rather easy to explain. It can be assumed that native
speakers treat their norms as universally applicable and may fail to negotiate the meaning
with nonnatives who can apply rather different norms in the interaction (Canagarajah 2007:
929). Contrary to N-NN interactions, ELF communication entails a lack of one prevailing
norm due to the multitude of codes available for application, and such interaction requires
negotiation of new mutually developed norms and signs (cf. Meierkord 2002: 120).
Therefore, an ungrammatical/’incorrect’ usage or unconventional word choice (as the hybrid
form will) are often functional in ELF interactions (cf. Hiillmbauer 2006).

To put it another way, effective and successful communication usually relies on the
speakers’ sufficient knowledge of the language system and shared knowledge of
communication schemata. For native speakers of any language sharing the knowledge of the
language usually (but not always) presupposes sharing the knowledge of the world as well.
ELF partners often cannot rely on such shared schematic knowledge, and, of course, they
might be far from simulating the native speaker behaviour in their private communication.

In Widdowson’s (2003: 48-50) terms, they use the “virtual language” English, which is
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remote from the cultural associations of its native speakers. ELF partners have and take
advantage of such detachment and relate their foreign language to their own private reality.
In doing so, they mutually create the new schematic conventions in their private discourse.
Given this, ELF couple interaction is a fascinating site for exploring discourse in
general, and intimate discourse in particular. On the one hand, ELF facilitates our recognition
that the use of the same language does not always have the same schematic associations with
it. In other words, a language can be symbolically and indexically dissociated from any
particular cultural affiliation. On the other hand, ELF adds to our understanding of the
processes whereby different contextual and pretextual factors are brought into the same

interaction.

1.1.3  WHYHYBRIDITY?

| have argued in the previous section that ELF is in many ways a peculiar use of the
language whose forms often defy native standards and may involve the direct or indirect
interplay of three or even more linguistic and cultural systems. Consequently, variation is
considered as the heart of the nature of ELF. Because of the diversity of this communicative
medium, ELF is interpersonally constructed in each specific complex of interaction (cf.
Canagarajah 2007; Hiilmbauer 2006, 2014; Meierkord 2000; Pitzl 2011; Seidlhofer 2011).
Since each community negotiates the form of such English for speakers’ purposes (Seidlhofer
2005, 2011); the assumption has been that lingua franca conversation can be best
characterised as a hybrid form of communication, potentially involving both structures that
are results of learning a foreign language, and items that implicitly/explicitly reflect the
speaker’s culture ((Firth 1990, 1996; Jenkins 2003; House 1999, 2003; Hiilmbauer 2006,
2014; Meierkord 2000, 2002; Seidlhofer 2004, 2011). As concerns ELF couple discourse, it
can be claimed that it is not completely different from language use in other ELF domains.
Therefore, the hypothesis can be made that linguistic hybridity, governed by partners’ lingua-
cultural backgrounds and by the peculiarities of ELF discourse, is a significant multi-facet
element of ELF talk that forms part of the particular speech style of ELF couples. Thus, the
main argument of this thesis is that the appreciation of ELF couple talk as a unique act of
communication depends on the understanding of its hybridity features.

The concept of hybridity has a long and honourable history within different
disciplines (Young 1995). Most scholars agree that hybridity is a universal aspect of any

conversational discourse and can occur in any speech community that have linguistic
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repertoires involving more than one “way of speaking” (Woolard 2007:74). However, in
linguistics, hybridity has most often been investigated as code alternation in bilingual and
multilingual settings, and the main focus has been on such aspects as code switching and
code mixing (Auer 1984, Gumperz 1982, Myers-Scotton 1993, Rampton 1995, Poplack
1980, Pujolar 2001). The assumption has been that the more distinct the varieties between
which speakers ‘switch’, the more available for scrutiny and speculation linguistic hybridity
might be. According to Woolard, “[w]ork on such salient cases can then facilitate our
recognition of related but less apparent phenomena” (Woolard 2007: 74). However, such
exclusive connection of hybridity with bi/multilingualism and codeswitching seems

counterproductive:

Not only is the extent of the phenomenon overlooked, but also the analysis of codeswitching is often
marginalized from broader theoretical enterprise that should both inform and be informed by such
work (Woolard 2007: 74).

Moreover, the notions of code-switching/mixing themselves are problematic since they
presuppose the existence of separate distinct languages-entities (see Chapter 3). Although it
might be convenient for a linguistic analyst to assume that there are separate and distinct
languages-codes between/among which (exclusively?) bilinguals/multilinguals ‘switch’
back and forth, in reality there are not.

Therefore, in my view, language alternation can be most profitably clarified by the
Bakhtinian notion of hybridity as polyphony. Bakhtin defines polyphony as multiplicity of
voices/positions that is mediated by what he refers to as utterance. According to him,
polyphony is a dialogic process of negotiating — actualizing and realizing — people’s
voices/positions by mediation of their language/s. In other words, the process of human
communication or, in Bakhtin’s terms, word-discourse always entails interpersonal
positioning (Bakhtin 1997: 34, 2002: 56-114). This he delineates as dialogue between
different personal (ideological) positions (voices), as doubleness that fuses and brings
together, but also maintains separation. Discussing Dostoevsky’s literary work, the author
claims that every utterance is a unique combination of two interrelated dynamics that drive
all conversational discourse: on the one hand, uni/co-voicing (relative closeness); on the other
hand, vari-voicing (relative distance). In this view, there is no meaningful opposition between
bilingual/multilingual discourse and monolingual discourse. There is only discourse that is
realized and mediated by what Bakhtin refers to as word-language.

Bakhtin’s (1984) understanding of hybridity as polyphony can have important

consequences for the investigation and conceptualization of ELF couples practices. First, his
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concept of voicing captures the dynamic nature of meaning making, allowing continuity but
also ambiguity and variability in significance for any given linguistic form or element.
Second, Bakhtin describes the nature of language as dialogic interpersonal positioning or as
both expressing and addressing activity. As | have already mentioned, such understanding
encompasses both ‘monolingual’ and ‘multilingual’ forms and allows for a broader basis for
theorizing about the nature of linguistic hybridity in ELF couple talk than within the confines
of bilingual code switching, or code mixing. Finally, in this view, hybridity as polyphony
operates at and fuses two (inseparable indeed) levels — discoursal/positional and
textual/formal. Consequently, approaching linguistic hybridity in ELF couple talk as
polyphony can be a more useful way to elaborate on different forms it takes and to explore
the interplay between ELF couples’ language use and interactional processes in their private
space.

In light of the above, the study focuses on linguistic hybridity as polyphony that can
be preliminary defined as a mixture of all the available languages within the boundaries of
an ELF utterance or interaction, which is produced by partners under particular contextual
and pretextual conditions. The study, thus, incorporates some basic ideas of Widdowson’s
proposal for text realization as discourse and articulates it with Bakhtin’s (1984) notion of
polyphony for the analysis of ELF couples’ conversational data. To put it another way,
Widdowson’s context and pretext will help me to catch Bakhtin’s voices/positions in ELF
couple talk. More specifically, the study aims to analyse the discursive process that Bakhtin
refers to as polyphony and Widdowson as positioning on the basis of ELF couple

conversational data.

1.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

With the sociolinguistic and discourse-analytic coordinates for my own research in place, it
is now possible to formulate the questions guiding it. They are:

1. How can linguistic hybridity be defined and operationalized from the discourse
analytic perspective in general and for research on ELF couple discourse in
particular? (RQ1)

2. What are the formal/textual characteristics/manifestations of linguistic hybridity in
ELF couple talk? (RQ2)
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3. How linguistic hybridity in ELF couple talk functions to pragmatic/discoursal
effect? How ELF couples realize the meaning potential of hybrid forms and their
language/s in general as discourse? (RQ3)

4. What are the characteristic (interactive) features of such (private couple) discourse
as interpersonal positioning? (RQ4)
My main argument will be that linguistic hybridity, as any other language use, has
to be understood in relation to discourse and its factors. In this respect, it mediates negotiation
whereby partners bring individual contextual worlds into convergence and enact their

positions by acting upon each other to a particular pretextual/perlocutionary effect.

1.3 OUTLINE

This thesis consists of two broad sections. The first one comprises Chapters 2-5 and
lays the theoretical groundwork for this thesis. The second one comprises Chapter 6-9 which
document the conduct and engagement of the empirical research this thesis is founded on and
describes the findings of the research. Chapter 6 deals with data collection and introduces the
participants. Chapters 7-9 analyses how the partners-participants position themselves in their
private interaction. Taking a descriptive lexicogrammatical and discourse analytical
perspective, the present study proposes that hybridity as polyphony or interpersonal
positioning can serve as a central concept for understanding ELF couple discourse.

As a starting point, Chapter 2 introduces the concept of English as a lingua franca.
For the purpose of this thesis, | treat ELF as actualized variations (Seidlhofer 2011:94-95) of
the same basic virtual resource of Global English that is exploited to meet various
communicative needs of its users. Clearly, such actualized variations often involve language
alternation or linguistic hybridity. The chapter, therefore, provides a selective review of ELF
research into linguistic hybridity. Since most ELF researchers describe linguistic hybridity
in ELF interaction by drawing upon the sociolinguistic concepts of
codeswitching/mixing/meshing (henceforth CS), bi/multi/translingualism and languaging;
Chapter 3 looks at how the notions are understood in the social sciences, and what bearings
they have for conceptualizing linguistic hybridity in the present thesis.

Chapter 4 lays the theoretical groundwork for my research by considering Bakhtin
and Widdowson’s approaches to discourse. The chapter questions the notions of code-
switching/mixing as unsatisfactory for describing linguistic hybridity in ELF couple

interaction and argues for its understanding in relation to the general process of discourse as
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polyphony/positioning and its factors. It is the purpose of Chapter 5 to present a
comprehensive report of research into linguistic practices of ELF couples. Where
appropriate, 1 also refer to the literature on bilingual and monolingual couple communication.

Chapter 6 explains what bearings Bakhtin and Widdowson’s theoretical approaches
to discourse have for the interpretation of the couples’ data and how they can be applied to
the data itself. It details the process of data collection and analysis, and the challenges |
encountered in this process. These challenges include what Widdowson refers to as “a
paradox of irreducible subjectivity” (2004:10) of any research and observation. This means
that any analysis is a matter of interpretation, which is driven by the researcher pretextual
purpose. The reliance upon a ‘triangulated’ three-perspective data is justified by the
Bakhtinian polyphonic/dialogic stance adopted in this thesis. Such stance presupposes that |
do not provide the position/interpretation on what is going on in ELF couple discourse but
rather an alternative model of it that is open for revision by other models. Finally, the chapter
introduces the five ELF couples-participants as the research subjects.

Chapters 7-9 provide analysis and interpretation of the couples’ linguistic behaviour
and their attitudes to it, and look at how they position themselves in the process of
accomplishing their ‘coupleness’ by mediation of hybrid forms. The chapters aim to provide
a sense of ‘emerging people’ behind the data. They explore the peculiarities of couples’
hybrid language use and interactive features of couples positioning as mediated by such use
within their ELF. In other words, the chapters describe lexicogrammatical features of
partners’ hybrid uses and interprety them in relation to discourse and its factors. Chapter 10
summarizes the main findings of the thesis, and considers theoretical implications and

directions for future research.
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2. HYBRIDITY IN ELF DISCOURSE: SETTING
THE SCENE

This thesis is about English as a lingua franca in couple discourse. My purpose is to

contribute to ELF research by investigating ELF at the basic level of communication between
two individuals in a romantic relationship. This, in turn, has to do with two questions. The
first concerns the issues related to global spread of English as an international language. The
second regards the expression of those issues in the microcosm of ELF intimate interactions,
and prompts us to think again about the general nature of language as expressed at the micro
level in ELF romantic interaction.

It is clear that there are at least two kinds of factors related to globalization that make
it possible for two people from different parts of the world to meet and make a relationship.
On the one hand, there are developments in telecommunications and the internet and
increased mobility. On the other, the global spread of English that has come about as a result.
This chapter is mostly concerned with the latter factor, namely with globalization of English
as a ‘neutral’ lingua franca that has brought ELF couples into being. It seems quite reasonable
to begin the discussion with a closer look at ELF research and relevance of its findings to the
investigation of ELF nature in intimate interaction. In this chapter, | first consider what one
might understand under the term global English and ELF as integration of virtual and
plurilingual resources, and what bearings my own understanding of them can have on the
analysis of hybrid forms in ELF couple talk (Section 2.1). Since the past years have witnessed
an intensively increasing quantity of research that tackles aspects of hybridity in ELF within
a rather short period, it is impossible (and inexpedient) to give its complete overview’.
Therefore, Section 2.2 selectively reviews those ELF studies that mainly reflect on variability
in ELF as evidence of speakers’ exploitation of the virtual resource of English. Section 2.3
reviews research that primarily deals with the plurilingual resources within ELF. In Section
2.4, | discuss studies that consider the hybrid nature of ELF as a combination of both virtual
and plurilingual resources. Finally, Section 2.5 sums up the findings in ELF research which
are most pertinent for this thesis. The chapter also provides preliminary definitions for the
notions most relevant to the present research, specifically, ELF, ELF partners, and hybridity
in ELF.

" For the detailed overview of ELF research see Jenkins at al (2011), Pitzl (2011), Seidlhofer (2011), Jenkins
(2015).
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2.1 ELF: GLOBAL SPREAD - VIRTUAL LANGUAGE

Most research on global spread of English (Coupland 2010, Crystal 1997) agrees
that neither economic globalization nor the exchange of information and cultural influences
across continental, national and regional boundaries promoted by it is new in the history of
humankind. What is especially remarkable today is the speed and scale at which these
processes are developing. The worldwide trends like international mobility and expansion of
electronic communication via the internet have furthered the need for a shared global
language. It is generally assumed that it is English that has become such a predominant global
language for most people all over the world (Graddol 2006, Northrup 2013, Seidlhofer 2011,
Schneider 2011). As Jenkins at. al. (2011: 303) claim English has become “at once a
globalized and globalizing phenomenon”.

Discussion of the unprecedented spread of English has yielded in a confusing
multiplicity of terms. To list few of them: English as a foreign language (EFL), Global
English (GE), World Englishes, English as an international language (EIL), and English as
a lingua franca (ELF). | have already mentioned the irrelevance of EFL for the description
of the language as used on the global scale in the introduction (p. 20). I have argued that EFL
presupposes that people learn and use English with the primary purpose to interact with its
native speakers and to become a member of a particular NS community by conforming to NS
norms. While ELF is a means of intercultural communication and so is used for quite
different purposes. In the following, | will substantiate my understanding of GE and my
preference for ELF to the other terms for conceptualizing globalized English. To begin with,
| suggest considering two general ways of understanding GE in sociolinguistic research
(Mufwene 2010, Seidlhofer 2011, Schneider 2011). The first can be traced back to the
processes of colonization. The second has to do with English as an international language
that “serves a whole range of different communities and their institutional purposes, and this
transcends traditional communal and cultural boundaries” (Widdowson 1994: 385). The
focus in research into English as a means of global communication has been on two kinds of
developments, which, according to Widdowson, can be defined as dialect-like and register-
like:

English has spread to become international by the exploitation of the resources of the virtual
language, and that this has resulted in two kinds of development. One of them is primary and local
and takes the form of varieties which are dialect-like in that they serve the immediate everyday social
needs of a particular community. The other is secondary and global and takes the form of registers
associated with particular domains of institutional and professional use. (Widdowson 2003: 55).
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What Widdowson is saying here is that, on the one hand, there are the globally scattered
varieties of English, which are brought about by outside intervention and are the consequence
of the colonial rule. These varieties (like Nigerian English) normally serve the needs of a
particular local community and are endonormative? (creating their own norms ‘from within’
for the purposes of this particular community) and independent (cf. Schneider 2011: 35).
Such English is adapted by those communities for their local communicative and communal
needs and has resulted in what Kachru® (1992) refers to as World Englishes (henceforth
WEses) of the Outer Circle where English is typically characterized as a second language. It
seems quite obvious that those varieties cannot be treated as a global means of
communication by definition. What was globally spread has become subject to local
constraint and control. Consequently, the term World Englishes can be defined as ‘dialect-

like’ varieties which are likely

to take their own natural course and in time evolve into separate species of language, adapted to the
needs and expressive of the identity of separate communities, gradually becoming mutually
unintelligible. (Widdowson 2003: 53)

To put it another way, WEes defines the varieties that have evolved from GE into languages
of primary socialization for every-day needs in those communities, and is, therefore, different
from globalized English in ELF private interaction. Although the processes of variation and
change in the evolution of WEes and in ELF use in couple interaction are in principle similar,
partners’ English remains the language of their secondary socialization. The couples’ ELF is
not English acquired in the process of upbringing in family and/or primary L1 community.
It is normally English that is learned through secondary socialization of education and
training to become members of global communities, such as medical, architectural or
business communities. It is English that Seidlhofer describes as the ‘imported’ English, or
English that millions of people learn and use for a wide range of public and personal

purposes:

[English] has been ‘exported’ to many regions of the world by its ‘native’ speakers, primarily through
colonization, and so has invaded these places. It has, however, to an even larger extent been

8 As Seidlhofer, Breiteneder and Pitzl (2006) point out there are at least two different approaches in ELF
research as well. Exonormative approach tends to describe ELF data “more through the lens of familiar ENL
forms”. Endonormative approach conceives of ELF as language use in its own right.

° The Kachruvian model of World Englishes is based on the distinction of the countries/regions where English
is used. The Inner Circle refers to the countries where English is a native/first language (eg, Great Britain, the
USA), the Outer Circle refers to the countries where it is used as a second language (eg. India), and the
Expanding Circle to the countries where it is taught as a foreign language (eg. Russia). See also Graddol (2006:
110), Seidlhofer (2011), Schneider 2011: 31-11), Widdowson (2003) for the full discussion of the Kachruvian
model of WEs.
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‘imported’ by people all over the world who decide to learn it as a useful language in addition to
their first language(s). (Seidlhofer 2011: 3)

One way of understanding such ‘imported’ international English is to think of it in terms of
the ‘register-like’ development (Widdowson 2003) of the language. The ‘register-like’
development serves as a device for communication outside one’s primary social/cultural
space and relates not to local but rather to global communities, to domains of use, the areas
of knowledge and expertise, which transcend national boundaries and are global of their very
nature: registers of medicine, engineering, commerce, technology or politics. This kind of
language development can be delineated as language use that is defined not so much by
(primary) experience but by (secondary) expertise (Widdowson 2003: 54). To summarize,
the notion WEes describes globally scattered “dialect-like” varieties evolved from GE that
serve the everyday social needs of a particular ‘local’ primary community. The term English
as an international language can be understood as globally scattered “register-like”
varieties that are used for global purposes in institutional and professional domains.

But what about all kinds of general uses of English all over the globe that cannot be
accounted for by the categories of local community and primary experience (dialect-like
development), or global community and secondary expertise (register-like development)?
What about all kinds of globally scattered variation of English not only for global but also
for private communication that also falls within the rubric of English as an international
language? At this point, I suggest considering the concept of the virtual language proposed
by Widdowson (2003):

[...]Jwe might think of English as an international language not in terms of the distribution of a stable
and unitary set of encoded forms, but as the spread of a virtual language which is exploited in
different ways for different purposes. (Widdowson 2003: 50, my italics)

Widdowson distinguishes two ways of understanding GE here. The internationalization of
English (or any other language) is often seen in terms of the distribution of conventionally
encoded linguistic forms, which are believed to be appropriate on the authority of a particular
group of NSs and remain intact when being transmitted. Such understanding is based on the
assumption that language is a relatively complete and well defined entity, an invariant code,
a state of being “with-the-national-name” (Piller 2011, see also Chapter 5) belonging to some
authorized ‘native’ community. This distribution of the actual standardized norms
presupposes some kind of outside (‘native’) agency and implies adoption and conformity to

those norms.
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With language spread, as distinct from distribution, there is also agency, but agency
of a different kind. As | have argued above, language can spread only by and through people
who use it. The agency in the spread of English on the global scale “resides in non-native
speakers just as much as with native speakers in principle, and in practice even more so, due
to difference on speaker numbers” (Seidlhofer 2011: 50)°. What is crucial here is that the
agency in language spread is always the agency of using or doing language rather than of
having or distributing it. It is the agency of what Alton Becker (1995) refers to as languaging
that I discuss in more detail in Sections 3.4. Language spread understood as languaging is
an ‘orientational’ open-ended process “that combines shaping, storing, retrieving, and
communicating knowledge” (Becker 1995: 9, my italics) rather than transmitting intact
“denotational” products. Since language spreads only through interpersonal contact, through
and by people, it cannot be transmitted or transplanted unchanged into the human mind. If
one conceives of a language as the manifestation of an enclosed linguistic code or system,
communication is nothing but such transmission of unchanged “denotational” products.
However, it is not what one can observe in the actual process of meaning negotiation. People
will always use language to textualize their own discourses, or to realize their own discourses
through various textualizations (whether they formally conform to the conventionalized
norms or not). It follows, then, that the process of hybridization of GL (like any other
language) takes place at least at two levels: formal/textual and functional/discoursal. On the
one hand, then, in the process of GE spread we have to do with linguistic hybridity that can
be observable at the formal textual level and primarily is a matter of linguistic analysis. The
example of this can be the transformation of uncount nouns such as information into count
informations in ELF interaction (cf. Hiillmbauer 2013, see also Section 2.1.1 for a more
detailed discussion of informations). On the other hand, in the process of textualizing
discourse as mediated by GE we have to do with pragmatic or cultural hybridity, which is a
matter of interpretation. For example, one can assume that, by the use of plural —s in
informations, the speaker in-forms it by his national affiliation or signals solidarity with other

NNSs who participate in the interaction.

10 According to many scholars, the number of NNS of English exceeds the number of its NS. Craddol (2006:
98-99), for example, estimated that around two billions of people would learned English in schools in 2010.
Crystal (2008: 6) indicates that approximately a third of the world’s population currently speaks English as a
non-native language.
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In this view, GE necessarily spreads by the textualizations of different discourses of
its users. English as a global language, as a global virtual resource, thus, cannot be seen as a
reproduction of English as a native language (whatever it might be) at any level (whether it
is formal or functional). It will always be influenced by the multiplicity of people’s contexts
and pretexts and, by its nature, cannot be transmitted or distributed unchanged into people’s
mind. Therefore, following Widdowson, | suggest conceiving of GE as the spread of the
virtual language, or “resource for making meaning immanent in the language which
simply has not hitherto been encoded and so is not, so to speak, given official recognition”
(Widdowson 2003: 48-49). In other words, the global language can be defined as what
Seidlhofer refers to as “the virtual capacity for exploitation, inherent in the encoded language
itself”, or “the underlying encoding possibilities that speakers make use of”’ (Seidlhofer 2011:
110-111, italics in the original). This virtual potential, by definition, cannot be used
exclusively within the limits of whatever variety — ‘native’, “dialect-like” or “register-like”.
It gets realized through variation at the individual level in all kinds of globally scattered
interactions. This being so, ELF understood as various realizations of such virtual resource
all over the world seems to be the most plausible term for conceptualizing GE in private
discourse. Thus, for the purpose of this thesis, | treat ELF as actualized variations (Seidlhofer
2011:94-95) of the same basic virtual resource of Global English that is exploited to meet
various communicative needs of its users. The question, then, is not how far ELF users
conform to the attested/actual/encoded NS norms, but how ELF functions as the exploitation
of the virtual linguistic resource for making meaning and achieving communicative purposes
(cf. Seidlhofer 2011).

Both questions have been extensively addressed in ELF research from different
perspectives. It is important to note that most ELF research has attempted to answer them
with the focus on the ‘register-like’ varieties, namely English of global business, politics,
science, technology and media discourse. The apparently increasing research activity in such
professional domains can be explained by the fact that ELF is mainly used in what House
(1999: 74) refers to as ‘influential frameworks’. This includes, for example, global business
(Ehrenreich 2009), education (Smit 2010, Weber 2013, forthc.), school and academic settings
(Klimpfinger 2005, 2007, 2010; Weber 2013). On the other hand, English as a lingua franca
Is an established means of communication in non-institutional talk between individuals and
has also been the subject of recent ELF research (Hiilmbauer 2006, 2013; Kramer 2012,
2014). Despite the different domains of focus, most ELF studies demonstrate that ELF
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speakers establish their own particular hybrid conversation style that is distinct from that of
native speakers. In this respect, there are at least two approaches to accounting for such
peculiar style in ELF. One, as suggested by Seidlhofer, focuses on the exploitation of virtual
encoding possibilities of English itself. Another considers a “plurilingual composition [that]
clearly exemplifies an intrinsic and key feature of lingua francas: their hybrid nature”
(Jenkins 2007: 1) as a specific feature of ELF. The point is that in ELF interaction the
majority of its speakers come from different other than English L1 backgrounds, and actively
modify ELF by using those L1s. The mentioned above virtual and plurilingual resources that
ELF speakers have at their disposal are worth considering in more detail and this | take up in

the next section.

211 ELF AS AN INTEGRATION OF VIRTUAL AND PLURILINGUAL RE/SOURCES.

It is Cornelia Hiilmbauer’s (2013a, b) suggestion to explain the hybrid nature of
ELF as integration of virtual and plurilingual resources. As | have discussed in section 2.1,
the concept of virtuality was first introduced and discussed by Widdowson (1997, 2003).
Widdowson compares non-conformity of ELF users to that of NS poets and children. His
argument is that the processes of using the virtual potential of English, or non-conformity to
established standardized English, are similar in the both NS and NNS contexts. This is also
what Cornelia Hiilmbauer observes in her exploration of unconventional language use in ELF
academic settings on the basis of VOICE (2008)!!, DYLAN (2006-2011) and author’s own
recorded data. She argues that drawing upon virtuality is neither primary lingua-cultures nor
ELF specific. What distinguishes the two contexts is that ELF speakers generally use forms
more flexibly for communicative convenience, while in ENL contexts the use of virtual
elements is often a process of “disregarding conventions in order to create special linguistic
effects” (Hiilmbauer 2013a: 53). She argues, however, that the virtual English is not the only

resource for variation in ELF. As Hiilmbauer puts it:

the virtual possibilities given in the English system combine and interact with the situational
plurilingual possibilities fed into the framework by individual context and speaker constellations.
(Hiilmbauer 2013: 54)

Describing the hybrid nature of ELF, Hiilmbauer is rather sceptical about the concept of
hybridity itself as not sufficient for characterizing flexibility and adaptability of ELF as well.
She proposes to depict the nature of ELF as integrative rather than hybrid (Hiilmbauer 2013a,

1 Vienna-Oxford International Corpus of English. In the brackets - the date of release.
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b). Delineating ELF as an interaction of the virtual language English and speakers’
plurilingual repertoires, she suggests, thus, that variation in ELF is two-dimensional: “the
virtual dimension inbuilt in English combined with integrative dimension provided by lingua
franca mode, which is fed by plurilingual elements through its intercultural users”
(Hiilmbauer 2013: 55). In other words,

there is an intralingual level [virtuality] which allows speakers to exploit possibilities within English,
but beyond the encoded. In ELF however there is also an interlingual level [integration] which allows
its users to carry these possibilities further, namely beyond English. (ibid.: 55)

As an example of such multi-dimensionality, Hiilmbauer considers the expression
informations that an Austrian ELF speaker produces in one of her data extracts. She surmises
that this use can be motivated by a possible analogy both ‘within and beyond’ English. In
addition to the virtual possibilities of pluralisation within English with analogy to count
nouns (apple — apples), this expression can be triggered by the interlingual (English-German)
analogies. Contrary to the English information, in German (the speaker’s L1) Information
and in Italian (her interlocutor’s L1) information is a count noun with the plural forms
Informationen/informationi respectively. The suggestion is that both virtual English as well
as plurilingual resources are crucial for ELF production and comprehension. In other words,
she suggests describing ELF nature as ALAAT (all language at all times), contrary to the
traditional principle of OLAAT (one language at a time) (Hiilmbauer 2013a: 224). According
to the principle of ALAAT, ELF users draw upon whatever available resources in ELF
interaction. Hiilmbauer’s two-dimensional model of ELF adds to our understanding what can
be involved in the process whereby ELF users modify the language and what kind of
relationship the two dimensions might have. The point here is that linguistic hybridity can be
delineated at least in two ways. The first looks at it as a mixture of two separate discrete
codes (e.g. codeswitching theory). The second considers it as a fusion of any available
resources in the process of meaning negotiation. Despite Hiilmbauer’s rejection of the term
hybridity, her description of the nature of ELF as integrative of the two resources is close to
the latter (and my own) conceiving of it. Arguing for the term hybridity for describing the
hybrid nature of ELF, | would claim that such hybridity finds its expression in fusion — in
Hiilmbauer’s terms integration - of all the available for speakers virtual resources rather than

in a combination of two separate codes. This can be diagrammatically shown as follows:
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Diagram 1. ELF as fusion of virtual resources
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Most ELF research reports that there are particular features of ELF interaction that contribute
to such hybrid nature of ELF. They are situationality (Hiilmbauer 2009) and endonormativity
(Ehrenreich 2009; Seidlhofer, Breiteneder and Pitzl 2006; Kachru 1992: 356). To these

factors | now turn.

21.2 SITUATIONALITY AND ENDONORMATIVITY IN ELF

Both factors of situationality and endonormativity as peculiar features of ELF
undermine the traditionally established notion of speech community or a community of
speakers of a particular relatively homogeneous language variety. By definition, ELF users
are communicators from different lingua-cultural backgrounds. This being so, the concept of
a stable ‘speech community’ cannot be applied to lingua franca contexts. ELF users become
members of what Hiilmbauer (2009: 325) refers to as “situational speaking communities:
They enter into contemporary relationships, with speakers constellations frequently being
tied and untied anew for each emerging interaction” (italics in the original). The
“situationality factor, which determines every lingua franca [interaction] anew and on its
own right” (ibid. 324, italics in the original) relates to the concept of super-diversity (cf. Cogo
2012, see also Section 2.3) that sees flexibility and variability of linguistic forms and patterns
in ELF as a result of manifold contexts and speakers constellations in ELF interaction.

Another factor that furthers the processes of hybridization in ELF is
endonormativity. The term means ‘norm-developing’ and originally refers to relatively stable
norms that are being developed by and characteristic of a relatively stable speech community.
It has been introduced by Kachru (1992: 356) in relation to the World Englishes of the ‘Outer
Circle’. He describes English in the ‘Outer Circle’ (e.g. English in post-colonial India or
Nigeria) as norm-developing and, therefore, endonormative. Accordingly, English of the

‘Expanding Circle’ (e.g. English in Ukraine or Austria) is seen as norm-following or norm-
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dependent that is exonormative. In ELF research, the concept is applied to the domain of
“communities of practice” (CoPs). The term is another alternative to speech community and
was introduced by Wenger (1988). Wenger defines CoPs as focusing on the shared
communicative activity rather than such external factors as linguistic or cultural background
of interactants. In ELF research, the concept is widely used in conceptualizing business
interaction. Ehrenreich (2009), for example, takes CoPs as more appropriate for the
description of ELF in two large German multinational corporations. She claims that
endonormativity is a characteristic feature of such ELF business interaction. Ehrenreich bases
her argument on the observation that the managers of the corporations rarely consult such
exonormative reference tools and resources as, for example, dictionaries or NSs (defined by
Kachru as norm-providing). Instead, they employ such resources as “a (German) colleague
or his (German) assistant, whose English is considered “good” or “better than mine” (ibid.
140). The claim is that the staff members do not only talk endonormatively but also produce
written texts such as emails, memos, or letters to customers that are hardly ever rely on
exonormative ENL re/sources. Ehrenreich explains such resourcefulness by the “essentially
pragmatic attitude towards language and variation” (ibid. 140). In other words, the managers
develop their own norms - namely use languages other than English, coin and adapt new
forms and patterns, establish as-hoc meaning and enrich “the language by spontancous
translations of mother-tongue metaphors and idiomatic expressions” (ibid. 140) - “simply
because it is more efficient” (ibid. 138, italics in the original). Such endonormative force that
put pragmatic effectiveness over conformity to NS norms (cf. also Hiilmbauer 2010)
facilitates production and acceptance of non-attested in ENL forms and linguistic
innovations.

By definition, the notions of situationality and endonormativity seem to be mutually
exclusive, especially in the description of ad-hoc ELF contexts. On the one hand,
situationality of each ELF interaction yields locally coined and adapted linguistic forms that
are rather flexible and peculiar in each speaker constellation. On the other hand, ELF is
reported to be endonormative or norm developing that is creating relatively stable norms at
least in CoPs. One might assume, however, that the two factors co-exist and contribute to
each other in any ELF interaction, in ELF couple discourse in particular. That is to say,
‘situationality’ and variability makes endonormativity ‘normal’ in most ELF interaction. One
can assume, therefore, that what we observe in ELF is not situationality and endonormativity

but ‘situational endonormativity’ or “in-group endonormativity” (Pitzl 2011: 25) that is as
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natural as in other (ENL) contexts of language use. The crucial aspect here is that ELF
speakers act as creative agents of using/doing their own (often hybrid) language and
bring/develop their own norms in any ‘situational’ constellation. Although many ELF
researchers claim that ELF functions like any other natural language, the observation is that,
due to this factor of ‘situational endonormativity’, its functioning becomes particularly
apparent. In the following, | review what ELF research report about forms that such
situational endonormativity takes in ELF interaction.

2.2  VARIABILITY IN ELF AS EVIDENCE OF USING VIRTUAL
ENGLISH

There are at least three general tendencies in accounting for specific hybrid nature
of ELF at the formal level in ELF research. Some scholars focus on how ELF users modify
English by exploiting its virtual possibilities. Others look at the plurilingual resources, or
language alternation, as an aspect of hybridity in ELF. Finally, some studies explore both
virtual and plurilingual resources that might contribute to such hybridity. Often, it is rather
difficult to identify what - virtual or plurilingual - resources are involved in particular
language uses. As we have seen in the Introduction, such uses, for example, as Ja, ich will
that appear to be the exploitation of virtual possibilities of a particular language (in this case,
German) can, in fact, involve plurilingual resources (e.g. German, English and Ukrainian) of
the speaker as well.

The essential point to be made is that what is formally possible in any language
relates to all the levels of encoding (Widdowson 2009). It seems quite natural that ELF
research has investigated such formal features at all the levels. The focus of this thesis is on
the hybrid lexicogrammatical features of ELF. For this reason, the following sections focus
on the studies that explored how ELF speakers exploit lexicogrammatical potential of
English. In the present section, I discuss how ELF researchers explore the virtual possibilities
of English itself. One of the pioneering studies that has looked at how ELF speakers modify
English at lexicogrammatical level is Seidlhofer’s (2004) early state-of-the-art overview of
ELF empirical work. The author presents the following list of features:

- ‘dropping’ the third person present -S;

- ‘confusing’ the relative pronouns who and which;

- ‘omitting’ definite and indefinite articles where they are obligatory in ENL, and
inserting them where they do not occur in ENL,;
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- failing to use ‘correct’ forms in tag questions (e.g. isn’t it? or no? instead of
shouldn’t they?);

- inserting ‘redundant’ prepositions, as in We have to study about...);

- ‘overusing’ certain verbs of high semantic generality, such as do, have, make, put,
take;

- ‘replacing’ infinitive-constructions with that-clauses, as in i want that;

- ‘overdoing’ explicitness (e.g. black color rather than just black). (Seidlhofer 2004:
220)

It is important to note that at the time of the article issue in 2004, the larger corpora - such as
the VOICE (2008) and ELFA (2008)* projects - were not completed yet. Since such corpora
could be a more reliable source for more thorough quantitative investigations of lexis and
grammar, Seidlhofer emphasises the preliminary character of the list and intends it as
precursory rather than definitive. The list identifies the features that appear to be rather
frequent but not impeding international intelligibility and show how ELF speakers use
lexicogrammatical potential of virtual English. These lexicogrammatical ‘deviations’ can be
classified as exploitation of the virtual potential of English but also can be taken as evidence
of how virtual and plurilingual resources of ELF speakers interact with each other.
Seidlhofer’s concern here, however, is not to specify the source of such non-conformist
lexicogrammatical variation, but to identify formal linguistic features that contrast with
encoded ENL norms. The crucial point to be made about the study is that it characterizes

variation within ELF as the result of agency of English lingua franca users who are

agents in the spread and development of English [and] are not just at the receiving end, but contribute
to the shaping of the language and functions it fulfils and so, as speech communities, take possession
of the language. (Seidlhofer 2004: 214)

Despite the researcher’s focus on the formal ‘surface’ differences between ELF and ENL,
this point about agency in fact speaks for the similarity of ELF to any other language use as
being done through and by people.

Another early study of how ELF users exploit the virtual potential of English is that
of Breiteneder (2005, 2009). The researcher provides an exploratory qualitative account of
the use of present simple third person —s drawing on the VOICE data. The data come from
two professional-organizational meetings — each about 2 and a half hour long - among 25
representatives of European universities. The participants are a rather close working group
that comprises speakers of 18 different L1s. They meet regularly to discuss specialized

subject matter, namely the possibility of the joint programs between their universities.

12 English as a Lingua Franca in Academic Settings. In the brackets - the date of release.
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Breiteneder reports that, in her sample, out of 151 occurrences of the main verbs combined
with singular third-person subjects 126 are inflectionally marked, and 25 do not show the
third-person —s. Her question, then, is why some ELF speakers use zero marking in these
instances. In her view, it happens for a number of reasons. Among them, she lists
communicative redundancy of the inflection, and nominal considerations. As regards the first
factor, she argues that the present simple third person —s is an idiosyncratic communicatively
redundant or “afunctional” (Trudgill 2002: 92) grammatical category since English is a non-
pro-drop (non-pronoun-dropping) language. This being so, the ‘third person -s’ often
acquires another function in ENL communities than that of a marker of social identity and
prestige, or of “in-group membership” (Seidlhofer 2001: 136). Unlike communities where
English is used as a native language, ELF speakers who belong to different lingua-cultures
often prioritize communicative effectiveness and economy over conformity to prestige
norms. Apart from such external factors as language contact and focus on meaning rather
than form, Breiteneder also considers virtual properties of English or linguistic environment,
namely subject features, as a possible trigger of zero marking. She lists the following nominal
considerations that are likely to prompt omission of the third-person —s: indefinite pronoun-
subjects that can be interpreted as plurals (e.g. anybody, everybody), and/or subjects that are
singular in form but plural in meaning (e.g. ministry, community). Breiteneder suggests that
meaning and communicative effectiveness are more important than socially sanctioned forms
both at the micro linguistic and macro/extralinguistic level. In her view, ELF in Europe

undergoes such processes as simplification and regularization, and is

an entirely natural language development comparable to various world Englishes (WEs), and
therefore not a ‘learner language’ but a ‘user language’ like any other. (Breiteneder 2009: 257)

What Breiteneder is saying here is that, as in any natural language use, ELF speakers as
language users are agents who adapt the language for their own purposes such as economy
and communicative effectiveness. This also means that in these adaptive processes whereby
the speakers use the virtual possibilities of English itself are rather natural than deviant.

In sum, by looking at “the shape of things to come” (Seidlhofer 2002: 269), the early
studies of ELF lexicogrammar have questioned the conventional linguistic descriptions and
suggested that unconventional ELF features at formal level are instances of variation “in their
own right” rather than deviation from Standard NS English (whatever it might be). Although
the researchers do not categorize those features as hybrid, they report the significant variation

of linguistic forms that can also be taken as evidence of how and to what extent ELF speakers’
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plurilingual resources are involved in such variation. In this sense, considerations of such
features can add to our understanding of the hybrid nature of ELF. Admitting that ELF varies
according to particular contextual factors for a range of purposes, the researchers, however,
primarily focus on formal ELF features that are described as non-conventional use of the

virtual potential of English itself.

2.3 HYBRIDITY AS EVIDENCE OF USING PLURILINGUAL
RESOURCES IN ELF

The difference of focus between the early studies discussed in the previous sections
and those | discuss in the rest of this chapter is not only in the move from the consideration
of the virtual English features to the use of plurilingual resources in ELF, or linguistic
hybridity in its traditional sense. There is also a shift from the central concern for the

occurrence of forms as such to their functional significance. As Seidlhofer puts it,

from the surface description of particular features, however interesting they may be in themselves,
to an explanation of the underlying significance of the forms: to ask what work they do, what
functions they are symptomatic of. (Seidlhofer 2009: 241)

In other words, the focus shifts from description of the textual features to the explanation of
discoursal factors in ELF on a broader empirical basis, where the identification of ELF

features is only one aspect of the descriptive enterprise.

231 PLURILINGUALITY IN ELF AS CODESWITCHING

One direction of such “more processual, communicative view of ELF” (Seidlhofer
2009: 241) is a sociolinguistic enquiry into super-diversity (Canagarajah 2013, Cogo 2012).
In relation to ELF, super-diversity is defined as profound social, cultural and linguistic
variability of interactants (cf. Cogo 2012) and is seen as promoting and resulting in the
hybridity of their linguistic performance. Apart from the already discussed
lexicogrammatical features, the most extensively investigated hybrid feature in ELF is
language alternation or, in our terms, plurilingual resources that are involved in ELF. These
are explained either by such well-established concepts as bi/multilingualism, codeswitching
and code-mixing (Klimpfinger 2005, Cogo 2009, Pitzl 2011, Pietikdinen 2014), or by an
alternative notion of plurilinguality (Hilmbauer 2014 a, b). I have already discussed what
Hiilmbauer understands under plurilinguality in ELF in section 2.1.1. The concept describes

language alternation in ELF as speakers’ exploitation of any available - other than English -
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linguistic resources according to the principle of ‘ALAAT’ (‘all languages at all times’). In
the following, | have a closer look at how ELF research describes cross-linguistic influence
in terms of codeswitching/bilingualism and what bearing they might have for the description
of hybridity in ELF couple talk.

One of the early studies on plurilinguality as codeswitching in ELF is that of
Klimpfinger (2005). The researcher provides an analysis of language alternation in ELF
plenary and workshop discussions at two conferences. Drawing upon three different
approaches from different fields of study, she defines codeswitching (henceforth CS) as “the
alternative use of two or more languages within one sentence, utterance, or interaction”
(Klimpfinger 2005: 7) and identifies three possible ways of understanding it, namely CS as
evidence of bilingualism, CS as evidence of communication strategies, and CS as evidence
of culture and identity. Among strategies of bilingualism, she lists:

- accommodation to the addressee (e.g. the use of the university names in L1 of the
addressee: monsieur le recteur {the rector});

- and emphasis (e.g. repetition of the same phrase in two — ELF:L1/LN languages:
that’s it <LNde> punkt {full stop} </LNde>.

CS as evidence of communicative strategies in ELF finds its reflection in such
functions as:

- appeal to authority (e.g. direct or indirect appeals for help to find the right equivalent
in English: <L1lde> was heist den hegemonie? {what is it called hegemony}
</LNde>),

- the use of untranslatable terms (e.g. specific concepts concerning food, dress,
cultural institutions or activities: <LNfr> cotutelle {joint supervision} </LNfr>),

- ‘marked’ and ‘anticipated’ switches (e.g. preceded or followed by meta-linguistic
comments: we call them <LNde> vereine {societies/associations} </LNde>),

- and switches as last resort to get message across (e.g. producing a longer passages
in L1 because of a lack of English words).

‘Switches’ signalling culture and identity include:

- emblematic CS (e.g. tags and exclamations signalling culture and identity: <L1fr>
d’accord {okay} </Lfr>)
- and geographic (mainly city or country) names.

As can be seen, the researcher reports a rather large amount of other than English (both L1s
and L2s) language uses and a variety of functions they fulfil. As | have mentioned above,
Klimpfinger’s is the early study that can be attributed to the formative years of ELF research
and one of the pioneering enquiries into language alternation in ELF. For this reason, it seems
quite natural that the investigator draws upon the well-established theoretical frameworks of

bilingualism, Second language acquisition (henceforth SLA) and CS to integrate a formal
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and functional dimension in her study. It is important to bear in mind, however, that such
paradigms — like any other disciplinary paradigms - are only of limited value, since they are
what Seidlhofer (2011: 70-73) refers to as convenient fictions, or “representations of reality
which are suited to certain purposes, relevant to certain circumstances” (Widdowson 2012:
8). More recent research into ELF questions the relevance of such established constructs as
bilingualism and codeswitching for the explanation of other than English languages use in
ELF. Nevertheless, Klimpfinger is not alone in resorting to such ‘convenient fictions’.
Cogo (2009) also argues for the term CS and looks at how it functions as a pragmatic
strategy of accommodation in small ELF talk among teachers in a higher education
institution. She makes at least three observations about how one might account for CS in ELF
discourse. First, contrary to the traditional view of CS as speakers/learners linguistic
deficiency (in, for example, SLA research); she considers it as a facet of speakers
multilingual competence. Second, she argues for “the sociolinguistic approach” that sees
code alternation as “more important itself than the symbolic meanings that a language is
associate with” (ibid. 264). To put it another way, she takes the speakers’ ‘switches’
between/among languages as more meaningful than the socio-cultural symbolic
associations®® they have with those languages. Following Li (1998), Cogo distinguishes
between “brought-along meaning”, or macro approach, and “brought-about meaning”, or
micro approach to CS. The former presupposes that “the symbolic references associated with
different codes are brought along into the conversation to index the participants’ individual
associations” (Cogo 2009: 264). The latter refers to CS as a strategy that creates new
“brought-about” meaning, views and values in the process of communication. Gogo’s
argument, then, is that besides the importance of the social values associated with certain
codes that can help the researcher to make sense of CS, there is no “simple one way link
between languages and social values and functions” (ibid.). In this view, the meanings and
motivations of code alternation in ELF interaction are brought about in the process of
communication. Consequently, the participants’ affiliations, values and identities are not
bound up with a particular “code or language” (ibid. 269) but are negotiated by ELF speakers
who, in Cogo’s words, “enrich it [ELF] with their own flavour to make it their own” (ibid.

270). Finally, this leads to the suggestion that successful ELF communication draws upon

13 For the discussion of my understanding of symbolic and indexical aspects of pragmatic meaning see Chapter
5.
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the flexible use of multilingual resources and “crucial adaptive accommodation skills along
with appreciation and acceptance of diversity” (ibid. 270).

There are two points to be made here. One the one hand, Cogo’s discussion and
findings raise a crucial issue of the relationship between culture and language in ELF
communication (see Section 5.4-5.5 for my own understanding of such relationship). What
Cogo is suggesting in her article is that language is not a fixed culturally bound entity but
rather a resource that ELF speakers draw upon in the process of meaning negotiation. On the
other hand, there is a confusion of terms whereby the concepts of code and language, and/or
codeswitching and the employment of multilingual resources are used interchangeably. The
question here is how far the creative “flexible use of multilingual resources” can be described
in terms of CS. Another related issue is whether the notions of code, resource and language

are conceptually different.

2.3.2 PLURILINGUALITY IN ELF AS LANGUAGING

It is important to note that in her later publication, Cogo (2012: 289) elaborates on
‘super-diversity’ in ELF business interaction and addresses these questions. As regards
‘multilingual practices’, however, she goes not farther than to broaden the list of terms to
languaging, translanguaging, and crossing; and again uses the terms interchangeably.
According to Gogo’s line of argument, all these concepts “include codeswitching, but go
beyond it” (ibid. my italics). Cogo’s understanding of languaging is of special interest here.
In the description of how she organizes the data, Cogo explains that her focus is on CS or the
use of languages other than English, namely German and Spanish, in ELF interaction. She
interprets CS as evidence of “the salient strategies” (ibid. 303) that the participants use to
realize their multilingual repertoire. Among such strategies as including-excluding or
translating practices, she also lists languaging. In her view, then, languaging is a strategy of
drawing on various available resources “to create a multilingual playful atmosphere, [...]
while crossing imagined language boundaries (i.e. the boundaries that make Spanish the
language of Pedro and Maria, and German the language of Maria and Helmut)” (ibid. 306).
In this definition it remains unclear, however, whether and how languaging, which is claimed
to presuppose some kind of process, “include[s] codeswitching, but go[es] beyond it”. Hence,
no conceptual distinction between codeswitching/mixing, trans/languaging and/or crossing
is provided. The controversy here is that, on the one hand, the study emphasises and

demonstrates that “plurality or hybridity [in ELF] are not a sum of different and bounded
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linguistic systems, but are of a fluid, variable and shared nature, which rely on use” (ibid.
309). On the other hand (contrary to the argument and findings of the study), languaging and
other language alternation strategies are equated and said to include codeswitching/mixing
that presupposes the pre-existence of separate predefined codes-entities between/among
which speakers switch/mix/cross. | will discuss my own understanding of codeswitching and
languaging and what bearings it has for exploring hybridity in ELF in Chapter 3. Meanwhile,
the point is that despite the confusion of terms, Cogo’s is an important contribution to the
investigation of sociolinguistic diversity in ELF interaction. The study shows that ELF is
indeed a hybrid phenomenon and ELF speakers use “multilingual resources” extensively.
The main point about the use of languages other than English is that “domain knowledge
[expertise] is preferred over correctness™ (ibid. 302). This corresponds to what | have said
about the register-like development of Global English and priority of expertise/effectiveness
over ‘correctness’ in such developments in section 2.1. On the other hand, Cogo makes a
valuable contribution to ELF research in that she raises a range of questions. They concern
the notion of language as emergent from dynamic processes and practices rather than a
bounded and fixed entity, thereby questioning the tradition that associates a language with
particular nation-states/nationalities, cultures and identities. Ironically, these very issues have
led ELF researchers to doubt the plausibility of the concepts of bilingualism and CS for the
description of hybrid practices in ELF interaction (see also the discussion of Hiillmbauer’s

argument in Section 2.1.1).

2.4 HYBRIDITY AS COMBINATION OF VIRTUAL ENGLISH
AND PLURILINGUAL RESOURCES

In the previous sections, | have discussed the studies that have mainly focused on
non-conformist innovation in ELF as use of either the potential of virtual English or
languages other than English. In the following, | consider ELF research which concerns itself
with both virtual and plurilingual resources. Here the focus is both on formal features that

these resources take and on the functions that inform such features in ELF discourse.

24.1 TRANSLINGUAL PRACTICES AND CODEMESHING

Super-diversity as a social factor that facilitates multilingual practices has also found

its reflection in Canagarajah’s (2013) sociolinguistic LFE (Lingua Franca English) study.
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The researcher views super-diversity is layered, overlapping, and ‘meshed’ relationships
between communities (cf. Vetrovec 2007) that involves translingual practices. Canagarajah
takes an integrated view on language skills and modalities with the focus on literacy in such
super-diverse academic and migrant settings. He explores written and oral practices of
multilingual undergraduate students in the UK and USA and analyses data from the in-depth
interviews with Sub-Saharan African migrants in the USA. The attempt is not only to explain
the diversity in form as meaning-making practices but also to question the established ways
of describing hybridity in English that Canagarajah refers to as Lingua Franca English. Here,
the point has to be made about Canagarajah’s rejection of the term English as a lingua franca.
For him the notion is unsatisfactory since it presupposes a pre-given language (English) that
is exploited by different speakers. Contrary, in his view, LFE suggests that the language
emerges from the context of use: “LFE is not an identifiable code or a systematized variety
of English. It is a highly fluid and variable form of language practice” (Canagarajah’s 2013:
70). Following Canagarajah’s line of argument, LFE, or what he also refers to as Translingual
English'4, evokes the analogy with other WEs such as Nigerian or Indian English. Such
analogy suggests that LFE is a variety of the language (see the discussion of such WEs in
section 2.1, see also Seidlhofer 2011: 77). This, in turn, presupposes that there are particular
linguistic features that make LFE such a variety for a particular group of people with a shared
(primary) sociocultural background. This, however, is not how I (or many ELF researchers)
understand ELF. As Seidlhofer (2011: 25) puts it, ELF is “functionally and not formally
defined: it is not a variety of English but a variable way of using it — English that functions
as a lingua franca”. In this respect, this relabelling of ELF to LFE is misleading in fact. |
think, to simply rename ELF to LFE does not help to understand the nature of ELF as a global

14 See Jenkins (2015) for the overview of the terms for ELF in ELF research (e.g. Translingua Franca English
(Pennycook 2010) or codemeshing (Canagarajah 2013, see also this section). Jenkins herself proposes yet
another term - English as a Multilingua Franca (EMF) - to refer to “multilingual communicative settings in
which English is known to everyone present, and is therefore always potentially in the mix, regardless of
whether or not, and how much, it is actually used”. In her view, it follows from this that “we can talk about
‘ELF-using multilinguals’ and ‘ELF-using monolinguals’, or ‘Multilingual ELF users’ and ‘Monolingual ELF
users’ (2015: 73-74). Although her suggestion of EMF is not to change a name for ELF but reconceptualise our
understanding of it by moving from ‘multilingualism-within-ELF’ to ‘ELF-within-multilingualism’ framework,
it is, in my view, not only confusing (what Jenkins herself points out) but also misleading for the same reasons
why such concepts as bi/multilingualism and code-mixing/switching, multi/polylingual languaging (see Chapter
3 for a more detailed discussion) and discussed in this section EFL, Translingual English and codemeshing are
questionable. Two of those reasons are: the presupposition of the ‘meaningful opposition’ between mono- and
bi-multilingual/ism/s, and possible associations of ‘monolingual ELF users’ not only with native (English L1)
speakers bur also with users of ELF as dialect-like development/variety (ELF L1) (see Section 2.1).
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language. Therefore, despite Canagarajah’s suggestion, I use the term ELF in the rest of the
section.

LFE and ELF are not the only terms that Canagarajah seems to be juggling with. In
describing the forms that ELF and language alternation within it take in academic interaction,
the author argues against the notions of multilingualism and codeswitching/mixing for
translingual practices and codemeshing. In his view, the term multilingualism is
unsatisfactory since it describes the relationship between languages in an additive ‘static’
manner. This presupposes that multilinguals have separate competences for differently
‘labelled languages’ that they add to their repertoire in the course of acquiring (Canagarajah
2013: 6). Instead, the researcher suggests the term translingual as more plausible for the
description of language use and alternation. According to Canagarajah, it implies an
integrated proficiency where the languages have a dynamic relationship and “mesh in
transformative ways, generating new meanings and grammars” (ibid. 8). In other words,
codeswitching entails the assumption that “the codes involved in the mix or switch come
from separate and whole languages” (ibid. 10), while codemeshing does not. As
Canagarajah’s puts it,

the assumption of separately systematized languages prevents scholars from accommodating the full
range of meaning and practices which inform translingual orientation. Though translingual
orientation is distinctive from other existing terms then, we can still make a space for using
codeswitching and mixing in a qualified way in specific contexts. In cases of clear sedimentation,
with certain language varieties identified by appropriate local ideologies, we can distinguish which
“language” a word gets borrowed from or phrase gets switched into”. (ibid. 11)

Canagarajah’s point is that codemeshing as a translingual practice denies the traditional view
of learning or using a second language as a harmful ‘interference’ into one’s primary
language. In a way, he challenges the (perceived) inequalities of languages that are implied
in the term multilingual where languages are thought to be sequentially added to each other
in the course of people’s lives. Such inequalities, he argues, are based on the traditional
assumptions of nativeness/non-nativeness, and of the existence of separate ‘labelled’

languages that are owned by certain communities. According to Canagarajah:

To turn Chomsky (1988) on his head, we all are translinguals, not native speakers of a single language
in homogeneous environments. In this sense, the binaries “native/non-native” also distort the
translingual competence of all people. These binaries treat certain languages as owned by and natural
to certain communities, when languages are in fact open to being adopted by diverse communities
for their own purposes. (ibid. 8)

What Canagarajah questions here is the concepts of nativeness and linguistic/grammatical
competence as proposed by Chomsky, namely the perfect ‘full” knowledge of language of

“an ideal speaker-listener, in a completely homogeneous speech community” (Chomsky
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1965: 3). Translingual practices or codemeshing as non-conformity to ‘native’ norms, as
Canagarajah rather reasonably says, cannot be equated with incompetence. They constitute
what he refers to as ‘translingual’ or ‘performative’ competence - a particular procedural

knowledge that all translinguals have. Here is the suggested model of it:

- Start with your positionality;

- Negotiate on equal terms;

- Focus on practice not forms;

- Co-construct the rules and terms of engagement;

- Be responsive to joint accomplishment of goals;

- Reconfigure your norms and expand your repertoire. (Canagarajah 2013:175)

Canagarajah, thus, attempts to account for the ‘translingual’ communicative practices —
where, as he puts it, there is “no uniformly shared or “advanced” proficiency in grammatical
forms” (ibid. 76) - not so much in terms of linguistic but rather translingual performative
competence. He describes it as a capacity for practice that can be developed through
particular strategies (ibid.173-192). This, quite logically, leads him to the conclusion that
“one can adopt language resources from different communities without “full” or “perfect”
competence in them (as traditionally defined)” and such “modes of hybridity can [still] be
socially and rhetorically significant” (ibid. 10, my italics).

Canagarajah’s notion of performative competence is of special interest here because
he sees what he refers to as co-operative disposition as its crucial characteristic. He takes the
term over from Tomasello (2008) and defines it as a set of “tastes, values, and skills”
(Canagarajah 2013: 179) of the ‘translingual’ participants. His claim is that unlike “those in
the USA [ENL speakers]” with “a different kind of disposition that does not help them to
negotiate differences but insist on their own norms” (ibid. 179), cooperative disposition
enables translingual ELF users to insist on their own difference and to be open to other
people’s difference. Together with codemeshing practices - as part of their performative
competence, translinguals’ cooperative disposition solves the contradiction between their
need of mastering the dominant (native) codes for social and educational success, and the
expression of their own voice through the preferred codes and conventions. In other words,
Canagarajah does not only claim that ELF functioning is particularly apparent in comparison
with any other natural language but also that ELF and ENL users — their (performative)
competence and disposition — are somehow different.

There are several points to be made here. First, as | have already argued in Section
2.1, it is unreasonable to describe ELF use in terms of adopting language as a product of
distribution. Rather, ELF speakers as agents in language spread adapt it for their own
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purposes. Second, it is rather plausible to call for the negotiation of the established norms in
relation to the ‘translingual’ repertoires and practices such as ‘codemeshing’ rather than
disregarding them. It remains, however, unclear how the terms themselves call for
translingualism (as contrary to multilingualism), or as Canagarajah defines it, “a sensitivity
to similarity-in-difference” (common practice that generate different texts) and “difference-
in-similarity” (mediated and hybrid practices that generate seemingly homogeneous and
standardized texts) (ibid. 9). To put it another way, how codemeshing is different from
codeswitching, or to what extent codemeshing is more ‘translingual’ that is more “sensitive
to the dual claims of voice and norms” (ibid. 109) than, say, codeswitching. The key concept
in both notions is code. It seems, then, unreasonable to substitute one term with another since
both of them imply the existence of separate distinctive code/s or varieties between/among
which people switch, mix or ‘mesh’ in their ‘translingual’ practices.

Third, Canagarajah’s cooperative disposition views cooperation and collaboration
as the basic principles of language use and learning. This corresponds to Grice’s proposal
that the co-operative principle is basic to communicative practices, which | have an occasion
to discuss in Section 4.3.3. The point on cooperative disposition is a very interesting
observation and worth reflecting on. However, Canagarajah seems to be claiming that it is
the only characteristic feature of all translinguals. In my view, such statement is a
simplification and a rather optimistic idealization. | cannot agree more that people have to
cooperate not only in order to communicate but also to survive in general. | discuss this and
other principles that drive ELF (and, in my view, all human) communication in Chapter 5.
The point here is that there is no guarantee that all people who are labelled ‘translinguals’
and are said to use the strategies of codemeshing necessarily demonstrate/intend/strive to
such cooperative disposition: that is are open to diversity, have strong ethic of collaboration,
oriented to communication and meaning, learn from practice, or show adaptive skills (cf.
Canagarajah 2013: 180). In other words, Canagarajah’s claim seems to be that the
substitution of the terms - or rather re-labelling all the multilingual speakers to translinguals,
and all the practices of language alternation to codemeshing - itself necessarily ensures
interactants’ collaboration and cooperative disposition, which in reality does not.

Finally, in my view, it is impossible to account for human behaviour in terms of a
particular competence: either linguistic or performative. For competence is knowledge of
particular (e.g. linguistic/performative) rules or procedures. The rules, however, are source

of reference but not actual practice. Identification/specification of rules for knowledge
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whether be it those provided by Canagarajah or by Chomsky, I think, does not guarantee how
people would act upon them. In other words, any rules are subject to variation and individual
manoeuvre. As we may know (and as my data show), to know rules and to follow or realize
them is not the same. There is a crucial distinction here between competence and capability®
- one made by Widdowson (1984: 242-251). According to Widdowson competence is the
abstract systems of knowledge such as our knowledge of language and its rules. Capability,
in turn, is the actuality of behaviour that is “the ability to exploit the resources for making
meaning which are available in language whether this has been codified [or given social
sanction] or not” (ibid. 246). In other words, capability is realization of “the indexical value
of language elements in the communicative process” (ibid. 234). The actual language
behaviour and this ability to exploit the available resources, | think, cannot be reduced to
particular (linguistic or performative) rules or confined within any kind of competence.
Canagarajah’s model, therefore, can give us an insight how ELF speakers might in-form their
ELF, or how they read their own voices, identities, contexts, and positions into ELF forms,
whereby they make their capability a competence of a particular (in Canagarajah’s terms,
performative) kind. However, such competence does not preclude the freedom for individual
manoeuvre as any other conventions or rules, and, therefore, cannot explain all language
behaviour. In this connection, especially interesting is the first ‘rule’ of Canagarajah’s
performative competence, namely Start with your positionality’. If one accepts that
positionality is “the contexts [ELF users] are located in and the language resources and values
they bring with them” (ibid. 175), then, in my view, language users do not (only) start with
positionality. They are engaged in an on-going ceaseless process of positioning (or doing
positionality, in Canagarajah’s terms) whenever they communicate. This concept of
positionality or rather positioning is central to any human communication and to this thesis
in particular. I will discuss it in more detail in Chapter 5. In the next section, | consider how

other ELF researchers tackle the aspects of positioning.

24.2 ELF: TERRITORIALITY AND POSITIONING

Positioning is not a very busy area of investigation in ELF research. Most scholars,

like Canagarajah, only touch upon certain aspects of it. However, for some researchers the

15 Widdowson’s original concept here is capacity; later on the scholar refers to the same notion as capability.
In the present thesis, | use the later term.
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aspects of positioning are of central concern. Pitzl (2009, 2011), for example, discusses the
related to it notion of territoriality in her exploration of idiomaticity in ELF. The author
provides evidence of variation in the VOICE corpus by considering both virtual and
plurilingual®® resources involved in ELF idiomaticity. She observes that ELF speakers often
coin idiomatic language or re-create idioms, and shows how idioms in ELF can formally and
functionally vary from ENL equivalents. Pitzl’s argument is that ELF speakers often
reintroduce metaphor into idiomatic language in the process that she refers to as
remetaphorization. Although the author emphasises that her analysis is necessarily formal,
the significant part of her study is devoted to the pragmatic motives and functional meaning
of idiomatic language in ELF. To put it another way, her focus is not only on “how idioms
are being re-created and re-metaphorized in terms of linguistic forms in ELF interactions but
also [...] why they are being used by ELF speakers” (Pitzl 2011: 171), or how they are
functional, how they serve various communicative purposes.

Since the conformity to established ‘native’ norms is rarely of primary importance
in ELF communication, ELF speakers, in Pitzl’s view, re-create and re-metaphorize idioms
at the formal level. At this level, idiomaticity in ELF is said to have at least three different
sources. It can be an “entirely novel” metaphorical image being created ad hoc by a speaker.
Further, metaphors may re-introduce existing English idioms via formal variation of the
expression. Finally, metaphors may be created by transplanting idioms from other languages
into English (ibid. 317). That is to say, like does Hiilmbauer, Pitzl sees non-conformist
innovation as both exploitation of virtual English and reflection of plurilingual (normally
ELF speakers’ L1s) resources (see also Section 2.1). Comparing two contexts — ENL and
ELF, Pitzl surmises that idioms in ENL are primarily used as the territorial marker of
membership or belonging to a particular speech community. Unlike, according to Pitzl,

idioms in ELF serve a range of other than territorial communicative purposes:

The territorial imperative and the territorial function of idioms [...] are certainly relevant when
English is used as first language among members of one particular speech community. Yet, if we
accept that in ELF there is no fixed, culturally defined speech community that ELF speakers can —
or would want to — claim membership to, one of the prime functions of idioms among first language
speakers, namely their territorial function, is presumably absent in ELF. If idioms are used in ELF,
we can thus presuppose that this happens for other communicative purposes than marking one’s
cultural territory. (Pitzl 2009: 300)

By giving prominence to what is metaphoric about the use of idioms in ELF, we are uncoupling the
question of idioms and idiomaticity from its association with territoriality in ENL usage — [...] and
this is also what ELF speakers themselves do” (ibid. 302).

16 Pitzl describes plurilinguality in ELF in terms of codeswitching and code-mixing, and uses the two terms
interchangeably.
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What Pitzl is stating here is that unconventional use of idioms might serve as a territorial
marker of non-membership of the particular ‘native’ speech community in particular ENL
contexts. At the same time, ELF speakers inform idiomaticity in ELF by “other
communicative purposes than marking one’s cultural territory”: to add a humorous note or
create a mitigating effect, to increase explicitness and project stance, to establish rapport,
and/or to demonstrate shared none-nativeness and solidarity. This difference in functioning
IS also said to be a matter of presence or absence of the territorial imperative “as a social
force driving communication and thus motivating the use of idioms” (2009: 316). This claim
seems to be plausible if we accept that there is no conceptual difference between the
territorial perspective, function and imperative under the cover term territoriality. Pitzl
seems to use these notions interchangeably and understands them as “*ENL territorial’
motivations” (2011: 256), or ENL “territorial perspective” that analyses and interprets
idiomaticity in ELF “from the point of view of ENL speakers, that is, as a part of ENL
territory” (2009: 300). In my view, this is how “a territorial perspective” - but not the notions
of function and imperative - can be defined. Moreover, these latter two are also of conceptual
difference. Function is a conventionalized pragmatic value that people might or might not
read into text. While imperative is a drive of discourse, and, therefore, so to speak, is always
there. This being so, it does not matter whether one reads/realizes or do not the territorial
function into, say, idioms. People textualize their discourses through idioms, and such
discourses are always driven by the territorial imperative. It is what Pitzl herself points out

in her study:

The crucial point is that among ELF users there is no pre-conceived common territory, but that shared
territory is negotiated and created online in interaction. In this way, idiomaticity as a dynamic process
still has a territorial function in ELF, albeit with a different concept of territoriality than in L1
communities. If idioms in ELF are being used territorially, we can thus assume that this happens to
co-construct a new and shared intercultural territory rather than marking off an L1 English-speaking
cultural and/or linguistic territory. (Pitzl 2011: 89)

From this perspective, the difference between the use of idioms in ELF and ENL
communication is not so much about relevance/applicability — absence or presence - of the
territorial imperative as a social force in ELF communication. It is rather a matter of the
degree of speaker attachment to and identifying with a particular linguistic and cultural
(ENL) territory.

Another point here is that the territorial imperative is not the only drive in human
communication. As | will argue in Section 4.3.3, there are at least two of them: the territorial

and co-operative imperatives — two extremes of one continuum (cf. Widdowson 1984).

40 \ Hybridity in ELF discourse: setting the scene



Together with the cooperative the territorial imperative regulates what Bakhtin (1984) refers
to as voicing/polyphony, and Widdowson (2012) as positioning, or the way how people act
upon each other in the process of communication (see Chapter 4 for a detailed discussion of
these concepts). This process is a matter of social survival, and involves the need to protect
one’s (cultural, social, physical, or any other) territory (the territorial imperative), on the one
hand. On the other hand, it calls an individual for co-operating with other people in order to
get particular social benefits (the co-operative imperative). This means that the use of
territorial markers (as defined by linguists?) can be (and in fact always are) driven/motivated
both by the territorial and co-operative imperative. In ELF research, there is much evidence
that supports this line of argument and shows how ELF (like any other) speakers skilfully
balance between the two imperatives (K16tzl 2014, Kramer 2014, Seidlhofer 2009, 2011). In
this view, the use of idioms is also a matter of balancing between the two imperatives. It is
quite disputable, then, whether idioms are exclusively linked with their territorial function in
ENL contexts, and are not used “for other communicative purposes than marking one’s
cultural territory”, as well as whether “ELF communication lacks [...] a “territorial
imperative” (Pitzl 2009: 300). If we accept the latter, it follows that the only drive in ELF
interaction is the cooperative principle. This line of argument is similar to Canagarajah’s
rather idealizing claim that the only force or principle that people are disposed to in ELF (as
opposed to ENL) is cooperation (see Section 2.4.1). My point here is that the question of how
idioms (like any other language use) function in ELF is not so much about irrelevance of the
territorial imperative or the fact that “the territorial imperative does not apply to ELF speakers
as it applies to members of any L1 speech community” (Pitz1 2011: 91). Being detached from
a particular (ENL) territory, ELF speakers (as any other language users) are still engaged in
what Widdowson (2012) refers to as positioning, or balancing between the territorial and
cooperative imperatives in the process of meaning negotiation.

In this respect, it is not ‘the absence of the territorial imperative’ what matters in
ELF but rather the conceptual distinction between idioms as product and idiomaticity as
process — one provided by Pitzl in her study. Following Seidlhofer (2011: Chapter 6), she
takes idioms as linguistic products - “a snapshot, the static representation of a continuing
process” (ibid. 81) - that is “phrases and expressions with a (more or less accessible and
transparent [and fixed]) figurative or metaphoric meaning” (Pitzl 2011: 97). Idiomaticity, in
turn, is understood as a continuing process of “creation, re-creation, interactional uptake,

functional (re)use and potential conventionalizing or institutionalization of these products”
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(ibid. 97). Pitzl provides a number of interesting examples of how idiomaticity as a process
might work in ELF. One of them describes how members of a business meeting discuss their
cultural and national peculiarities, and associated with them stereotypes. At a point when the
atmosphere is relaxed, a Dutch participant points out that in Holland they don 't have savings
under the bed but have a lot of money in the sock, and so translates and transplants a Dutch
idiom into ELF. Pitzl’s argument is that the correctness (conformity to established ENL
idioms) and the accuracy of translation from Dutch into English is irrelevant, “because the
expression is effective in creating a metaphorical image” (ibid. 315) and has “the
communicative function of brining your own culture into the discourse [... and] humour into
the interaction” (ibid. 316). This, in turn, “underlines the fact that the question of idioms in
ELF is not only a question of English idioms™ (ibid. 315). In Pitzl’s view, this use of the
transplanted idiomatic expression goes against the traditional vision that associates idioms
with territoriality in ENL usage, according to which the idiom have a lot of money in the sock
will be identified as incorrect, inappropriate or unidiomatic, and the producer of it will be
rejected as an outsider, or as not belonging to ENL speech community. Following this line
of logic, the ‘transplanted’ idiom, however, might also serve as a territorial marker not only
of ELF territory, of ‘a shared non-nativeness’ (Hiilmbauer 2009), or of particular professional
group and culture (Meierkord 2002: 110; Ehrenreich 2009). It can be a territorial marker of
other than English (albeit NL or ELF) L1 linguistic and cultural territory. Thus, this example
does not only demonstrate that idiomaticity can be as accessible and effective in ELF as in
ENL. It also shows that it is motivated by both the co-operative and territorial imperatives.
Moreover, the imperatives does not only operate on the level of the shared language, or on
the level of the socio-cultural constraints of a particular community or a particular
‘commonality’ (Pitzl 2011: 91). They also are a matter of an individual freedom for
(territorial-cooperative) manoeuvre. In other words, as Pitzl herself observes in this example,
the Dutch speaker is not only doing ‘ELF’ territoriality by non-conforming to ENL norms
and creating a humorous effect, but also is performing his own — individual - Dutch
cultural/national territoriality by “brining [his] own culture into the discourse”. I cannot agree
more, then, that “‘idiomaticity’ [is] a general process which is characteristic of all natural
languages” (ibid. 97), and “can be uncoupled and detached from native speakers conventional
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codified ‘idiomatic expressions’ (ibid. 97). However, I think, ELF communication cannot
not be deprived of territoriality or the territorial imperative in general. By doing idiomaticity,

ELF speakers (as any other speakers) do not lack territoriality but, as | mentioned above, are

42 \ Hybridity in ELF discourse: setting the scene



rather involved in the process of positioning, that is balancing between the two — territorial
and cooperative — forces.

This is what Birgit Kramer’s argues for in her study of ELF use in Massively
Multiplayer Online Role-playing Games (MMORPGes). The study explores how
international communication in ELF is enacted through electronic media. Kramer’s argument
Is that particular stylistic features of online communication in MMORPGes are evidence of
how gamers position themselves with the purpose to achieve a particular effect on other
gamers. She defines position as “a place in social space in relation to others” (Kramer 2014:
176) and lists the following stylistic features that are influenced by the medium and its
contextual constraints and, so, are particular for positioning in MMORPGes:

- smileys: >(*_")> “Free huggles! No meanies!”, XD “laughing with closed eyes”;

- acronyms: LFG “look for group”, rofl “rolling on the floor laughing”, lol “laughing
out loud”;

- logograms: anyl “anyone”, cu “see you”, m8 “mate”;

- leet — visual representing of letters by numbers: 1337 “leet”, gr33n “green”, c001
“cool” ;

- neologisms: nerf “weakening or downgrading of a skill, ability, or whole calss”,
avatar “gaming character, representation of a gamer in a game”.

As can be seen, the characteristic of most of stylistic features in online role-playing games is
shortness or, so to speak, economy of language means. Kramer’s observation is that, on the
one hand, this is the consequence of such contextual factors as, for example, high pressure
and time constraints in online gaming settings. On the other, the features are often difficult
to decipher for an outsider non-gamer, and can be used as an in-group (in Pitzl’s terms
territorial) marker. Whatever the reason, according to Kramer, gamers (like any other
language users) use all the features to negotiate their positions, or to achieve particular effects
on other gamers. As Kramer puts it, “action causes reaction, which in return leads an action.
[...] Positions are negotiated, taken, imposed on, challenged, accepted or refused” (Kramer
2014: 307). Kramer’s argument is that any linguistic expression does positional work.
Although the domain of MMORPGes is rather special, and features used or purposes
achieved in such settings can substantially vary from those used in couple discourse, the
crucial point here is that human communication is positioning. People communicate to
position themselves that is to act upon each other by mediation of the shared language and
informing it by their socio-cultural beliefs, values, conventions, and purposes.

In sum, most studies discussed above contribute to our understanding of the textual

and discoursal features of ELF in a range of domains. Most of them explore what can be
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involved in the processes of hybridization of English in institutional and business settings.
Some of the inquiries have special focus on how ELF is different from ENL at the formal
textual level. Others pay more attention to the specificity of discoursal processes in ELF at
the macro level of social/cultural factors. What is common about most studies is the claim
that ELF functions like any other natural language but that its functioning is particularly
apparent in such settings. Likewise, my suggestion is that processes of adaptation in ELF are
rather similar to any other language use — ENL use in particular. As Seidlhofer puts it:

Like any other language, English is a dynamic process, and naturally varies and changes as it spreads
into different domains of use and communities of users. [...] the extent of the spread of English now
is unlike that of any other language, but in principle there is nothing at all unusual about the processes
of variation and change that are activated by it. (Seidlhofer 2011: 94, my italics)

2.5 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION: COUPLES’ ELF - GLOBAL
SPREAD VS. LOCAL DISCOURSE

This chapter has introduced the concept of English as a lingua franca as applied to
ELF couples, and provided a selected overview of ELF research on hybridity and variation
within ELF interaction. I have begun my discussion with the point that English like any other
language can only be globally spread through contact on the basic interpersonal level
whereby people in various ways textualize their own discourses. One example of such
interpersonal contact is what we have to do with in this thesis, namely private relationship.
It is intimate discourse that involves the variation across ELF couples — dyads in romantic
relationship with different first languages and cultural backgrounds — who use the ‘third’ NN
language in the private interactions rather than across local communities or professional
domains. | have suggested that ELF users (as well as ELF partners) do not adopt the
established NS norms but adapt English for the purposes of their particular intimate
discourse. It seems quite natural that such adaptation will be unique, or, in Hiilmbauer’s
terms, situational, for each and every interaction since the interlocutors have at least two
virtual linguistic resources at their disposal (or in traditional terms, are bilinguals) and come
from different cultural backgrounds. As we have discussed, there are at least two such
resources: the virtual resource of English itself, and the virtual resources of languages other
than English (in Hiilmbauer’s terms, plurilingual resources) - predominantly but not
necessarily ELF speakers’ L1s.

To summarize, the lexicogrammatical features that can be taken as evidence of

exploitation of the virtual English (but also can often be interpreted as fusion or what
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Hiillmbauer (2013) refers to as integration of both — virtual English and plurilingual —
resources), and that are reported to be most frequent in ELF interaction are:

- flexible use of third-person —s and zero marking such as it last, the thing function,
everybody talk, the community ask (Breiteneder 2005, 2009)

- pluralisation of ENL-uncountable nouns: informations (Hiilmbauer 2013);

- flexible use of determiners and demonstrative pronouns (Seidlhofer 2011);

- flexible use of prepositions: we 're just discussing about (Seidlhofer 2004, 2005);

- creation of online and remetaphorization of the existing collocations and idioms:
endangered fields/programms/study, we should not wake up any dogs (Pitzl 2009,
2011; Seidlhofer and Widdowson 2007; Seidlhofer 2009, 2011).

The use of plurilingual resources is often described in terms of codeswitching and
bilingualism or:

- use of words other than English, or codeswitching/mixing: sontage (French survey),
d’accord (French okay), aus Lissabon (German from Lisbon) (Hiilmbauer 2013,
Klimpfinger 2005).

Finally, some scholars explore how both virtual and plurilingual resources are used in ELF

and consider such use as:

- integration of virtual and plurilingual resources: informations, financiated, dictature
(Hiilmbauer 2013).

According to ELF researchers, these hybrid features are not only triggered by
situationality and super-diversity of ELF constellations and contexts. ELF speakers inform
those features as language users, or agents by a range of pragmatic functions. To list few of
them:

- appeal to authority (Klimpfinger 2005)

- filling lexical gaps (Klimpfinger 2005, Pietikdinen 2014);

- increasing clarity (Breiteneder 2005, Klimpfinger 2005, Pietikdinen 2014);
- economy of expression (Kramer 2014);

- simplification and regularization (Breiteneder 2005, Canagarajah 2013).

On the other hand, ELF research tackles a number of discoursal/contextual factors involved
in the process of in-forming ELF — the process whereby ELF speakers textualize their

discourses:

- signaling of culture and identity (Klimpfinger 2005, Pitzl 2011);

- humorous note or mitigation (Pitzl 2011);

- translingual performative competence and disposition to cooperation (Canagarajah
2013);

- establishing rapport and solidarity (Kramer 2014, Pietikdinen 2014, Pitzl 2011);

- balancing between the territorial and cooperative imperatives (Kl16tzl 2014; Kramer
2014, Seidlhofer 2009, 2011; Widdowson 1984)

- positioning (Widdowson 2012, K16tzl 2014 b, Kramer 2014).
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As can be seen, hybridity is reported as operating at least at two levels. On the one
hand, it can be analysed as particular unconventional non-conformist innovations at the
formal textual level. On the other, it can be interpreted as various contextual factors - values,
believes, cultural assumptions — that inform ELF at the discoursal level. The relationship
between the two levels are mainly described in terms of form-function, product-process (e.g.
idom-idiomaticity/regularization), or competence-performance dichotomy. The reported
peculiarities of ELF — no matter on which of two resources the special focus is - prompt us
to think again about two constructs in particular, namely those of discourse and text, and the
relationship between them. To put it another way, previous ELF research facilitates our
thinking about the nature of discourse in general and ELF discourse in particular, and the
processes where people bring and negotiate different alternative perspectives through the
shared ‘third’ language in the same interaction. This | take up in Chapters 4-5.

Meanwhile, the point is that there are at least two ways of understanding hybridity
or language alternation in ELF interaction. The first considers it as an interaction of the
virtual language English and speakers’ plurilingual repertoires (Hiilmbauer 2013, 2014). The
second looks at it as a mixture of two separate discrete codes (e.g. codeswitching theory). As
we have seen, most ELF researchers often take the latter perspective and describe linguistic
hybridity in ELF interaction by drawing upon the sociolinguistic concepts of
codeswitching/mixing/meshing  (henceforth  under  the  cover term  CS),
bi/multi/translingualism and trans/languaging. Such ELF research, however, does not
provide any plausible definition of CS/bilingualism and languaging, and uses these terms
interchangeably. Therefore, in the following chapter, | consider how linguistic hybridity and
associated with it CS, bi/multilingualism and languaging are understood in applied and
sociolinguistic frameworks, and what bearings it has for conceptualizing hybridity in the

present thesis.
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3. LINGUISTIC HYBRIDITY IN THE SOCIAL
SCIENCES

One of the main concerns of this thesis is linguistic hybridity in intimate
relationship. Such an undertaking immediately poses the question: what is linguistic
hybridity? Traditionally linguistic hybridity is ascribed to language’s “fundamental ability to
be simultaneously the same but different” (Young 1995: 20). The earliest official definition
of hybrid appears in the Oxford English Dictionary (1933) and runs as follows: “derived from
heterogeneous or incongruous sources; having a mixed character; composed of two diverse
elements; mongrel” (quoted in Simpson 1933 5: 480). The Oxford English Dictionary
associates hybridity with heterogeneity and mixture. Similarly, one of the established ways
of employing the construct of hybridity in linguistics is by invoking the concepts of language
contact, language switching and mixing and language variation and change.

Sociolinguistic and discourse-analytic studies have long sought to develop a
plausible framework to understand the significance of linguistic hybridity, mostly such
aspects of it as codeswitching and code-mixing.l” Although most scholars agree that
codeswitching can occur in any speech community that have linguistic repertoires involving
more than one “way of speaking” (Woolard 2007:74), code alternation has most often been
investigated in bilingual and multilingual settings. Indeed, it seems that the more distinct the
varieties between which speakers ‘switch’, the more available for scrutiny and speculation
linguistic hybridity might be. However, such exclusive connection of linguistic hybridity
with codeswitching and bi/multilingualism seems counterproductive. Moreover, the analytic
concept of codeswitching itself is problematic. In the chapter, | explore what expression the
attempts to understand how bilingual and multilingual communities organize their multiple
linguistic resources find in the research of linguistic hybridity, and what bearings they have
for ELF couple communication. | emphasize the ambivalence of linguistic hybridity as a
theoretical construct, juxtaposing contrasting views on the notion and considering the

concerns that these views raise with regard to ELF couple communication.

17 Although for some scholars the difference between codeswitching and code- mixing has a conceptual
significance, | use the terms interchangeably for the purpose of this thesis.
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3.1 LINGUISTIC HYBRIDITY AS SOCIO-CULTURAL PRACTICE

Initially, the conceptualisation of linguistic hybridity concentrates on the processes
of hybridisation in pidgins and creoles, and applies the biological classification of primary,
secondary and tertiary hybridisation to the description of their development (Whinnom
1971). In his chapter Linguistic hybridisation of the ‘special case’ of pidgins and creoles,
Whinnom (1971) admits that all three types of hybridisation can be represented in a language
simultaneously, and surmises that each type is central for the certain stage of language
development. The author defines primary hybridisation as a phenomenon of linguistic
fragmentation that is breaking up of a species-language into dialects. In turn, all language
alternation constitutes secondary hybridisation so that, for example, the French language
spoken by an English speaker is not to be classified as either French or English. Moreover,
the scholar associates secondary hybridisation with formal language learning, bilingualism,
and geographical superimposition of languages. To solve the puzzle of pidgins, Whinnom
accepts that they are tertiary hybrids linked to the primary languages by secondary languages.
Finally, the author regards a creole with its mixed inheritance as a primary language that is
as “the hybrid, which has become a new species” (Whinnom 1971: 111). In other words, for
Whinnom linguistic processes of hybridisation are closely comparable if not mechanically
identical to biological ones. For that reason, the scholar sees the biological terms hybrid,
hybridise, and hybridisation as the only wholly satisfactory terms for the phenomenon of
language contact, mixing, variation and change. Another important Whinnom’s observation
is that the processes of hybridisation are rather the rule than the exception for any language.

Likewise, most linguists agree with the point that linguistic hybridity is a natural
process of language development, and stands for heterogeneity and mixture. However,
theorizing on the notion has produced at least three opposing views on it. On the one hand,
many postcolonial theorists use the term to refer to new cultural forms, practices, spaces, and
identities created from a synthesis of diverse elements (cf. Arteaga 1997, Bhabha 1994).
Arteaga (1997), for example, discusses the phenomenon of hybridity in relation to Chicanos
who live at the juncture between different cultures, classes, and languages. He suggests that
linguistic hybridity fosters uniquely fluid identities by allowing for the “active
interlaminating of competing discourses” (Arteaga 1997:95, italics in the original). The
author views hybrid identities, practices, and languages as affirmations of heterogeneity that

is capable of disrupting hegemonic cultural discourses. Discussing the hybridity of Chicano
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discourse, Arteaga asserts that “inasmuch as [it] is specifically multilingual and multivoiced,
it further undermines the tendency toward single-language and single-voiced monologue
[...]” (Arteaga 1997:73).

On the other hand, a number of critics (Young 1995, Joseph 1999, Bailey 2007)
have questioned this type of positive theorising on hybridity. They argue that, often exploited
to disrupt narrow social and cultural categories, hybridity can reduce all differences to a
generic state of mixture. Thus, paradoxically, the notion can obscure the distinctiveness of
each specific hybrid phenomenon (Joseph 1999: 19). On the other hand, the relations of
power and domination often accompany and structure hybrid practices as they are “always
mediated through censoring modes such as religious, political, legal, and psychic regulatory
regimes” (Joseph 1999: 20). As Joseph cautions, the elements of hybrid practices and
products mix on unequal terms. Therefore, there is a need for a careful consideration of the
conditions of mixing.

Finally, some scholars struggle against the term hybridity itself (Bailey 2007,
Pennycook 2012, Vetter 2015). As Bailey (2007) reasonably argues, conceiving of identities,
spaces, or performances as hybrids may more depend on one’s stance and historical power
relationships rather than on the forms and practices themselves. It means that normally there
are particular social and political processes behind the studies and discussions that make
“monolingual-versus-bilingual speech a meaningful opposition” (ibid. 271). Consequently,
“analytic constructs that are based on form, such as codeswitching, or that imply anterior,
pure essences, such as hybridity, divert attention from the social [...] nature of language [...]”
(ibid. 271-272, my italics). For those reasons, he claims, the use of the notion can “pay lip
service to certain types of social difference, while implicitly reinforcing the political and
economic boundaries [...]” (ibid. 270). As an alternative, Bailey (2007) declares the
Bakhtinian term of heteroglossia (translated as Russian pasnopeuue (raznorechie)/vari-
speechness) as most appropriate for the analysis of language as social practice and defines it

as follows:

(a) the simultaneous use of different kinds of forms or signs, and (b) the tensions and conflicts among
those signs, based on the sociohistorical associations they carry with them. (Bailey 2007: 257)

As can be seen, Bailey understands heteroglossia/ pasnopeuue as operating at two levels.
One is formal and consistent with the notions of bilingualism (“as the coexistence of two
linguistic systems” (ibid. 257) and codeswitching (“as the alternation of codes within a single

speech exchange” (ibid. 257). The other is the pragmatic level, or “inherent political and
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sociohistorical associations of any linguistic form, i.e. its indexical meanings (Peirce 1955),
or social connotations” (ibid. 258, my italics). The authors’ main argument for the term is the
Bakhtinian description of heteroglossia as “intra-language varieties within Russian” (ibid.
258). For this reason, Bailey understands the term as the use of different signs and forms that,
contrary to bilingualism and codeswitching, does not refer to the distinct languages and
encompasses both monolingual and multilingual forms.

| cannot agree more with Bailey’s argument against the ‘meaningful opposition’
between monolingual and bilingual speech in the research of bi/multilingualism. However, |
think, it is questionable whether the substitution of linguistic hybridity with heteroglossia
can solve the problem of such opposition, or make it less ‘meaningful’. At least if one uses
heteroglossia as “a conceptual entree to social meaning of bilingual [why not heteroglossic?]
speech and related identity negotiations” (Bailey 2007: 257, my italics). There are at least
three objections, which can be raised to Bailey’s definition of heteroglossia. The first is
general and concerns Bakhtin’s original concepts of heteroglosia and pasnopeuue
(raznorechie)/vari-speechness. The second regards the ‘“socio-cultural” part of Bailey’s
definition and is about ‘the tensions and conflicts among signs’ in heteroglossia. The third
concerns its “formal” part and association with bilingualism and codeswitching.

As concerns the first point, for Bakhtin the two notions of heteroglosia and
pasnopeuue (raznorechie)/vari-speechness are of conceptual difference. To begin with,
Bakhtin’s pasnopeuue (raznorechie) refers to ‘vari-speechness’ or language diversity and
variation. Rather misleadingly, the notion has often been rendered in English as
‘heteroglossia’ (Russian pasuozonocve o pasznozonocuya)'® (cf. Pietikdinen and Dufva
2014). It is worth, then, to look at what the scholar himself has to say about such pasropeuue

(raznorechie)/vari-speechness in more detail. According to Bakhtin, it is

BHYTPCHHSAA PACCIOCHHOCTb €JMHOI'O HAIMOHAJIBHOI'O A3bIKa Ha COUUAJIbHBIC NUAJICKTBI, I'PYIIIIOBbIC
MaHCPBbI, HpO(I)eCCI/IOHaJ'ILHLIG JKaproHbl, JXKaHPOBBIC A3bIKH, SI3bIKU MOKOJICHUH B BO3pacCTOB, A3bIKHU
HaHpaBJ’IeHI/Iﬁ u HapTHﬁ, SA3BIKM aBTOPUTCTOB, A3bIKM KPYXXKOB W MHUMOJICTHBIX MO, S3BIKH
COIIMAJIBHO-TIOJIMTHYCCKHUX Z[HGI\/'I H JaX€ 4aCoOB (y KaXXaoro aHs CBOM JIO3YHT, CBOM CJIOBApb, CBOU
aKL[eHTBI), [...]BHYTpeHHﬂﬂ PACCIOCHHOCTL KaXIOTO s3blKa B Ka)KI[bIﬁ HaHHLIﬁ MOMEHT €Tro0
HMCTOPUYECKOTO CYIIECTBOBAHUA |...].

(intra stratification of the standard national language into social dialects, group manners, professional
jargons, genre languages, languages of generations and ages, languages of schools and parties,
languages of authorities, languages of hobby groups and transient fashions, languages of socio-
political days and even hours (every day has its own motto, own vocabulary, own accents), [...] intra
stratification of every language at every single/given moment of its historic existence [...].) (baxTun
[1972, 1975]2012: 15)

18 For a discussion of the term heteroglossia see also Blackledge and Creese (2014).
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What Bakhtin is describing here is pasnopeuue (raznorechie)/vari-speechness as universal
language variation, both diachronic and synchronic. He argues against the view that all
speakers of a particular language use the language in a uniform way. What he is speaking
about is different individual styles, registers, genres, dialects, languages of different
generations within a language, although he does not exclude such variation between/among
different ‘national’ languages (ibid. 42-44). In Bakhtin’s view, standard language is also one
of the ‘languages’ of pasnopeuwrie (raznorechie)/vari-speechness. This is consistent with his

claim that all language is hybrid/heterogeneous in its nature:

OOummii emuHBI S3BIK — 3TO CHCTeMa S3BIKOBBHIX HOpM. Ho »TH HOpMBI He abcTpakTHOE
AOJDKEHCTBOBAHUE, a TBOPAILIIHE CUJIBI SI3BIKOBOM KU3HHU, TPEOAO0JICBAIOIINE PA3HOPEUNE S3BIKA,
00BeIMHSIOMNE M IEHTPATH3YIOIINE CIOBECHO-HICOIOTMIECKOE MBIIIICHHE, CO3HIAIONIee BHYTPH
Pa3HOPEYMBOTO HAIMOHAJIHHOTO S3BIKA TBEPJOE M YCTOHYMBOE S3BIKOBOE SIPO OGHUIHAIHHO
MPU3HAHHOI'O JIMTCPATYPHOI'O fA3bIKa HWJIM OTCTAMBAINOIINUC DTOT YIKC C(l)OpMPIpOBaHHLIf?I A3BIK OT
Haropa pacTylero pazHopeyus. [...]CaMblil TUTEpPATYpHBIN S3bIK [...] SIBISETCS JUIIb OAHUM U3
SA3BIKOB pa3HOpCUnsd, U CaM OH B CBOIO O0OYECPEAb TAaKXKC PACCIOCH Ha A3bIKU ()KaHpOBI)Ie,
HaTpaBJieHYeCKue U ap.). [...PJaccmoenue u pa3HOPEYHUBOCTH IUPSATCS M YIIYONISIOTCS, MTOKA SI3BIK
JKUB U PasBUBACTCA, pAAOM C CHIaMHU HEHTPOCTPEMUTCIBHBIMU HACT HCEIPCPLIBHAA pa60Ta
HEHTPOOEKHBIX CHJI  5I3bIKA, PSAJAOM CO CJIOBECHO-HJICOJIOTUYECKOW IEHTpalIu3alued Hu
O61)€)ZLI/IHeHl/IeM HUAYT MPOUECCHI ACUEHTPAJTU3ANNNA U PA3BECANHCHUSA.

(A common standard language is the system of linguistic norms. But those norms are not an abstract
must, but creative forces of language life, which overcome variation/vari-speechness [in Bailey’s
terms, heteroglossia] of language, unite and centralize verbal-ideological thinking, create the solid
and settled linguistic core of the officially sanctioned literary/standard language; or
maintain/preserve this already generated language from the pressure of developing variation/vari-
speechness. [...]The standard language itself [...] is only one of the languages of heteroglossia, and
it itself is stratified into languages (genres, schools and so on). [...] This stratification and
variation/vari-speechness spreads and deepens until language lives and develops, together with the
centripetal forces, the centrifugal forces of language continuously work; together with the verbal
ideological centralization and unification the processes of decentralization and separation take
place. (baxtun 2012: 24-25, emphasis in the original)

As can be seen here, Bakhtin describes pasnopeuue (raznorechie)/vari-speechness as any
possible (social) variation in any language use. Consequently, it would seem self-evident that
the study of such pasnopeuue (raznorechie)/vari-speechness will focus on the linguistic
system, on the form, on the code or codes available to speakers, on the structure of language.
Certainly, discourse (or in Bailey’s terms “the sociohistorical associations” it carries with it)
can be studied here as evidence for regularities (which can be incorporated into rules or norms
of the standard) (cf. Labov 1978 [1972]). In turn, the analysis of pasnopeuue
(raznorechie)/vari-speechness as variation can lead to a revision of language as a well-
defined system of rules and, consequently, to a rejection of uniformity and prescription. It is
also possible that the study of language variation can attract attention to the social nature of
language and demonstrate the diversity of language as social practice. However, pasznopeuue

(raznorechie)/vari-speechness (as language variation) is still decontextualised from language
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as communicative activity or social practice. Its descriptive limit is still text, linguistic system
and its manifestation, form, sentence, or structure rather than discourse or social practice.
The focus is on a more exact description of grammatical rules, not on their communicative
potential.

Hence pasnopeuue (raznorechie)/vari-speechness, or in Bailey’s terms
heteroglossia is seen by Bakhtin as language variation, the use of different forms or signs or,
to be more precise, the integration of different ‘languages’/styles/speech manners in the

human mind which

HE CTaJKHUBAIOTCS MEXAY COOOMH[...], OUAJOTHYECKH HE COOTHECCHHI B SI3BIKOBOM CO3HAHUU
[gemoBeka]: OH MePEXOANT U3 OJTHOTO [S3BIKA] B IPyTO# O€3IyMHO, aBTOMAaTHIECCKH: KAXKIBIN [S35IK |
OeccropeH Ha CBOEM MeCTe, M MECTO KakJJ0ro OeCCIOpHO.

(do not clash against each other][...], are not dialogically correlated in the individual linguistic
consciousness: he/[an individual] turns/changes/go on from one [language] to another
adrift/absentmindedly, automatically: each [language] is unquestionable on its place, and the place
of each is unquestioned/undoubted).” (baxtun 2012: 48)

As an example of such blending of ‘languages’, Bakhtin depictures an illiterate peasant who
“lives in different linguistic systems” (ibid. 48) but does not opposes (or read any ‘tensions
and conflicts’ into) them. He prays in the Church Slavonic language, sings yet in another
language, speaks to the family members in the third one, and dictates a petition (for volost)
to a literate person in the official-literate (‘paper’) language. According to Bakhtin, such
fusion of those languages-systems does not mean that the peasant, like any other individual
(or in Bakhtin’s words “an active socio-ideological linguistic consciousness™), is not able or
cannot find his bearings in such heteroglossic language variation and take a position by
‘choosing a language’. However, according to Bakhtin, such positioning is not a matter of
pasnopeuue (raznorechie)/vari-speechness as different co-existing language systems but of
polyphony as heteroglossic ideologies that an individual connects to those linguistic systems
(ibid. 49). In other words, Bakhtin understands heteroglossia as an aspect of polyphony or
human positioning, as a factor of discourse rather than an element of linguistic system.

This conceptual distinction made by Bakhtin provides justification to the second
objection as regards Bailey’s “tensions and conflicts among signs” in heteroglossia. As we
have seen, Bakhtin by no means claims that those heteroglossic ideologies or, in Bakhtin’s
terms, “approaches to the world” (ibid. 49) and, in Bailey’s terms, “the tensions and
conflicts” are ‘inherent’ (see Bailey’s definition, p. 49) in signs or texts themselves. Perhaps,
one can speak about ‘the tensions and conflicts among signs’ on the formal textual level in

terms of usual or unusual collocation of those signs. So, one can claim that particular
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signs/forms do not fit together or are in conflict with each other for some normative reasons:
they belong to different codes or, if they can be ascribed to the same code, they do not
constitute a usual/’normal’ collocation in it. However, what Bailey seems to be speaking
about in his definition is the pragmatic/‘sociohistorical tensions and conflicts’ which are
inherent in the signs and forms themselves and, consequently, can be encoded and/or decoded
from those signs and forms. However, the tensions and conflicts (as well as solidarity and
rapport) do not happen among signs; they are perlocutionary effects, which people achieve
by and read into particular signs and forms. These are not “the tensions and conflicts among
those signs, based on the sociohistorical associations they carry with them” but the tensions
and conflicts among people (or in Bakhtin’s terms “active consciousnesses”) who read these
associations into the signs. It is not a form that has an “inherent” indexical (political,
sociohistorical, or whatever) meaning, but people who connect a certain ideology or world
view to a particular form/text, who convert the form/symbol into index. Therefore, it seems
plausible to describe Bailey’s first ‘formal’ level of linguistic hybridity as co-existence of
established language varieties in terms of the Bakhtinian notion of pasnopeuue
(raznorechie/vari-speechness or language variation). It is more useful, however, to delineate
the second ‘social’ (in our terms, pragmatic) level of language variation and hybridization in
terms of the Bakhtinian polyphony as positioning (and heteroglossia as its aspect), which is
the central concern of Chapter 4.

To recap this section, my point is that one can argue for or against linguistic
hybridity as a theoretical concept for describing language use/human communication as
social practice. One can argue that hybrid practices have either positive/desirable or
negative/undesirable consequences (e.g. to express the relations between power and
domination). One can also argue that linguistic hybridity can reduce all differences to a
generic state of mixture, or lead to privileging of certain groups of people and discrimination
of others. However, these are not arguments for or against linguistic hybridity (and the
processes of hybridization) itself but arguments for and against the purposes (pretexts) the
concepts are used for by people. As I will discuss in the following chapters (and in line with
Widdowson’s discourse and Bakhtin’s polyphony), whatever the discipline of social science
is (applied linguistics, discourse analysis, sociolinguistics, anthropology and so on), the
researcher will always provide his own discourse that s/he reads into any text. In this sense,
linguistic hybridity as a concept is evidence of the researcher’s discourse - a version of reality,

which is different from other discourses, and from what linguistic hybridity actually is for
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(and how it is used by) people who experience it. Linguistic hybridity is necessary an abstract
construct that gives selective prominence to certain (hybrid) features of the experienced
language (and world) to fit a particular set of cultural assumptions. Before | provide my own
understanding of linguistic hybridity, let us have a closer look at a tendency that has found
its expression in the first part of Bailey’s definition of heteroglossia and currently prevails in
sociolinguistic and discourse-analytic studies, namely the tendency to associate linguistic
hybridity with bilingualism, and codeswitching or code-mixing.

3.2 LINGUISTIC HYBRIDITY AND CODESWITCHING THEORY

| have argued in the previous chapter and section that in sociolinguistic and
discourse-analytic research linguistic hybridity is often described in terms of CS. Moreover,
there is a general assumption that (‘full’) bilingualism is a necessary prerequisite for those
aspects of linguistic hybridity. Consequently, code alternation is most often investigated in
bilingual settings, although many scholars agree that it can occur in any
(monolingual/bilingual/multilingual'®) “speech” community that have linguistic repertoire
comprising “two or more language varieties” (Woolard 2007: 73-74). The attempts to
understand how bi/multilingual communities organize their multiple linguistic resources
have yielded in at least two general frames. One of them concerns itself with grammatical
constrains on codeswitching (Poplack 1987, Myers-Scollon 1993). The second has to do with
motivations and functions of it (Auer 1984, Blom and Gumperz 1972, Gumperz 1982).
Despite the significant differences among the dominant analytical frameworks, in most of
them CS is treated as the alternation of two (or more) separate (encoded) language systems
that are sequentially activated in linguistic, cognitive, and/or social senses. That is to say, as
soon as a researcher speaks about CS, s/he is implying that there are bilingual/multilingual
speakers who neatly ‘switch on and off” two or more distinct codes, whether within a single
clause/grammatical unit or in a conversation. Consider, for example, the following extract. It
is taken from (no less an authoritative work than) A glossary of sociolinguistics (Trudgill
2003):

bilingualism The ability of an individual to speak two or more languages. In the usage of some
writers, bilingualism refers to individuals who have native command of more than one language.

19 Monolingual often refers to the communities that use one national/ethnic variety, by/multilingual — to the
communities who use two or more such national/ethnic languages. See Section 5.4-5.5 for a more detailed
discussion of languages with national/ethnic names.
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Other writers use the term to refer to any speaker who has a reasonable degree of competence in a
language other than their mother tongue. (Trudgill 2003:15, my italics)

codeswitching The process whereby bilingual or bidialectal speakers switch back and forth between
one language or dialect and another within the same conversation. This linguistic behaviour is very
common in multilingual situations. Sociolinguistic research in this area has concentrated on trying
to establish what factors in the social and linguistic context influence switching: it may be that one
language is typically associated with one set of domains, and the other with another. (ibid. 23,
emphasis in the original)

What Trudgill is suggesting here is that bilingualism and codeswitching are related
phenomena. Moreover, he, like many sociolinguists, speaks of (‘full’) bilingualism as the
prerequisite for codeswitching. That is to say, bilingualism is treated as an achieved state of
having two (or more) languages: someone is bilingual or has two (or more) languages.
Bilingual speakers are assumed to be able to speak those languages-codes and to engage in
codeswitching or “switch back and forth” between them. They are said to be people who
have a ‘reasonable’ degree of competence or native command in two or more languages and
are described as proficient/competent speakers who have, know and select strategically the
most appropriate language/code from a range of choices.

This view is consistent with another definition of bilingualism and CS taken from
the introduction to the book Codeswitching in Conversation (Auer 1998). It seems to be
entailed in the title itself - Bilingual Conversation Revisited - that CS is seen as connected to

bilingualism here:

From earlier and more recent research we know (a) that codeswitching is related to and indicative of
group membership in particular types of bilingual speech communities, such that the regularities of
the alternating use of two or more languages within one conversation may vary to a considerable
degree between speech communities, and (b) that intrasentential codeswitching, where it occurs, is
constrained by syntactic and morphosyntactic considerations which may or may not be of a universal
kind. Accordingly, the dominant perspectives on codeswitching taken in research have been either
sociolinguistic [...], or grammatical [...]. (Auer 1998:3, my emphasis)

Here again, codeswitching is said to be (exclusively) connected to bilingual speech and
bilingual speech communities. The implication is persistently the same: there are two distinct
languages-codes, which are available and accessible to the speakers in a particular
(bi/multilingual) speech community. Another Auer’s observation is that there are two
dominant perspectives on codeswitching taken in research. The first perspective —
sociolinguistic — focuses on the ways that codeswitching is used to qualify/identify for
membership of a (pre-defined bilingual) speech community. This approach then looks at the
possible communicative properties/potential of the involved languages and investigates the
use to which (bilingual) speakers put their knowledge of two or more (distinct) codes in actual
discourse. The second one — grammatical — deals with the languages as encoded systems
which are switched back and forth intrasententially under certain (universal) syntactic or
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morphosyntactic constraints. The concern of this approach is variation of languages in actual
heterogeneous/bilingual speech communities and analysis of the linguistic manifestations
from the actual bilingual speakers’ data. In other words, its descriptive limit is sentence
and/or grammatical structure. Auer, further, makes a remark that “neither the sociolinguistic
approach (sensu strict) nor the grammatical approach explores the whole range of observed
regularities in bilingual speech” (ibid. 3, my emphasis).

My own view here is that despite all the differences between grammatical and
sociolinguistic approaches in codeswitching research, they do not only have their limitations
- as Auer points out - related to the areas of descriptions. The basic assumption that underlies
most of them seems to be misleading: the involved languages, or codes, are seen as separate
encoded linguistic systems. Consequently, monolinguals (people who have one language)
and bilinguals (people who have two or more languages) are put into ‘meaningful opposition’
(see the discussion of Bailey’s argument in Section 3.1). It seems quite obvious, however,
that if one takes bi/multilingualism as an individual’s ability to speak two or more separate
languages that is as two or more monolingualisms; one in fact takes monolingualism as
her/his primary point of reference. The question then here is how a monolingualism can be
‘a meaningful opposition’ to two or more monolingualisms? In other words, the assumption
that still predominates in codeswitching and bilingual research is that bi/multilingual
speakers are in possession of two separate distinct languages-entities/varieties. There are,
however, objections that can be raised against this line of argument. In the next sections, |
will address two of them: the discreteness of codes, and the strategic nature of code

alternation, or language choice.

3.3 DISCRETENESS OF CODES AND MONOLECTAL
CODESWITCHING

Recently, from several directions (including CS inquiry), researchers have turned
towards the question whether different languages involved in codeswitching can still be
equated or confined to the limits of codes and be considered as two separate entities which
are ‘switched on and off’ in the minds of the speakers (Cogo 2009, 2012; Cardner-Chloros
1991; Woolard 2007; Seidlhofer 2011: 72-73). As | have argued in Chapter 2, the scepticism
among researchers leads to the questioning of the very category of codeswitching (Bailey
2007, Gardner-Chloros 1991, Hiimlbauer 2013, 2014, Seidlhofer 2011). The suggestion is
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that there is greater ambiguity in codeswitching and forms it takes than have so often been
attributed. For example, particular linguistic forms are more often seen now not as belonging
to either one code or another (Cardner-Chloros 1991, Woolard 1999). In codeswitching
literature, this observation has found one of its expressions in “a monolectal view” (Meeuwis
and Blommaert 1998). The assumption is that people do not switch between two distinct

varieties but use a single code (monolect) of mixed origins:

In this monolectal view, the overall code-switched variant used by speakers is not seen as a product
of blending between two or more languages (with its implication of full knowledge of those
languages), but as one code in its own right. Instead of a split object, a monolectal view allows us to
see code-switched speech as a system that operates very much on its own and with a dynamics of its
own. (Meeuwis and Blommaert 1998: 80, italics in the original)

What Meeuwis and Blommaert demonstrate in their ethnographic study is that in some cases
codeswitching speakers would not necessarily be able to produce monolingual speech in
either languages they ‘switch’ between/among. The authors support this observation by the
empirical evidence from Lingala-French and Swabhili-French “code-switched speeches”
spoken in Zaire. They claim that Lingala-French (as well as Swahili-French) users perceive
their ‘mixed’ code as a language in its own right: the Lingala language (the Swahili language,
correspondingly). Although this ‘monolectal’ approach is still based on the assumption that
speakers can engage in (albeit monolectal) codeswitching, it raises the question whether
bilingual speakers are switching between two clearly distinct varieties. As Meeuwis and
Blommaert put it:

[...] code-switched speech can be, for all practical purposes, one variety of its own, unconnected to
and unconditioned by the full knowledge of two separate languages (i.e. unconnected by the full
knowledge by conventional notions of bilingualism). (Meeuwis and Blommaert 1998: 80, italics in
the original)

Discussing mixed ‘impure’ ‘crossover’ phenomena of such (Lingala-french, Swahili-French,
or Lingala-French - Swahili-French) “code-switched speech”, Meeuwis and Blommaert
(2004: 82) put an exclusive connection between code alternation and (full) bilingualism and,
what is more important, the equation between language and code on shaky ground. They
describe the language, which has Lingala and French elements but cannot be ascribed to
either the Lingala or French code. For the speakers of this “variety of its own™ are not able
to speak either Lingala or French as separate languages. That is to say, their main argument
is that the ‘code-switched’ — hybrid indeed - Lingala-French or Swahili-French languages
cannot be treated as two separate codes because the speakers of those varieties are able to
produce a ‘monolingual’ speech neither in Lingala or Swahili nor in French. Another

important point is that the speakers themselves do not perceive their mixed languages as
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consisting of separate and distinct codes. The question then arises as to whether it is plausible
to describe and explain such mixed varieties in terms of monolectal codeswitching: Does it
mean that speakers still code-switch albeit monolectally? In other words, if Lingala-
French/Swahili-French speakers had been able to produce a ‘monolingual’ speech in the
varieties involved, would it have meant that they ‘switch’ between separate, discreet and
distinct varieties (at least from speakers’ own perspective)? Is it plausible to describe the
process of code alternation in any context (including interactions between/among ‘full’
bilinguals) in terms of switching between languages back and forth, or on and off at all? This
question regards the extent to which linguistic hybridity in general and language alternation
in ELF intimate interaction can be explained (and perceived) in terms of codeswitching and
bilingualism/multilingualism as a combination of two or more separate monolingualisms.
One possible answer is that in the process of communication people do not switch
between/among languages but engage in what Alton Becker (1995) refers to as languaging.
The term languaging dates back to 1970s and has been introduced by Becker in connection
to the process of translating from one language to another. | have occasion to discuss Alton
Becker’s languaging as related to Bakhtin’s polyphony in a later chapter. For the moment,
let us see what Jergensen (2008) has to say about it in relation to how people use different

languages in the same “linguistic production” (ibid. 161).

34  CODESWITCHING VS. LANGUAGING

Jorgensen argues against the term bi/multilingual and codeswitching in favour of
polylingualism and languaging. He defines polylingualism and languaging as “the
simultaneous use of features from many different sources” (2008:161) in the same
interaction. Describing the process of combining languages among urban Turkish-Danish
students, Jorgensen suggests distinguishing between a language and language/languaging.
The former is understood as “an ideological [national/ethnic] construct” and the latter as
“observable everyday behaviour”, as the use of “whatever linguistic features [which] are at
[language users’] disposal with the intention of achieving their communicative aims” (ibid.
169). The suggestion is to treat languages as different sets of features that can be perceived
as either belonging or not belonging together, or can be either ascribed to specific languages,
or “specific categories that are called languages” (ibid. 166), or not. The point then is that the

terms multilingualism and codeswitching are claimed as unsatisfactory for the description of
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code alternation as a discursive practice for they presuppose the existence of clearly bounded
separate linguistic systems. Instead, the researcher proposes the term polylingual behaviour
that is seen as a particular instance of languaging: polylingual languaging. The basic idea is
that polylingual languaging is a combination of features which can either have any
national/ethnic values or not, or it may be even difficult to determine where some features
employed in polylingual languaging originate from. In turn, features are defined as “linguistic
features, words with meanings, morphology, syntactic restrictions and [...] values ascribed
to them by speakers” (ibid. 167).

While I cannot agree more with Jargensen that we all are languagers, and “it makes
sense to talk about language, but not necessarily about a language” (ibid. 166), | think that
in his concept of (“structural linguistic”) feature (ibid. 167-168) there is a confusion and a
lack of theoretical rigour. The term feature seems to be used to refer to both form (that is
product or linguistic manifestation) and pragmatic significance (what people mean by a form
when they put it to pragmatic use). The assumption is that such pragmatic significance
together with the encoded semantic (symbolic, or in Jergensen’s terms structural) meaning,
grammatical form and syntactic restriction is a quality of linguistic features themselves.

Consider, for example, the following:

The concept of a language is thus bound in time and space (see also Auer & Wei, 2007: 2), and it is
not our part of understanding of the human concept of language. Features are, however. Speakers use
features and not languages. Features may be ascribed to specific languages (or specific categories
which are called languages). This may be an important quality of a feature, and one which speakers
may know and use as they speak. But what the speaker uses is a feature [...] A Turkish-Danish grade
school student involved in a group assignment with other Turkish-Danish students may ask (Danish
in recte, Turkish in italics):

jeg har ikke nogen saks; hvor er saksen, makas ver
This utterance literally means ‘I have no scissors, where are the scissors, give me a pair of scissors’.
The student may on the other hand also say:

makasim, makas nerede,® giv mig en saks
This utterance would translate into exactly the same English utterance as the first one. However, in
the first version, the beginning is Danish, the rest is Turkish. [...] In the second version it is the
opposite. Going from Danish to Turkish adds an appeal for togetherness of the students who are
minority Kids in an unfriendly majority surrounding. Going from Turkish to Danish combines the
request with the power and status of the majority. To understand this difference we must know which
language is the minority language and which the majority language, and we must know the values
ascribed to each of the languages among this particular group. (Jergensen 2008: 166, my emphasis)

What Jergensen is saying here is that pragmatic (cultural, national, power-solidarity and so
on) values can be directly signalled by the order or sequence of linguistic (Turkish and
Danish) forms. In fact, the speakers’ values which they “ascribe” to each of the languages,

their intentions and understanding, their contextual and pretextual factors (see Section 1.1.1

20 The phrase makasim, makas nerede is not in italics in the original, although it is in Turkish.
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and Chapter 4) are not taken into account at all. Arguing against “the categories called
languages” (English, Turkish, Danish languages), Jergensen proposes the term a set of
(English, Turkish, Danish) features instead. The question then arises as to how “the change
of language back and forth between English, Danish, and Turkish” (ibid. 172, my
emphasis) is different from codeswitching back and forth between the English, Danish and
Turkish languages. How polylingual languaging (combination of features) is different from
multilingual behaviour (combination of languages)? Jorgensen provides the following
answer to this question: “Polylingualism is different from multilingualism, a term which
covers (more or less ‘full’) command of several languages™ (ibid. 169). Polylingualism is
said here not to be connected to ‘full’ command of the involved languages. So like in the
monolectal view (discussed in Section 3.3), the assumption is that ‘full’ competence in
languages involved is not a prerequisite for language alternation in polylingual languaging
either. However, not only the terms polylingual and multilingual mean the same with the
only difference that multi (‘much’, ‘many’) originates from Greek, and poly (‘much’, ‘many”)
— from Latin. The term itself - polylingual languaging (literary, ‘languaging in many
languages’) - contradicts the basic Jergensen’s idea that we do not speak different languages
but use different sets of features, in his terms - polylingual features, features which are taken
and belong to many (poly) different languages (linguae). My own view is that Jergensen’s
feature is a typical example of confusion between product and analysis (which have to do
with text), and process and interpretation (which have to do with discourse) disguised in the
useless juggling with the terms. | see no point in substituting languaging and language by
polylingual languaging and a set of linguistic features. There is no such thing as polylingual
languaging. There is only languaging. The Jergensen’s denial of ‘national’ languages (and
approving of ‘national’ features) in fact underlies the equation in which the Danish and
Turkish language (like any language with the national/ethnic name) match the Danish and
Turkish culture (like any culture with the national/ethnic name), which in turn match the
Danish and Turkish nation state. | will discuss the relationship between language, culture and
nationality/ethnicity as an aspect of culture in Chapter 5. Meanwhile, my suggestion is that
it is more plausible to make a distinction between a language as a code (established encoded
linguistic system) and language as a human resource (as a common human ability to
language), rather than between a ‘national/ethnic’ language and a ‘national/ethnic’ feature

or a set of features.
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In this relation, consider another Joergensen’s point: “the choice of linguistic features
from which are sometimes considered different sets of features is not arbitrary, it is rational”
(ibid. 174). It seems Jorgensen’s “rational” presupposes and privileges a speaker’s intention.
The question here is not only whether we use meanings, morphology, or syntactic structures
intentionally at all. The question also is whether intention implies conscious control and
planning, and how far speaker intentions can be manifested and analysed in linguistic
production. As we all may know, whatever the speaker’s intentions are and however (clearly)
they are worded, there will always be occasions when such intentions are misunderstood and
meanings/positions must be negotiated. As Pitzl, for example, puts it in relation to
intentionality in linguistic creativity in ELF, “the best or most creative of intentions, so to
speak, do not in fact guarantee that one produces a successful linguistic expression, i.e. an
expression that is effective for communication in the context it is uttered” (Pitzl 2011:77).
Therefore, like many other scholars, 1 would question the relevance of the distinction between
intentionality and arbitrariness/accident for the description of linguistic variation. Moreover,
I think it is not only that the concept of rationality or intention is irrelevant for the analysis
of linguistic hybridity in ELF. Jergensen’s claim that the speakers’ choices are always
rational appears to pay lip service to the original Becker’s (1995) concept of languaging
itself. If speakers always use different features (from different codes) intentionally, how then
is the concept of languaging different from the notion of codeswitching where speakers
deliberately switch codes on and off? Paradoxically enough, arguing against the terms of
codeswitching and multilingualism, Jergensen makes the assertion that is typical for
codeswitching and bilingual research discussed in the sections above. The assumption behind
the concepts of codeswitching and Jergensen’s (polylingual) languaging seems to be the
same: the speakers strategically consciously use different codes or, in Jergensen terms, the
features from different sets; they rationally change languages between/among the available
sets of linguistic elements that suit their intentions.

As | have argued, there is no point in substituting the concept of a language by a set
of features. In fact to do so means to presuppose that a language, an ideology and a culture
with-the-national-name (Piller 2011) are intrinsically bound with each other. According to
Jorgensen, if a speaker uses the Danish language, s/he necessary expresses the Danish
national/ideological/cultural values. If a speaker (“rationally”) uses the Danish feature, s/he
might or might not express the Danish national/ideological/cultural values. The assumption

then is that national languages are bounded to particular national values as well as national
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values are bounded to particular national languages, and that cultural and conceptual systems
can be encoded within and inferred from linguistic evidence alone. My point here is that it is
true that languages with the national names are convenient fictions, idealizations that help
us to explain, understand and categorize this world. It is also true that national languages are
used to express and conform to national (whatever they could be) norms, and that such
practices can have undesirable consequences. hat they can lead to privileging of certain
groups of people (e.g. Jargensen’s “majority language community”), and to the neglect and
discrimination of others (e.g. Jargensen’s “minority language community”). However, these
are not arguments against any national language itself but arguments against the purposes
they are put for by people. It does not mean that to speak any specific language with the
national name or take it as an independent variable for the research purposes means to take
this language and connected to it (national) ideology or culture “as a package deal”
(Widdowson 2009: 34).

The crucial point here is that these are not (national) languages who communicate,
but people who communicate by using languages as a resource for achieving their
purposes/pretexts. These are not names (whether they are national or not) of the languages
that matter here, but the purposes the languages are used for. Of course, linguists can treat
languages as separate encoded systems consisting of particular linguistic features that encode
particular cultural, national, ideological and nation states values. But, whatever the claims,

the focus of such investigation will always be only on the

“marepuanle...], cpeacrs[e] pedeBoro obuieHus, a He camo[Mm] peueBo[Mm]| oOmenu[u ...], Ha
OTHOWICHHA[X]| MEXIy JJIEMEHTAMH BHYTPH CHCTEMBI $I3bIKa, HO HE OTHOIICHUSI[X| MEXIy
BBICKa3bIBAHIMSMH U HE OTHOIICHWUS[X| BEICKA3bIBAaHUH K ICHCTBUTEIIEHOCTH U K TOBOPSIIEMY JTUITY

(aBTOpY)”
(material/product [...], the means of the verbal communication, not on the verbal communication

itself [...], on the relationship between the elements in the system of language, but not on the
relationship between utterances and not the relationship of utterances to reality and to the speaker
(author) (baxtuu 1997: 326)

According to Bakhtin, not only will such analysis be disassociated from the actual users’
contexts and pretexts, which motivated text or ‘material’ production. What we shall have is
cultural/ideological/national meanings read off from textual features (and names of the
languages); the confirmation of analysts’ own cultural/ideological/national prejudice based
in the selective use of the linguistic features of the text. That is to say, the distinction between
languages (in fact, linguistic systems, features and linguistic elements of those systems) in

such analysis will be based entirely “on the demarcations that are imposed by linguistic
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description [and linguist’s ideological/cultural assumptions] and do not necessary represent
the reality of user experience” (Seidlhofer 2011: 73).

My point here is that there is nothing wrong about languages with the national names
if an analyst focuses on them as encoded linguistic systems or codes, because (after all) it is
the only approach that allows for any linguistic analysis in general and the analysis of
linguistic hybridity as textual manifestation in particular. What | am proposing is that it is
more useful to treat those languages as various realizations of the common human ability to
language. Those realizations will naturally develop and be exploited to meet the varying
needs (also as national markers) of those who use them. The question, then, is not how far
those realizations are “a quantitative matter of the cumulative collection of different codes”,
but rather how people “use their partial knowledge [of their languages] strategically and
appropriately as a composite linguistic resource” (Seidlhofer 2011:72-73, my italics). To put
it another way, the question is not how different codes are being mixed/accumulated, but how

they function when put into pragmatic use.

3.5 HYBRIDITY AS LANGUAGING

As | have briefly discussed in the Introduction and in Chapter 2, it was Becker
(1995) who introduced the notion of languaging in relation to the process of translation. He
defines it as an ‘orientational’ (as opposed to denotational) open-ended process of doing
language by drawing upon any available linguistic resources (Becker 1995: 9). The notion
seems to be so suggestive and on the tip of everyone’s tongue that various scholars from
different fields of study claim to develop it independently from each other, and often so
without reference to the original Becker’s or each other’s concepts.

Merrill Swain (2006), for example, considers it as fortunate that she did not know
anyone else who has used this term before it ‘emerged’ in her investigation of the second
language proficiency. This, she claims, helped her to develop and retain her own
understanding of the concept. The researcher defines languaging as “an action — a dynamic,
never ending process of using language to make meaning” (ibid. 96) and sees it as part of the
general process of learning, or shaping knowledge and experience through language. One of
her examples of how languaging works in language learning is the students’ discussion of
the riddle “Why the dentist and the manicurist divorce?” and the answer to it “Because they

fought tooth and nail”. The students’ assignment was to discuss and understand the
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riddles/jokes in pairs and then to explain them to the rest of the class. In this way, the
undergraduates were faced with the task to solve the problem and use the second language
(English) as a tool that mediates their thinking. With this particular riddle, Swain reports that
it took the pair of students in charge rather long to get the meaning of the idiom across to the
rest of the class. As a reaction, a student that was presenting another joke after discussion of
this riddle, made a remark — “I fought tooth and nails to get this joke” — that brought about
the entire class laughing. Swain’s argument is that such languaging about language helps
students learn through and about the language by mediating language and thought. Her point
is that such understanding of languaging as “producing language in attempt to understand —
to problem-solve — to make meaning” (ibid. 96) differs from that of the introducers of the
concept, for example, in psychology (Lado 1979), and, therefore, can be claimed as an
independently developed concept. In fact, what Lado means by languaging, namely a
“generic term to refer globally to any use of language” or “full communicative use” (ibid. 3)
is very similar to how Swain herself conceptualizes it.

Phipps (2007) also argues for languaging for the description of international tourism
communication. Likewise, she claims that she has independently developed the concept
together with her colleague Mike Gonzalez?* and defines it as “the process of struggling to
find a way of articulating the full, embodied and engaged interaction with the world that
comes when we put the languages we are learning into action” (2007: 12). She looks at how
people are doing tourism through learning and using destination’s languages. Her study is
empirical ethnographic examining of a variety of language (e.g. Portuguese) courses for
touristic purposes, where the scholar is engaged as a participant observer. She also uses her
field-notes on the educational and language learning experience, and participants’ touristic
imaginings such as memories or expectations for future encounters. Instead of focusing on
the linguistic elements of such class practices as oral speech or games and establishing a
language-teaching framework, the researcher seeks to understand the social aspects of the
learning experience. What is specific about this study is that its central question is not why
people use global English for touristic purposes but why they do not use it, why they ‘break’
English [and live] as it were no alternative. To put it in Phipps words, “why [they] bother”
to learn a destination’s language if the dominant English is available and understood/spoken
by their interlocutors. Her argument is that people choose such classes in local languages

2L As | have discussed, the development of the concept languaging is generally ascribed to Lado (1979) in
psychology and Becker (1995) in philology.
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because they are languagers who seek for dwelling in a different world, or transforming a
travel destination into an ‘inhabited’ place and experiencing the unfamiliar through such
languaging. Her argument is that tourist language learners are languagers who are not
operating according to the dominant (English-speaking) modes suggested by tourism
industry. By choosing a destination’s language to “dwell” in a place and environment, they
establish the relationship and social bonding with destination people in their L1/s, and, so,
interact with the world as mediated through the language they learn. In Phipps view, the

tourist language learners are

‘agents’ or ‘language activists’, who engage with the world-in-action, who move in the world in a
way that allows the risk of stepping out of one’s habitual ways of speaking and attempt to develop
different, more rational ways of interacting with people and phenomena that one encounters in
everyday life. (ibid. 2007:12)

Thus, Phipps emphasises the “everydayness” - orientation to everyday needs or practical
engagement with the world - of any human action and relationship by challenging the
established traditional view of what skills (and languages) count as worth learning/teaching.
She shows how acquiring and putting into practice such linguistic skills as ordering a cup of
coffee in a language other than English (specifically, Portuguese) are functional in the sense
that they are “an act of dwelling” (2007: 12) in an unfamiliar different world/culture and

transform languagers’ perception of the Other and of them themselves. As Phipps puts it:

‘Languagers’ use the ways in which they perceive the world to develop new dispositions for poetic
action in another language and they are engaged in developing these dispositions so that they become
habitual, durable. (Phipps 2007:12)

All this resonates with the reflections on the virtual English that we have discussed in relation
to ELF in Section 2.1. The essential point of languaging is the agency of language users and
the focus on the process and practice as opposed to product and linguistic system. In this
respect, however, ELF speakers are rather similar than different from any other ‘languagers’.

In Seidlhofer’s words, ELF (like any other language) speakers are agents who

exploit the potential of the language, they are fully involved in the interactions, whether for work or
for play. They are focused on the interactional and transactional purposes of the talk and on the
interlocutors as people rather than on linguistic code itself. [...] In many ways, ELF communication
works in much the same fashion as communication among speakers of any language in that meaning
is negotiated and co-constructed [...]. (Seidlhofer 2011: 98)

Such understanding of ELF speakers’ agency as a common human ability to use language, |
think, is closer to Becker’s original concept and my own understanding of languaging, to
which I turn in the rest of the section.

Discussing the notion in the connection to the process of translating from one

language (Burmese, Malay, or Javanese) into another (English), Becker (1995) claims that
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translation, like any language use, is always an approximate interpretation of what has been
said or written. In the process of translating poems from Javanese into English, he claims,
“what we are doing, in the words of Ortega (1959), is learning what our exuberances and
deficiencies of interpretation are” (Becker 2000: 423, my emphasis). Becker sees such
approximation as nothing unusual but as “the ordinary condition of using language, of
languaging” (Becker 1995: 232, italics in the original). His argument is that in the process of
meaning negotiation, we always ‘add’ something to what we hear or read. On the other hand,
our understanding is also deficient in the sense that there is also something that we ‘miss’ in
what our interlocutor intends to convey. This is how he puts it in connection to the processes

of writing and reading:

[...T]he difficulty of writing, like the difficulty of reading, is that across two different minds there is
so much exuberance [a text says more than intended] and so much deficiency [a text says less than
intended] in the understanding of each. Contemplating the experiences [...], you come to see this not
as a special problem but as the normal situation of languaging.” (Becker 1995: 291, my italics)

Be it the exuberance or deficiency of my own interpretation of Becker’s text, but what he is
saying here is that to have a common language means not only (if at all) to share the systemic
knowledge of it (and, of course, not to be able to analyse a language) but to have a common
shared knowledge of the world. That is what he calls “the prior texts” or “memories”. As
Becker puts it, “we have a common language to the extent we have common prior texts”
(ibid. 288). From this point of view, what matters is not a language/languages people speak
(whatever it/their names or features are) but the extent to which people’s cultures, the
knowledge of the world, or in Becker’s terms, their “prior texts” converge. This being so,
languaging is an orientational process (as opposed to denotational product) of “taking old

texts from the memory and reshaping them into present contexts” (ibid. 9).

[...We] do well to replace the word language, as an accomplished system or structure, with the word
languaging as the performance of a repertoire of games or orientations [...]. Language in this view is
not denotational but orientational; in other words, languaging is one means by which we continually
attune ourselves to context. In a distant language, we have to relearn to attune ourselves, which means
primarily building new memories” (Becker 1995: 288, my emphasis).

What Becker is surmising here is that a language can be taken as the manifestation of
linguistic code, in Becker’s terms as “the code image”, or in our terms as text. While
languaging - “for the view that combines shaping, storing, retrieving, and communicating
knowledge into one open-ended process” (ibid. 9, my emphasis), or in our terms as
discourse. Becker’s understanding of languaging as “an endless social process of orienting
and reorienting ourselves and each other to a constantly changing environment” (ibid. 288)

is consistent with what Seidlhofer has to say about languaging in ELF contexts:
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The focus here is genuinely on communicative function [...] whatever forms are used [in ELF they]
are evaluated in terms of their functional effectiveness and not their degree of approximation to NS
norms. Essentially, in this view, learners are not learning a language but learning to language.
(Seidlhofer 2011: 197, italics in the original)

The focus here is on the process of meaning negotiation, in which individuals refer texts -
language they have heard and used in the past (their memories as previously experienced
discourse) - to context and realize them pragmatically thereby assigning them significance

as discourse, or “building new memories”.

3.6 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this Chapter, |1 have looked at different theoretical approaches to linguistic
hybridity in sociolinguistic, applied linguistic and discourse analytic research. | have argued
that there are at least two ways to understand hybridity. The first one considers it as
codeswitching or a mixture of two discrete codes. The second conceive of it as languaging,
or using any available resources in the process of doing language that involves variation at
both formal and discoursal levels. My own understanding of the hybrid nature of language is
very close to Becker’s understanding of languaging. There are two points here. The first is
that the concept of languaging implies that linguistic hybridity or any language use cannot
be seen as the mere combination of separate linguistic entities with the clear-cut (formal)
boundaries. It denies a presupposition that a language is a well-defined entity that is
something people have. Instead, it sees language as something that people do, and changes
its status to a process: to language, to be involved in the process of languaging, to use
linguistic resources (very often of diverse origin) as “prior texts” independent from the notion
of fixed distinct language entities. Second, the concept of languaging presupposes, and it is
also my suggestion, that ELF in general and couples’ ELF in particular is nothing unique. It
is as natural as any other language use and is a matter of the relationship between text and
discourse. Most studies | have discussed above primarily are concerned with linguistic
hybridity at the textual formal level. Although some of them attempt at tackling its aspects at
the discoursal or functional level, there is no conceptual distinction between text and
discourse provided. This, in my view, brings about the unnecessary substitution and
confusion of terms. Therefore, the central concern of the next chapter is this fundamental
distinction between text and discourse and its bearings for conceptualizing linguistic

hybridity in the specific ELF couple interaction.

A Love Affair with ELF | 67



68 \ Linguistic hybridity in the social sciences



4. IN THE BEGINNING WAS THE WORD:
POINTS OF DEPARTURE

In the beginning was the Word...
(the Holy Bible, John 1:1)

For last year's words belong to last year's language
And next year's words await another voice.
(T. Eliot, Four Quartets)

In the beginning was the word. The title of one of Bakhtin’s central chapter in
Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics ([1930]1997) reads Types of the Prosaic Word:
Dostoevsky’s Word.?? It was the word that triggered my interest in discourse analysis in 1987
- 1992 when | was a student at the Precarpathian Teachers’ Training Institute in what was
then the Soviet Union and is now Ukraine. In the communist Soviet Union, few students if
any were encouraged to do sociolinguistics, and even fewer knew that there was such a field
of study as discourse analysis, which was already a rather busy area of investigation in
Western Europe. Though, on the contrasting background of the mainstream totalitarian
Soviet ideology, it was even more fascinating for us — students of the Philological Department
- to discover Bakhtin’s word, utterance, speech, dialogue and polyphony that all relate to the
modern notion of discourse.

Discourse analysis in the Soviet and post-Soviet linguistics can be said to date back
to Bakhtin’s notion of word and his celebrated books Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics®
([1929]1997) and The Problem of Speech Genres ([1930]1997). Initially referring word to
Dostoevsky’s literary discourse, Bakhtin uses the concept sometimes to term both word and
sentence, sometimes — utterance, sometimes — language itself. His word is rather polysemic.
On the one hand, it is an abstract element of a language system (“B cTporom
NMHTBHCTHYECKOM cMbicre” (“in the strict linguistic sense™) (Bakhtin 1997: 176) 24, On the
other hand, it delineates the pragmatic process of human communication that is discourse in
the modern terminological sense. Such all inclusiveness of the Bakhtinian word can be

22 The original of the title reads «Tumbl npo3anyeckoro ciosa. Cioso y Jlocroesckoro». The English version
of this title reads “Discourse in Dostoevsky” (in. Bakhtin, Mikhail. (Edited and translated by Caryl Emerson).
1984. Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics. Minnesota: University of Minnesota Press.)

23 Russian “TIpoGnembr TBOpuecTBa Jloctoesckoro” (1997): direct translation into English “Problems of
Dostoevsky literary work”. For readers’ convenience, | will further refer to this title in its English version,
namely “Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics”.

24 One of the central concepts of this study is Bakhtin’s voice. Therefore, in order to be consistent with the
canvas of this thesis | incorporate the Bakhtinian original ‘Russian’ voice into the text. All author’s quotation,
then, are in Russian with my direct translation given (in brackets) after the original quotation.
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accounted for both by the peculiarities of the Russian conceptual system; by the epoch when
Bakhtin was writing, theorizing and living; and by absence of the more plausible terminology
at that time (the term discourse was introduced by Harris only two decades later in 1952)%°.
Although Bakhtin’s terminology and argument sometimes appear to be obscure, ambiguous
and rather abstract, they set an agenda for modern perspectives on discourse in general, and
for my own understanding of the pragmatic process of meaning negotiation in intimate
interaction in particular. What is clear from Bakhtin’s work is his strong argument for the
differentiation between sentence as a unit of abstract language system and utterance as a unit
of verbal communication, which is inevitably tied with its social and historical contexts.
Another explicit Bakhtin’s claim is that the process of human communication or word-
discourse always entails interpersonal positioning. These | take up in the following

sections.

41  THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SENTENCE
AND UTTERANCE

Let us briefly consider one of the central aspects of Bakhtin’s theorizing on language
use, namely his vision of the relationship between sentence and utterance, and look how it
can relate to the modern view on discourse analysis. In Problems of Speech Genres, Bakhtin
suggests that there is no direct immediate relationship between sentence as an abstract unit
of language system and utterance as a unit of verbal communication. He argues that in the
process of meaning negotiation we do not exchange sentences, word-combinations or words
(“in a strict linguistic sense”), but we exchange thoughts. In other words, we exchange
utterances, which we construct by means of language units: sentences, word-combinations,
words, or even single linguistic elements. That is not to say, however, that a linguistic unit
alone makes a unit of verbal communication. Bakhtin illustrates his point by inviting the

reader to process the sentence Connye 630uno (The sun rose):

[IpennoxxeHue, Kak ¥ CIOBO, - 3HAayalas €JUHUIA sA3blKa. [103TOMy KakJoe€ OTAENBHO B3ATOE
npeioxkeHue, HanpuMmep, «ColHIle B30ILI0», COBEPIIEHHO MOHSATHO, TO €CTh Mbl IOHUMAEM €ro
SI3BIKOBOE 3HAUEHUE, €r0 603MOJCHYIO pOlb 6 evickazviganuu. Ho 3aHATH B OTHOILIEHHM 3TOrO
OTJENIBHOIO NPEAJIOKEHHUS OTBETHYIO MO3MIUI0 HUKAK HENb3s, €CIM TOJbKO MBI HE 3HAEM, 4TO
TOBOPALIMMA CKa3zal 3TUM INPEANIOKEHHEM BCE, YTO XOTeNl CKa3aTb [...], TOrga 3TO YXKe He
HOpeJIOKEHNe, a MOJHOLEHHOE BBICKA3bIBAHHUE, COCTOAIIEE W3 OJHOTO MPEANIOKEHHS: OHO
0o0pamMJIeHO M OTrpaHHYEHO CMEHOH pEYeBBIX CYyOBEKTOB, M OHO HEMOCPEACTBEHHO OTPaXKaeT
BHECJIOBECHYIO IEHCTBUTENHFHOCTE (CUTyarnuio). Ha Takoe BBICKa3bIBaHHE MOYKHO OTBETHTb.

% For a detailed discussion see Widdowson 2004.
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(A sentence, like a word, is a meaningful unit of language. Therefore each sentence taken separately,
for example, “The sun rose”, is absolutely comprehensible, that is we understand its codified
meaning, its potential role in an utterance. But we cannot take the reciprocal position, if only we do
not know that the speaker has said in this sentence everything that he wanted to say [...], then it is
not a sentence but an utterance of full value, which consists of one sentence: it is framed and
demarcated by the change of speech subjects, and it directly reflects nonverbal reality (situation).
One can react/respond to such utterance.) (baxtun 1997: 186, my italics)

The point is that sentences as abstract units of the language system cannot be equated to,
derived from, or underlie utterances as units of communication. Bakhtin admits that a
sentence, “like a word”, does have some conventionalized semantic meaning. We can
perfectly understand, for example, the codified/conventionalized meaning of the sentence
The sun rose. Indeed, it is quite comprehensible that the noun phrase The sun is an agent in
this sentence. In the English translation, the article the narrows our attention to what is known
to both speaker and hearer as the star round which the earth orbits?. This significance is
perhaps the most probable in Russian too. Yet, the absence of articles in the Russian grammar
decreases the specificity of the lexical meaning of Coanye (the Sun). In written language,
however, such specificity can be increased by the graphological features. Both in Russian
and English, normally, the names of stars and planets are written with the first capital letter:
correspondingly, in this particular sentence one can write the word with the capital C in
Russian and the capital S in English. However, even in written Russian the value of Coanye
(Sun) can only be processed by relating it to the context. For example, if Coanye (Sun)
appears at the beginning of the sentence, we always write it with the capital letter, like any
other word in this position. In such a case, in the sentence like Coznye scmano (The sun went
up/woke up) with a very near synonym to the verb ezouwio (rose), one might refer the word
to some close or dear person: for example, a son, or a daughter (eg. (Our sun/The sun got
up/woke up). In Coanye e30wno (The Sun rose), however, we have two other
grammatical/communicative devices for getting features of the context into focus. These are
the usual in Russian collocation of Coznye (the sun) with the word that signifies the process
or action itself: the verb szouwro (rose); and the markers of tense and aspect. Both in Russian
and English marking for tense and aspect is done by alternation (and/or addition). The word
scxooums (rise) is altered to ezouwio (rose) to locate the process in time and to signify the
past action. In Russian, the temporal character of szouwro is marked by the suffix -z- and the

alternation of the verb root scxeoumo-s30mn0, in English by the alternation of rise and rose.

26 The definition is taken from the online Oxford Dictionaries:
http://oxforddictionaries.com/definition/sun;jsessionid=66F73B6A93A2C2AF2BA2573E8AES736B#m_en_g
b0828840.003
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Thus, grammar and lexis (in both languages) reduce the range of meaning signalled by the
words and provide for sharper definition of what the sentence can mean in relation to the
external world. In our case, the semantically encoded meaning of the sentence can be reduced
to the following: the star - the Sun — did something — rose.

Precise as the above analysis and the derived semantic meaning might be, however,
Bakhtin’s argument is that the sentence is inert so long as we take it in isolation from the
actual use by “speech subjects”/people. Because, when we construct an utterance, we by no
means take the words or sentences from the system of language in their ‘neutral’ dictionary
form. One certainly can produce a sentence like Coznye s3ouino (The sun rose) as an isolated
unit. To such isolated examples of sentences (like a statement of fact The sun rose or The
grass is green), Bakhtin refers as to “senseless communications” (“GecCMBICICHHBIC
kommyHnukaru”’) (Bakhtin 1997: 187). His claim is that utterances do not occur in isolation.
It makes no sense to look for the meaning of an utterance unless the context is provided.
Thus, depending on the context and participants’ intentions, the sentence Connye 630uino
(The sun rose) realized as an utterance can have the force of a command/direction (The sun
rose. Get up!); permission (The sun rose, but it is still too early. You can sleep a bit more.);
or be part of the reality representation in the literary work (e.g. landscape depiction). That is
to say, the same sentence (or word) can invoke quite different interpretations. What
interpretation it invokes depends on relating the sentence to something outside itself, to the
context, or to the social knowledge — knowledge of the world - of participants of the

conversation. In other words (in Bakhtin’s words),

Ilpeonooicenue, kax edunuya sa3vika, NOOOOHO 108y, He umeem asmopa. OHo Hu4bve, KaK 1 CIIOBO, U,
TOJIBKO (byHKL[I/IOHI/IpySI KaK TII€JIO€ BBICKA3bIBAHHUE, OHO CTAHOBUTCHA 6blpastceHuem no3uyuu
UHOUBUOYATLHO20 20680psUfe20 B KOHKPETHOHN CUTYAIIH PEUCBOTO OOIICHHUS [...] MBI IMEEM JIEIT0 He
C OTACJIBbHBIM CJIOBOM, KakK eZ[I/IHI/ILIeI\/'I A3bIKa, U HC CO 3HA4YeHuem dTOro CJoBa, a C 3aBCPUICHHbBIM
BBICKA3bIBAHUCM U C KOHKPEMHbIM CMbICIOM — COACPIKAHNUEM JJAHHOI'O BbICKA3bIBAHHWA; 3HAUCHUC
CJIoOBa 3J1€Cb OTHECCHO K OHpe,I[eJIeHHOﬁ peam,Hoﬁ ﬂeﬁCTBHTeﬂbHOCTH B OIIPCACICHHBIX KE
PCaJIbHBIX YCJIOBHUAX PEUCBOTO 06H16HI/I${. HOSTOMy 31€Cb Mbl HE HNPOCTO MMOHUMACM 3HAYCHHUC
JAAHHOT'O CJIOBA, KAK CJIOBA A3bIK4, 4 3dHUMACM B OTHOLICHUH K HEMY OTBECTHYIO aKTHUBHYIO IMTO3UIUTIO
(couyBcTBHE, COTIIACHE MITH HECOTIIACHE, CTUMYIT K JICHCTBHIO).

(A sentence as a unit of language, like a word, has no author. It belongs to nobody, like a word, and,
only if it functions as a whole utterance, it becomes an expression of an individual speaker’s position
in the concrete/real situation of verbal communication [...] we have to do neither with the separate
word as a unit of language, nor with the [neutral dictionary] meaning of a word, but with the complete
utterance and with the concrete [referential] value/significance — content of the given utterance; the
significance of a word here relates to the actual reality under certain real conditions of the verbal
communication. Therefore, here we do not only understand the meaning of a word, as a word of
language, but take an active responsive position towards it (Ssympathy, agreement or disagreement,
stimulus for the action). (baxtun 1997:187-189, my italics)
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Likewise, “[p]oaHoii sI3bIK — €TO CIIOBapHBII COCTAB U IPAMMAaTHYECKHI CTPOU — MbI
y3HaeM He W3 ciioBapei u rpammaruk [...]” (“mother tongue — its vocabulary and grammar
regularities — we learn not from dictionaries and grammar books [...]” (baxtuu 1997: 181).
Instead, we usually take them “u3 KOHKpETHBIX BBICKA3bIBAHUMH, KOTOPHIE MBI CIIBIIIHUM H
KOTOpPBIE MBI BOCITPOM3BOIUM B KUBOM PEUEBOM OOLIECHUH C OKPY>KAIOLUIMMHU HAC JIIOJbMU
(“from concrete utterances which we hear and reproduce in real verbal communication with
people around us”) (ibid. 181). According to Bakhtin, to learn a language means to learn how
to construct the utterances, since we speak in utterances and not in separate sentences, and,
of course, not in separate words. That is to say, utterances are continuously being developed
in social activity, are used to refer and represent individual schematic worlds, or what Bakhtin
refers to as voices/positions, and are the central means by which people establish, maintain,
and shape their worlds for their own purposes (intentions). Another crucial point is that
communication is seen as an open-ended (ue3aBepmumsiii/unfinalized) dialogic process of
negotiating positions. This point is central for the present study, and | have an occasion to
discuss it in Section 4.3 and Chapter 5 in more detail.

What is crucial about Bakhtin’s theorizing here is that utterances cannot be
restricted to sentences, and sentences do not underlie utterances. Moreover, linguistic
elements do not carry fixed semantically encoded meanings with them into contexts of use
as we have seen from the discussion of Bakhtin’s example Coznye ¢30wno (The sun rose).
One question that arises in this connection: what are the factors then by which we identify
whether or not language use is a complete communicative unit? Another question concerns
the nature of discourse and the extent to which we can define it in terms of the category of
syntactic sentence. | consider this question more closely in later sections. The point | am
making here is that people do not manifest their knowledge of the world in general, and
linguistic/systemic knowledge in particular, as sentences. Nor is it the size of the linguistic
element that determines whether or not language use is a complete utterance. That is what
Bakhtin has to say on this point:

Taxoe [...] BbICKa3bIBaHME, Kak «A!» (pemimka Juanora), HeJb3sl pa3/eluTh Ha NPeJUIOKEeHUs,
CJIOBOCOYECTAHUA, CJIOI'U. [] I[am;me JCJAT BBICKA3bIBAHUEC (peqb) " NOJIy4aroT €AVMHHUIBI fA3bIKa.
OueHp 4acTo 3aTeM MPEIJIOKCHUEC ONPECACITIAIOT KaK HpOCTCﬁLHee BBICKA3bIBAHUC, CJIICIOBATCIIBHO,
OHO YK€ HEC MOXKET 6BITI:. eHHHHHeﬁ BBICKA3bIBAHUS.

(Such an utterance as ,,Ah!*“?" (dialogue reply) cannot be divided into sentences, word-combinations,
syllables. [...] Furthermore, [some linguists] divide utterance (speech) and get the units of language.
Very often then sentence is defined as the simplest utterance, consequently, it [sentence] cannot be
a unit of utterance any more). (baxtuu 1997: 172, the footnote)

27cf, the Online Russian-English Dictionary www.linguo.yandex.ru
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As discussed above, Bakhtin’s argument is that the semantic or codified meaning of words
and sentences is not identical to the value they take on when they occur in utterances. Here
the claim is that there are instances of language, which function as complete utterances, but
do not consist of separate sentences, phrases and words. These utterances are composed of
the linguistic elements without semantically encoded meaning. Russian A /a/ is a functional
linguistic element: it does not have a semantic significance. It is a linguistic symbol and a
sound, a letter of alphabet and a phoneme, an element of Russian graphology and phonology.
However, that is not how one interprets it when it functions as an utterance. As a particle,
Russian A can have the force of request of confirmation (English what? eh?), or fulfil the
functions of tag-questions (OK?). As an interjection, A can signal surprise or guess (English
Ah! Oh!), pain (English ouch), or resoluteness and annoyance (English oh well). We do not
read it as a conventional element of code and consider its size as a determinant of its
communicative value, but relate it to the context and identify it as an utterance by its social
intent. In other words, Bakhtin’s utterance embraces all language use: from a dialogue reply
Al (Ah!) to a novel such as Dostoevsky’s The Brothers Karamazov. That means that we
cannot conceive of utterances as constructed only from sentences, or sequences of sentences.
They may consist of any linguistic element such as a word-combination, a word, or even a
single letter or sound. On the other hand, what value an utterance has in the actual discourse
depends on how the code and context interact on each other. Bakhtin’s distinction between
word-sentence/form and word-utterance/function is crucial for understanding of his

polyphony, voicing and dialogism. These are the central concern of the following sections.

411 DISCOURSE AS POLYPHONY

Before | explain my understanding of Bakhtin polyphony, dialogicality, and related
to them notion of voice, there are two consideration about what I refer to as Bakhtin’s
polyphonic philosophy in anticipation of my discussion of the relationship between text and
discourse, and the processes of analysis and interpretation in Section 4.2. Bakhtin proposes
the terms of polyphony and dialogicality for the explanation of the multivoicing nature of

Dostoevsky’s literary work:

TTomudonndeckuit poman [JlocToeBckoro]| Bech CIUIONIL AWANOTHYEH. [...]Beap amanormueckne
OTHOILICHHUS — SBJCHHE TOpa3fo O0ojice MIMPOKOE, YEeM OTHOLICHHS MEKIY PpEIUTHKaMu
KOMIIO3UIIHOHHO BBIPAKEHHOI'O JUAJIOTa, 3TO MOYTH YHHBEPCAIBHOC SIBICHHE, MPOHU3BIBAIOIIECE
BCHO YCJIOBCUCCKYIO P€Yb U BCC OTHOUICHUA U TIIPOSABJIICHUA YeI0BEUYECKON JKU3HHU, BOO6H_Ie BCC, 4TO
HUMEET CMBICI ¥ 3HAYCHHE.
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([Dostoevsky’s] Polyphonic novel is all-over dialogic. [...] After all, dialogic relationships are a much
broader phenomenon than the relationships between replies of the compositionally constructed
dialogue [literary dialogue], it is almost a universal phenomenon that penetrates all human speech
and all the relationships and aspects of human life, on in general everything, that has sense and
significance/meaning). (baxtun [1963] 2002: 51)

What Bakhtin is discussing here is polyphony as dialogicality of human social life. The
philosopher is claiming that “dialogic relationships” are characteristic not only for
Dostoevsky’s novels - literary works, fictions, which, one might argue, have nothing to do
with real life, with actuality. Bakhtin’s crucial point is that this very polyphony as multi/vari-
voicing and dialogism, which we find in Dostoevsky’s literary works, are, in fact, universal
and penetrate all human communication, all human life. Therefore, | wish to make it clear
that | treat everything what Bakhtin has to say about polyphony/voicing/positioning and
dialogue in Dostoevsky’s literary works as universal and relevant to all human
communication in general rather than exclusively applicable to the literary studies and
critique. Bakhtin’s Dostoevsky is a polyphonic writer. Likewise, in my view, Bakhtin is a
polyphonic philosopher who does not provide ultimate answers but rather stimulates thinking
and raises questions, and is open to alternative voices/perspectives. Bakhtin’s philosophy, in
this sense, is an open-ended dialogue with his readers, or as he puts it, with the other.

| am making this point because there are numerous attempts to confine the
Bakhtinian philosophy to some particular field of study or paradigm. Most scholars (cf.
bouapos 2006, Wasun et al. 1995, Ucynos 2001, Koxunor 1993) understand Bakhtin’s
theorizing on polyphony and dialogicality of discourse within the confines of literary studies,
namely such aspects of it as literary irony, parody or a “compositionally constructed
dialogue” (e.g. drama). Interestingly enough, literary critique is not the only area to which
Bakhtin’s thinking is being attributed. The typology of Bakhtin’s philosophy (or dialogic
philosophy) is rather broad. Different scholars label it differently — from Marxism and
semiotics to structuralism and postmodernism (cf. Emerson 1999, Mcymos 2001, Lechte
1994). It is not my purpose to discuss the epistemic/taxonomic labelling of the Bakhtinian
philosophy and to advocate or argue against any of them in this thesis. My point here is that
it seems quite natural that Bakhtin’s theorizing resulted in such heterogeneity of its
interpretations. There are at least two reasons for it. First, Bakhtin himself denied belonging
to any scholastic trend and never specified such affiliation. Nor did he claim his being a
literary critic in particular. Primarily, he insisted on his being a thinker, a philosopher (cf.
HcynoB 2001). Second (and more important), Bakhtin’s polyphony and polyphonic

philosophy presupposes and argues for “mMHOkKeCTBEHHOCTh CAMOCTOSITEILHBIX W
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HECJIUSIHBIX I0JIOCOB M CO3HAHUIA, MOAJIMHHAA NOJTU(OHNS MOJTHOUEHHBIX I'0JIOCOB [...]”
(“multiplicity/plurality of independent and non-merged voices and consciousnesses, the
true polyphony of full-value/full-fledged voices”) (baxtun [1963] 2002: 10) that is
mediated by what he refers to as utterance (see previous section). Such Bakhtinian
understanding of polyphony and dialogue makes any effort to treat his thinking within
particular ‘mono’ professional, scholastic or typological/paradigmatic limits implausible.
Bakhtin’s claim is that communication: writing, reading, speaking, listening, any language
use (in our terms, any activity that involves interpretation of text) or any ‘voicing’ - is
culturally and pretextually embedded process. His polyphony as philosophy does not provide
any labels and solutions and is about interpersonal voicing/positioning.

While the vision discussed above primarily interprets Bakhtin’s thinking as
belonging to particular fields of study, another one treats it as belonging to a particular epoch
(namely to the revolutionary 1920s in the Soviet Russia). The argument of the latter is that
Bakhtin’s theorising is irrelevant for modern philology or social sciences in general since it
is part of the ‘revolutionary’ philosophic epoch of the end of the 19th — beginning of the 20th
century (cf. Gasparov 1999[, [1979] 200228, Opnosa 2003). This is what Gasparov has to say
about such, so to speak, ‘outdatedness’ of Bakhtin’s philosophy:

Hponus cyasOel baxTuHa B TOM, 4TO MBICIWN OH B Auajnore ¢ 1920-mu rogmamu, a medaraTbes,
YUTATHCA W TMOYMTATHCSA CTall TOT/A, KOTJa CBOM COOECETHUKU YK€ COLUIA CO CIEHBI, a BOKPYT
BCTAJIN TYXKHC. [] HeCBOGBpeMeHHHe MoCjaca0BaTeIn CACIIAIIN U3 €ro HNpOorpaMmbl TBOPUCCTBA
TCOPUIO UCCIICTOBAHUSA. A»rTO BCIIU IPUHIUITHAIBHO ITPOTUBOIIOJIOXKHBIC: CMBICJI TBOPUCCTBA B TOM,
4TOOBI Hp606paSOBaTL O6L6KT, CMBICJI UCCJIEA0OBAHUA B TOM, 4TOOBI HE ,I[C(i)OpMHpOBaTB €ro.

(The irony of Bakhtin’s destiny is that he was thinking in dialogue with 1920s, but was being
published, read and honoured when his [contemporary] interlocutors had disappeared from the scene,
and strangers surrounded him. [...] Untimely followers made a theoretical framework from his artistic
[literary?] program. But these are two opposite things in principle: the sense of art is to transform its
object; the sense of [scientific] enquiry?® is not to deform it). (Facnapos [1979] 2002: 37)

In Gasparov’s view, arts and social/philological studies are different in their nature.
According to his claim, in arts, the researcher “transforms” the object of the study; in
philology, the researcher’s purpose is “not to deform it”. This is not the place and | am not
in a position to discuss the complexities of epistemology and the difference between “artistic
program” and “theory of enquiry”. Now | wish to address the question how far an enquirer
in social sciences, in philology in particular (according to Gasparov’s claim), can be detached

from and is able not to deform the object of inquiry. As we may know, the object of enquiry

2 Gasparov’s essay appeared originally in Lotman at al. Secondary modelling systems. (Jlorman et al.
Bmopuunsie modenupyrowue cucmemsr) in 1979.
29 By scientific enquiry here, Gasparov means philological research.
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in philology is primarily a linguistic manifestation of human behaviour, or, to put it another
way, some kind of text —written or spoken. A philologist/linguist, then, in a certain way acts
upon a text that has been produced by a non-linguist. As | have already argued, such acting-
upon a text is rather a matter of interpretation than analysis. To put it another way, in any
social enquiry the researcher cannot claim that s/he does not deform ‘the object’ of his
investigation, since s/he inevitably presents his own view of the world, his model of reality,
and sometimes literally deforms it (e.g. by recording or transcribing data) (See Chapter 6 for
a more detailed discussion of such ‘deformations’ and objectivity in research). As | have
argued in Chapter 2, in the process of textualizing their discourses, people — whether they are
linguists/scholars or non-linguists/scholars -will always trans-form and in-form the linguistic
resources they have at their disposal. In other words, any language use — philological enquiry
in particular - will always to a certain extent be ‘an artistic program’ that both transforms and
informs language by realizing it as a particular discourse. As Widdowson puts it, in a
linguistic investigation:

We get a model of behaviour (that of linguist [or philologist, in Gasparov’s terms] used to analyze
another model of behaviour (that of the common man), one set of cultural assumptions, which are
secondary and superposed, used to interpret another set of cultural assumptions, which are primary
and acquired through ordinary socialization. (Widdowson 1984: 24)

In this view, a text itself says us nothing unless it is activated by particular cultural
assumptions of an individual. My point here is that any kind of ‘scientific’ analysis in social
sciences in general and in philology/linguistics in particular is a matter of interpretation and
indeed of positioning: enacting a particular discourse by the mediation of text with a
particular purpose in mind. And this is what, in my view, Bakhtin means by his polyphony
and dialogic relationship between a producer of a text-utterance and the other —an addressee.
According to the scholar, with any individual there will be a shift of culture and perspective,

a change of the voice/position, a different interpretation, and a different reality:

Korma B si3bikax, »kaproHax W CTHJIAX HAYMHAIOT CIBIIIATHCS rojgoca. OHU TiepecTaioT ObITh
INOTCHIIMAJIbHBIM CpCACTBOM BbIpaKCHUA u CTaHOBATCA AKTyaJIbHbIM, pCain30BaHHbIM
BBIPAKCHUEM; 6 HUX souUlesl U UMU osnaoen 2010c.

(When in languages, jargons and styles voices begin to be audible/heard. They cease to be a potential
means of expression and become an actual realized expression; a voice has entered and taken
possession of them.) (baxtun 1997c: 331, Bakhtin’s emphasis, my italics)

What Bakhtin is saying here is that people actualize/realize/enact their voices/positions by
‘entering’, ‘taking possession’ or reading one’s Own voice into a language, jargon, style, or
any language use that is by exploiting the potential of those languages and styles and making

them their own. The notion of voice as a position or discourse that can only be realized

A Love Affair with ELF | 77



through exploiting language as an adaptable resource for making one’s own (rather than
encoded) meaning is central here, and | have occasion to discuss it in the next section.
Meanwhile, the point is that (ironically enough), Gasparov’s reaction to Bakhtin’s text is an
example of a particular — Gasparov’s - interpretation read into the text, which can be taken
as evidence of this very polyphonic dialogic nature of what Bakhtin refers to as word-
communication and is now called discourse. In this connection consider one more Gasparov’s

point. The claim is that according to Bakhtin

[]ponsBeneHme CTPONTCS HE U3 CIIOB, a M3 peakiiuii Ha cioBa. Ho upnx? BeTynast B AHAOT ¢ BEUThIO,
YUTATCJIb WM MOXET IOACTPAMBATBCA K €€ KOHTEKCTY, WK BCTpaWBaTb €€ B CBOM KOHTEKCT
(mmramor—aT10 60prOa: KTO MoxHacTCs?).

(a literary work does not consists of words but of reactions to the words. But whose [reactions]?
Entering a dialogue with a thing/object, the reader can either square her/himself into its context, or
embed/build in it into her/his context (dialogue is a struggle: who will give in?) (I"'acmapos 2002: 34)

Here, Gasparov conceives of dialogue and polyphony as a (revolutionary, destroying,
deconstructing) battle/struggle between reader and text. As Caryl Emerson (2006:26) puts it,
for Gasparov, “xu3HEHHOE MHPOBO33PEHHUE IO MPHHIUITY: «KTO - KOTO» MEPEHOCHTCS B
0011aCcThb (bHJ'IOJ'IOFH“IGCKOI‘O HCCIICA0BAHUA, HA BBAUMOOTHOLICHUSA C TEKCTOM™ (“a common-
man worldview based on the principle: “who wins whom” is transferred to the realm of
philological enquiry, to the relationship with text”). There are two points here. First, there is
no (and cannot be) evidence in Bakhtin’s text itself that his polyphony, dialogism and voicing
is a battle between reader and text of any kind. Such ‘battle’ can only be read as someone’s
discourse/interpretation into the text. Gasparov primarily bases his claim on the analysis of
the ‘epoch’ when Bakhtin lived, thought and wrote (in fact, the beginning of Bakhtin’s life —
revolutionary 1920s in Russia). The gist of such ‘analysis’, in Gasparov’s view, can be
formulated as a revolutionary Soviet slogan: “We’ll build our world, new world! [But,
presumably, first destroy the old one]”. Consequently, for Gasparov the main point of
Bakhtin’s philosophy is “nagoc skcmpompuanumu uyxoro cinoBa” (“pathos of the
expropriation of other people’s words”) and arrogance of mastering other people’s words-
texts with one’s own intentions that is building the new by destroying the old (Gasparov
[1979] 2002: 33). This Gasparov’s vision of the ‘epoch’ and Bakhtin’s text as an expression
of it, in fact, provides evidence for the main argument of the present thesis. Namely, any
analysis is a matter of interpretation and “reaction” to one’s text, in this particular case, a
matter of reading Gasparov’s own discourse/position/voice into Bakhtin’s text.

Naturally enough and in line with Bakhtin’s polyphony and dialogue, there are

objections that can be raised against Gasparov’s interpretation. First, most Bakhtinists and
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Bakhtin’s contemporaries viewed Bakhtin as a conservative and deeply spiritual man (cf.
Bypnaxka 2002), far from being revolutionary, deconstructive, or predisposed to any kind of
expropriation or arrogance. Not only was Bakhtin “the very antithesis of the revolutionary”
(Steinglass 1998) in the memoirs of his colleagues. His’s dialogue and Gasparov’s
understanding of it as “win-lose” relationship between an individual and text are in
opposition if not mutually exclusive. As | have discussed, the crucial point about Bakhtin’s
polyphony and dialogue is that texts themselves say nothing until “B Hux BoIien u uMH
osnazen ronoc” (“a voice enters and makes them its own” (baxtun 1997¢: 331, Bakhtin’s
emphasis, my italics), or, rather, until an individual reads his/her voice/position/discourse
into them. In Bakhtin’s polyphony, there is no such thing as ultimate or pre-determined (by
epoch, nation or culture) analysis/interpretation, there is always room for alternative
voices/positions, alternative ways of interpretation and alternative worldviews, or in our
terms, alternative discourses, that can be read into a text. In this respect, Bakhtin is a
philosopher of perspectives, philosopher of questioning and philosopher of an open-ended
(unfinalized) dialogue with the other.

To sum up, Bakhtin explains polyphony as a dialogic process of negotiating —
actualizing and realizing - voices/positions through language (baxtuu [1963] 2002). This
makes any judgment of it as ‘expropriation’ or ‘destruction’ of other’s ‘textual’ property>° —
languages/texts/words — or, more generally, restriction of it within one particular theory or
field of study unwarranted. For language or word cannot be “a property [...] to lease out”
(Widdowson 2003: 43), but is a (potential virtual) resource that can be only mastered by
making a potential meaning encoded in it one’s own. Unless it is put to actual use as
“suipadicenufelnozuyuu unousudyarvrno2o 2osopsauezo” (expression of the individual
speaker’s position), language like word-text is “nuuve” (is nobody’s) (baxtuu 1997: 188).
The notions of polyphony, dialogicality and voice/position are closely interconnected in
Bakhtin’s theorizing. The crucial characteristics of polyphony that I have discussed in this
section are voice and dialogicality. Therefore, it is worth dwelling a moment on the concepts

in the next sections.

%0 The question arises here how far word or language can be owned (see, for example, Widdowson 2003)
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4.1.2 BAKHTIN’S VOICE

As we have seen in the previous section, Bakhtin describes human communication
as polyphony that is multiplicity, plurality or, in musical terms, chorus of various independent
voices. Here the question naturally arises as for what this voice is. Bakhtin’s early
understanding of voice is rather broad and ranges from (1997c) literal to figurative

characteristics of it:

CIO):[a BXOJUT M BBICOTA, U JUAINIA30H, U TeMﬁp, H ICTETUYECCKasA KaTeropus (nnpnqecxnﬁ,
npamaTtrdecknid u T.11.). Cloma BXOAWT W MHPOBO33peHHe U cyab0a denmoBeka. YeaoBek Kak
l.leJIOCTHblﬁ roJio¢ BCTymnma€T B AHAJIOT. On yY4aCTBYE€T B HEM HE TOJIBKO CBOMMHU MBICIISIMH, HO U
cBoel cyan0oii, Bcelt CBOeH MHINBUAYAIBFHOCTHIO.

(It includes both pitch, compass, timbre, and aesthetic category (lyric, dramatic, etc.). It also
includes worldview and the web of life [individual experience]. An individual as an integrated
voice enters dialogue [discourse]. Not only his thoughts but also his web of life, all his individuality
participate in it. (ibid. 351, my emphasis)

In his plan of revision of the book on Dostoevsky for the second edition (baxtun 1997a), he

provides another definition:

Hu camoco3nanue 4yesoBeka (J'II/I‘IHOCTL), HU HUACA, BOIUIOIICHHAA B YCJIOBCKE, HC MOIYyT OBITH
0Oe3rimacHeIMU  00BEKTAMH npuroBopa Wik BbIBOJA. OHH OCTalOTCSI CO CBOMM CIIOBOM B
HE3aBEpIIMMOM Juaiiore [ ...|. Onpenenenue rojioca Kak BONJIOMIeHHOH nneitnoirs! no3uyuy B MUpE.
(Neither an individual’s self-awareness/perception (personality), nor the idea that is embodied in the
individual can be voiceless objects of a verdict or conclusion. They remain in an unfinalized dialogue
with their word [discourse]. [...] Definition of voice as a realized ideational® position in the world)”

(Baxtun 1997: 364, Bakhtin’s emphasis, my italics).
Finally, this is how Bakhtin explains his understanding of voice, polyphony and dialogue on
the material of Dostoevsky’s literary work. His claim is that in Dostoevsky’s polyphonic

world:

[...]Jrepoit uHTEpecyeT JocToeBCKOro kak 0cofasi TOUKa 3peHusl HAa MUP U Ha ce0sl caMoOro, Kak
CMBICII08A5 U OYEHUBAIOWASI NO3UYUS Yeslo6eKd TI0 OTHOIICHHIO K ce0e caMOMY | IT0 OTHOIICHHUIO K
OKpY’Kalomield JeHCTBUTENEHOCTH. JIOCTOSBCKOMY Ba)KHO HE TO, YeM TepoH SIBIIETCS B MHpE, a
MPEXKJIe BCETO TO, YEM SBIIICTCS JUIS TePOsi MUP M YeM SBIISIETCS. OH caM JIJIs ce0st caMoro.
(Dostoevsky’s prime interest is a character/hero as a particular point of view on the world and on
him himself, as individual’s conceptual and evaluating position towards him himself and towards
the surrounding reality. For Dostoevsky, it is important not what a character is in this world, but first
and foremost, what the world is for the character and what he himself is for himself). (baxTun 2002:
56, emphasis in the original, my italics)

As can be seen from these definitions and according to Magometova’s (Maromerosa 2005)

analysis of the development of Bakhtin’s voice, Bakhtin’s understanding of it ranges from

31 The author’s emphasis — realized/actualized position

32 Bakhtin defines idea as a particular ideology or worldview not as “abcTpakTHOE EIMHCTBO U
II0CJICA0BATCIIBHOCTh CHCTEMbI MBICTIEH U HOHOX(GHHﬁ, a KaK MOCJICJHIOK MNO3WIUK0 B MUPE B OTHOIICHUU
BBICIINX LEHHOCTeW. MUpOBO33peHus, BOILUIOMICHHEIE B ronocax” (“abstract unity and consistency of the
system of thoughts and presuppositions [in our terms, ideology or genre], but rather as the current [not final]
position in relation to supreme/high values. Worldviews realized/actualized in voices”) (baxtun [1976]1997:
354, my italics). It is important to note that he uses the adjectives-derivatives of idea, namely ideational and
ideological interchangeably. In the sense | provided above idea is as a particular individual worldview.
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the notions of self, integrated person, and hero/character to intention, enacted
ideological/ideational position, and a conceptual set-up of an individual. Bakhtin does not
provide the ‘final’ detailed definition of voice where the entire characteristics are represented
(what seems quite reasonable from the point of view of his polyphony). However, in his later
works, he primarily associates the notion with polyphony and dialogic positioning, and
opposes it to such concepts as subject-matter (in our terms, propositional content), neutral
word of language, language as system, (text/word as symbolic) voiceless material, abstract
idea and abstract unity and consistency of the system of thoughts and presuppositions
(ideology).® Hence, both in early and later works, voice presupposes dialogue. Bakhtin
differentiates at least two facets of such dialogue. The first is between the “self” and the
world (or rather knowledge about the world). Here the claim is that the knowledge of the self
and the world is not fixed. A person is in a constant dialogue with her/his worldview, and
this dialogue is mediated through language. This being so, the word-language and the socio-
cultural constructs (in our terms, textual and contextual factors) are in a continuous process
of interaction with each other. The second level is interpersonal and regulates the relationship
between the “self” and the “other”. Related to this latter are Bakhtin’s concepts of coeracue,
necoenacue, and pasmoenacue ( “‘co-voicing, non-co/voicing and vari-voicing”

correspondently)3*:

Cocnacue Kaxk BaXHeHIIas quanorudeckas kareropus. [...] Hecormacue 6enHO U HEIPOTYKTUBHO.
CyH_[eCTBeHHee pasnociacue: OHO, B CYHIHOCTH, TATOTCCT K COIJIaCUIO, B KOTOPOM BCCraa
COXpaHseTCsl Pa3sHOCTh M HECITUSHHOCTh ToJocoB. [...] [loanmmHHOE corjacwe sBIsETCS WACEH
(perynsTUBHOM) M MOCHEIHEN IeNbI0 BCSIKOW TUATIOTHYHOCTH.

Co-voicing as an important dialogic category. [..] non/dis-(co)voicing is poor and
counterproductive. Vari-voicing is more crucial: it, in essence, is closer to co-voicing, which
preserves variation and non-fusion of voices. [...] True co-voicing is a (regulative) idea and the
ultimate purpose of any dialogicality. (baxtua 2002: 302, Bakhtin’s emphasis)

If we look at Bakhtin’s terminology here from the pure symbolic/denotational perspective,
enac/ue can be translated as ‘voice/ing’ into English. Coenacue, necoenracue, and
pasnoanacue (English ‘uni-voicing/agreement’, ‘non-voicing/agreement’ or ‘discord’, and
‘vary-voicing/agreement’ or ‘controversy’) are derivatives from the word 2zac® (English
‘voice’). All three concepts are polysemic and have at least two denotations: coeracue — ‘co-
voicing/concord’, and ‘agreement’ or ‘homoglossia’; uecoecracue —  ‘non-Co-

voicing/discord’, and ‘non/disagreement’ or ‘non/mis/dis/glossia’; and pasnozcnacue — ‘vari-

33 see footnote 32.

34 directly translated the separate etymologically original morphemes (prefixes and roots) of these concepts.
% Here, some readers may also recognize the etymological origin of old Slavic azac /glas/ ‘voice’ from Greek
yAdooa (glossa, "tongue™) (that can still be found in such words as heteroglossia, glossary, or diaglossic.
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voicing’, and ‘varience’ or ‘heteroglossia’. One can assume that Bakhtin’s choice of voice
for delineating interpersonal positioning is non-random. As we can see, the concept neatly
fuses two related notions: voice in its literary physiological and musical sense; and
voice/position — the way one manages the relationship (i.e. non/dis/‘vari’/agrees) with the
other, the way one acts upon the other, the way one achieves and establishes rapport
(coenacue) with the other. This understanding of voicing as dialogical positioning suggests
that all communication is interpersonal, since it is always motivated by a perlocutionary
purpose of achieving a particular communicative effect upon the other, for example in
Bakhtin’s  terms, of  coanacue-uni-voicing/agreement, or  pasnoecracue-vari-
voicing/agreement. In this view, any discourse is about voice and voicing and, in turn, is a
matter of position and positioning. The question arises here as to what position and
positioning is. In the next section | discuss how Bakhtin understands these notions in

reference to what he refers to as dialogicality of human interaction.

4.1.3 BAKHTIN’S DIALOGICALITY AS POSITIONING

The first point I want to make here is that Bakhtin's ([1929]1997) dialogicality refers
not only (if at all) to the literal creation of dialogue in interpersonal communication but to
the interplay between current and previously experienced instances of language (cf. Becker’s
languaging, Section 3.4.):

«Kamnoe BBICKAa3bIBAHUC IMOJHO OT3BYKOB M OTT'OJIOCKOB JIPYTIUX BLICI(a3LIBaHI/II71, C KOTOPbIMH OHO
CBA3aHO O6H.[HOCTL}O C(i)epbl peueBoro 06I.I.IGHI/I$[. Ka)}(,I[OG BBICKAa3bIBAHHUC HYKHO pacCMaTpuBaTbh
KaK OTBE€T Ha MNPEAUNICCTBYIOIINE BBICKA3BIBAHUA J.'[aHHOfI C(bepbl [] OHO HX OIIpOBCpracrt,
MOATBEPIKAACT, JOMOJIHACT, ONIMPACTCA HA HUX, ITPEANOJAracT ux N3BECTHbIMHU, KaAK-TO CHUTACTCS C
HuMH. [...] Dxcnpeccus®® BpickasblBaHuA Beeraa B GONbIIEH UM MEHbIIeH CTeneH: 0TBeYaeT, TO
€CTb svipastcaem OmHoweHue co060PAUecO K YYHCUM 8blCKA3bIBAHUAM, A HE MOJIbKO €20 OMHOoueHue
K npedzwemy CB80€20 BblCKA3bIBAHUIO. [] Bricka3piBaHWe HAIOJHEHO JHAJTOI'NTYCeCKUMHU
00epTOHAMH [...], M 3TO HE MOXKET He HAWTH CBOETO OTPAKEHMS M B (hOpMax CJIOBECHOTO BBIPAXKEHUS
HAIIIeH MBICTN.

(Each utterance is filled with echoes and reverberations of other utterances with which it is connected
by the commonality of the sphere of speech/verbal communication®’. Each utterance should be
considered as an answer to the previous utterances of this given sphere [...]: it refutes, affirms,
supplements, and relies on the others, presupposes them to be known, and somehow takes them into
account. [...] Expression of the utterance always to more or less considerable degree answers, that is
expresses speaker relationship and attitude to the others’ utterances, and not only his attitude to the
subject-matter of his/her utterance. [...] Utterance is filled with dialogic overtones [...], and it cannot
but find its reflection also in the forms of verbal expression/wording of our thought (baxtuu 1997:
195-197, emphasis in original, my italics).

% It is important to note, that Bakhtin’s expressiveness or expression of the utterance refers to the
expression/reflection of speaker personality/individuality/position in it or in dialogue (Bakhtin 1997: 211).

37 This Bakhtin’s point relates to the notion of intertextuality that | discuss in Section 7.3.4 as an interactional
feature of ELF couple discourse.
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What Bakhtin claims here is that an individual always expresses her/himself by making
her/his utterance convey what s/he has to say about the subject-matter of her/his utterance.
On the other hand, Bakhtin distinguishes one more fundamental feature of utterance, namely
its addressee-orientedness or addressivity (Bakhtin 1997: 200). Utterance is not only about
its subject matter. Each utterance is also an answer to other utterances and an address or
appeal to somebody. In this sense, a current utterance is always in “dialogue” with previous
and subsequent utterances. Consequently, communication is an open-ended/“unfinalized”
process: all the utterances have an author (in our terms, a textualizer, or what Bakhtin refers
to as expresser/expressiveness), and an addressee (the other or addressivity), in that they
simultaneously answer a preceding utterance and open up the way for a new one. An
individual then does not only express her/himself by mediation of her/his word/text but
addresses the other. Moreover, Bakhtin’s claim is that “orGop Bcex S3BIKOBBIX CPEICTB
IMPOU3BOJUTCA TOBOPAIOIHUM 110/ OOJIBIIMM WIM MEHBLIIUM BIIUSIHUEM azapecara u €ro
npeaBocxumaemoro oreera” (“the speaker’s choice of all the linguistic resources is more or
less influences by the addressee and her/his anticipated answer/reaction”) (Bakhtin 1997b:
205). For being able to communicate, the parties involved need “Hekuii MUHUMYM COTJIACHSI
KaK He00X0IMMOE yCIIOBUE IUajora (oOmIHit A3BIK, KAKOH-TO MHUHUMYM B3aMMOIIOHMMAaHH)
(a certain minimum of co-voicing/concord as a necessary condition for dialogue (a common
language, some minimum of rapport/mutual understanding®)” (baxtur 1997: 364). As
Bakhtin puts it:

Bricka3piBanne HUKOIr'ZJa HC SBJIACTCA OTPAKCHUEM WM BBIPAKCHUEM YCTO-TO BHC €ro YiKC
CYIIECTBYIOIICTO, JAHHOI'O U IT'OTOBOTO. Omno BCE€raa Cco34ac€T HEYTO A0 HEIro0 HUKOrja HE 6LIBIH66,
a0COJIIOTHO HOBOE U HCIIOBTOPUMOC [] Ho veuTo CO3JJaHHOC€ BCCraa co3aacTcs U3 4€ro-To JaHHOI'O
(HBLIK, Ha6J‘I}O,IleHHOG SABJICHUC HGfICTBPITeJ‘ILHOCTPI, MEPEKUTOC 1YBCTBO, CaM FOBOpi{H.[I/If/‘I Cy6”beKT,
TOTOBOC B C€r0 MHPOBO33PCHHUU U T.H.). Bcee JaHHOC npeo6pa>1<aeTcsl B CO31aHHOM. []
Bo3moxxHoCcTH M TNEPCIICKTUBEI, 3AJI0KCHHBIC B CJIOBE; OHU, B CYIITHOCTH, 6eCKOHe‘IHLI.

(Utterance is never a reflection or expression of something that exist outside it, [something] given
and ready [to use]. It always creates something new that has never existed before it, [something]
absolutely new and unique [...] But this created always is created from something given (language,
observed phenomenon of reality, experienced feeling, the speaker himself, the established in his
worldview and so on). All given is transformed in the created. [...] Potential/ity/capacity and
perspectives that are inherent in word [word-language and word-discourse, respectively]; they, in
essence, are infinite. (baxTun 1997c¢: 330)

Bakhtin makes at least two crucial points here. First, he emphasises the infinite potential or
latent capacity of both encoding or rather textualization possibilities of language (cf. our

discussion ~ of  virtual language/resource in Section 21) and  of

38 This can be understood as some shared minimum of (conceptual) world knowledge, attitudes, social beliefs
values and the other.

A Love Affair with ELF | 83



discourses/positions/perspectives that can be read into such textualizations. In this respect,
each utterance is always something new. The second point is that such creation of new is
based upon conformity to ‘old’ or what has already been done, said, written, thought or
established. According to Bakhtin, the old and the new, creativity and conformity are
interrelated: you cannot creatively extend without (at least some, in Bakhtin’s terms,
minimal) knowledge how to conform. That is to say, people do not only ‘newly’ express
themselves to get their messages across in a common shared (but not necessary L1) language,
but also must bear in mind that there should be some shared ‘old’ knowledge of the world,
attitudes, social beliefs and values, or what Bakhtin refers to as “mutual understanding” and
| refer to as to shared contextual factors (see Section 4.2). As Widdowson puts it, “it is not
enough to make my text express what | mean to say, | must also bear in mind what it might
mean to you” (Widdowson 2012: 1, emphasis in the original).

However, even when there is enough concord, when individual contextual/cultural
worlds closely correspond, there will be always occasions when the intentions are
misunderstood. As I have argued, people’s purposes for engaging in communication have to
do not only (if at all) with transition of information, with getting their messages across, but
also with achieving particular communicative effects upon their addressees. In enacting a
discourse of any kind, an individual will always address the other and have some intention
of acting upon this other in mind. That is what makes utterance “cmbicioB[bIM] 1e1[BIM] (2
meaningful whole)” (Bakhtin []1997: 332):

CrnoBo (BooOmIe BCAKAI 3HAK) MEKHHAUBHAYATbHO. [...] OTHOIICHUE K UY)KHM BBICKA3BIBAHHSIM
HCJIb35 OTOPBATH OT OTHOLICHHUA K MPEAMETY (Be,I[L 0 HEM CIIOpAT, O HEM COI'JIalIarOTCsA, B HEM
COHpI/IKacaIOTCSI) 1 OT OTHOLICHHS K CaMOMY I'OBOPSIIIEMY. 9TO — )KHBOE TPHUEIUHCTBO.

(Word [in our terms, discourse] (in general any sign) is interpersonal. [...] The relation to the other’s
utterances [in our terms, the other’s discourse] cannot be separated from the attitude/relation to the
subject matter (after all, they argue about it, agree about it, contact in/through it) and from the
attitude/relation to the speaker himself. This is a lively triune). (baxtun 1997: 332-333)

What Bakhtin is discussing here is what is known as propositional content, and illocutionary
and perlocutionary forces in Speech Acts Theory (Austin 1975[1962]).%° The point here is
that propositional content —in Bakhtin’s terms, subject matter, a reference to the actual world,
illocutionary forces (utterance as a communicative act) and perlocutionary purposes
(intended or achieved effects) are inseparable, merge into one “meaningful whole”. It is
important to note that Austin has mainly focused on the illocutionary acts (e.g. promise,

advice) that people perform by producing a particular expression. His claim is that people

%9 See also Widdowson 2007 (Chapter 2) for a detailed discussion of three kinds of pragmatic meaning.
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achieve perlocutionary effects only in certain cases. Likewise, the main attention in Speech
Acts Theory has been on illocutionary acts such as promising, ordering, asking and so on (cf.
Searle1969). What is crucial for my discussion is Bakhtin’s claim that everything that an
individual talks about is interpersonally (mesrcunousuoyansrno) motivated. This also means
that in the pragmatic use of language there is neither a separable propositional meaning of an
utterance, nor it is illocutionary force that can be used without a perlocutionary effect. The
production of any text is motivated by such perlocutionary (in our terms, pretextual) purpose
(in Bakhtin’s terms, samsicen-intention) of achieving an effect upon others, and, therefore, is
part of an ongoing interpersonal dialogue even if an individual who makes a text has no
particular addressee/audience in mind. According to Bakhtin, therefore, this process must be
understood as interpersonal dialogue that involves negotiation of voices/positions.

To conclude, hybridity at the discoursal level can be described as polyphony that is
the interpersonal dialogic process of negotiating voices/positions. The point is that
communication is always about voicing, or positioning. This being so, the process of human
communication is about negotiation of individual voices/positions whereby people bring
their code/s into polyphonic concord (Bakhtin’s cormacue): to achieve the correspondence
between intention and interpretation for the purpose of their interaction through a common
language. This idea of voicing/positioning relates to the concepts of unfinalizability, since it
is the unfinalizability of individuals’ discourses that creates true polyphony. Bakhtin’s notion
of unfinalizability treats language and discourse not as a presupposed entity/system or
something people have but as an infinite process/dialogue or something people do and, in
this sense, is very close to Becker’s understanding of languaging (See section 3.5) as an open-
ended process:

Kusup 1o npupoae CBOEH JUaJIoOTru4dHa. Kutp — 3HaUMT y4acTBOBAThH B JHAJIOI€ — BOIPOIIATDb,
BHHUMAaThb, OTBETCTBOBATh, COIjlallaTbCa U T.II. B stom AWAJIOre 4e€JIOBCK Y4AaCTBYCT BECb U BCCHO
KHU3HBIO: TJIa3aMH, Ty0aMu, pyKaMu, AYIIOH, TyXOM, BCEM TeloM, mocTynkaMu. OH BKJIaIbIBaeT
BCEro ce0s B CJIOBO, 1 3TO CJIOBO BXOJIUT B ITUAJIOT'MYECKYIO TKaHb YeJI0BEUECKON JKU3HU, B MI/IpOBOfI
CHMITIO3UYM.

(Life by its nature is dialogic. To live means to participate in dialogue — to ask, to listen, to answer,
to agree and so on. In such dialogue a human being participates wholly and with his whole life: with
eyes, lips, arms, soul, mind, with whole body, acts. He invests the whole self into word, and this
word enters the dialogic substance of human life, the world symposium). (baxtuu [1994]1997: 351)

“Bomnporiats, BHUMaTh, OTBETCTBOBATH, cornamarthes’ (to ask, to listen, to answer, to agree)
means that our main purpose in engaging in communication is to position ourselves: to act
upon other people, to make them, in turn, agree, share, accept what we intend to achieve by

getting our messages across. According to Bakhtin, people can position themselves —
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question, refute or accept any current perception of the self and the other — only through such
dialogue.

Bakhtin’s philosophic line is similar to that later developed in Widdowson’s text
and discourse (Widdowson 2004). | shall consider the relationship between text and
discourse in the next section. Now let me summarize Bakhtin’s points that provide the basis
for the present investigation:

1. Bakhtin differentiates between word as a linguistic unit with particular semantic
meaning, or signification, and word as expression of particular pragmatic meaning
(Widdowson’s value). Word as signification is an encoded conventionalized
(‘neutral dictionary’) meaning. Word as expression or significance is the
communicative functioning of language in use.

2. He suggests that there is no direct relationship between sentence and utterance:
sentence cannot be equated, derived from or underlie utterance. Sentences are
abstract units of language system, while utterances are units of verbal
communication that is realizations of the author’s position in the actual context.
Moreover, it is not the size of linguistic unit that determines language use as a
complete communicative unit — utterance — but its social intent.

3. Consequently, Bakhtin speaks of the pragmatic meaning of an utterance as
dependent from the actual context and author’s intention. On the other hand, an
utterance does not only have an author but also an addressee. It seems that by
addressivity of an utterance above all Bakhtin means (in Austin’s terms (1975
[1962]), perlocutionary effect of an utterance as intended by its “author” (or by the
speaker) and interpreted by the addressee (reader or listener). In this view, any
utterance is an inseparable fusion/trinity of proposition (content of an utterance or
reference to the actual reality), illocutionary force (a certain communicative act) and
perlocutionary purpose (a particular effect upon an addressee that motivates a
production of utterance). Any utterance is an answer to the other’s utterance and at
the same time an address or appeal to somebody. Any utterance is ‘in dialogue’ with
the previous and subsequent utterances. Any utterance is a new (creative) extension
of something old. In this respect, polyphony and related to it dialogism views
meaning as resulting from the interaction between current and previously
experienced discourse. Word is not fixed. Word as a linguistic element and word as
the pragmatic process of meaning negotiation interact with each other.

4. Bakhtin stresses the multi-layered nature of language and differentiates between at
least two levels of the pragmatic process of its hybridization. The first is the formal
level of language variation or pasnopeuue (raznorechie,‘vari-speechness’) that is
often (misleadingly enough) referred to as heteroglossia by many scholars. The
second is the pragmatic/discoursal level of polyphony where such heteroglossia-
varivoicing or pasnoznacue (together with co-voicing and non/dis/mis-voicing) is
part of voicing: the dialogic process of interpersonal positioning as mediated by
word-language.
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5. Claiming that any discourse (in Bakhtin’s terms word-communication) is a dynamic
and polyphonic interpersonal process; he defines polyphony as “muokecTBeHHOCTB
CaMOCTOMATECIIbHBIX W HECIIUAHBIX I'OJIOCOB N COSHaHHﬁ, NOJJIMHHAaA HOJ'II/I(i)OHI/IH
IIOJIHOLIEHHBIX T'0JIOCOB [...], MHO’KECTBEHHOCTh PABHOIPABHBIX CO3HAHUU C HX
mupamu  [...]” (plurality of equal and non-fused/separate voices and
consciousnesses, genuine polyphony of fully fledged voices [...], plurality of equal
consciousnesses with their worlds) (baxtun 2002: 10). The notion of polyphony
presupposes that author and addressee might activate and realize either relatively
similar or relatively different discourses into the same utterance. These discourses,
in turn, are influences by the voices/positions of others. As plurality of
voices/positions, polyphony is an ‘unfinalized’ dialogic process of negotiating
positions.

I shall be returning to these Bakhtinian notions of polyphony and dialogism as related to
linguistic hybridity in human interaction in later sections and chapters. The point to be made
at present is that Bakhtin’s theorizing on the relationship between sentence and utterance and
his view on the process of human communication as an ongoing online interpersonal
dialogue is consistent with my own conceiving of discourse, positioning and linguistic and
cultural hybridity in ELF couple discourse. Although Bakhtin does not use the concept of
discourse itself, his argument takes us to the very heart of discourse analysis. Bakhtin’s ideas
in many ways anticipate later thinking about discourse analysis and related to it linguistic
and cultural hybridity in human communication. In the next sections, 1 look at what bearing
the specified above key concepts of the Bakhtinian thinking have for my own understanding

of the field of study to which this thesis belongs, namely discourse analysis.

4.2 DISCOURSE ANALYSIS: TEXT AND DISCOURSE

Sketched by Bakhtin more than eight decades ago, the issue of the relationship
between sentence (or rather, any linguistic unit or element), utterance and Bakhtin’s word as
language use stubbornly remain problematic to this day. As | have argued in the Introduction,
most scholars neither provide a distinction between sentence and utterance and often use the
terms interchangeably; nor explain the relationship between text and discourse. These issues

| address in the next section.

4.2.1 WIDDOWSON?’S TEXT, CONTEXT, PRETEXT

Earlier in the section 4.1, | have said that we cannot define discourse in terms of
sentences. It has been also suggested that textuality does not depend on the size of the
linguistic unit. Any linguistic element or unit (above and below the sentence) can be textually
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independent. As I have discussed, Bakhtin argues against equation between language/word
as a linguistic system and language/word as a process of communication. That is to say, in
discourse we have to do with utterance not with sentence. In this section, | argue against the
equation between text and discourse. The conceptual distinction between them underlies the
applied linguistic model for discourse analysis developed by Widdowson (2004), to which |
now turn.

In line with Bakhtin’s thought, Widdowson criticizes the common view in modern

linguistics to refer to

“utterances being “derived” from sentences, or sentences “underlying” utterances as if the speaker
had a set of sentences in his mind which were realized in utterances in a kind of type/token fashion,

the token not matching the types because of various kinds of performance interference.” (Widdowson
1973: 118)

Widdowson’s point is that if one adopts such a view one would say that a speaker/ person
learns sentences first and afterwards converts them into utterances in the process of language
use. Contrary to this view and in line with Bakhtin’s theorizing, Widdowson sees no direct
connection between sentences and utterances at all. His suggestion is that sentences are
“simply the constructs devised by the linguists to exemplify the rules of the language system
[...]” (Widdowson 1973: 118), and utterances are direct realizations of these rules. This being
S0, the speaker has no knowledge of sentences at all. What the speaker has is some knowledge
of particular rules of the language system according to which s/he composes her/his
utterances by direct reference to these rules rather than by reference to sentences. Therefore,
in the context of language acquisition a child/an individual does not learn the sentences, but
“learns a system of rules [from others’ utterances] that enables him to form [his own] and
understand [others’] utterances” (Widdowson 1973: 119). The point is that an individual has
no knowledge of sentences and does not, so to speak, ‘sentence’ her/his discourse or
manifests her/his linguistic knowledge as sentences, but rather realize it as utterances (see
also the discussion of linguistic competence in Section 2.4.1). Reasonably enough, the
question here arises as for how the process of such realization can be accounted for.
Widdowson addresses this question in Text, context, pretext (2004). The scholar
provides a conceptual distinction between text and discourse, and rejects “as unsatisfactory,
and misleading, the definition of either of them in terms of language “above the sentence”
(2004:14). As we have seen from the discussion of the Russian Cozinye ezouno (The sun
rose) and A /a/ (Section 4.1), people do not see linguistic elements or sentences as examples

of language usage (‘senseless communications’) and/or analyse them into linguistic
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constituents. Rather they experience them as language use. They treat them as something not
to be analysed but to be acted upon. This view can be further clarified by Widdowson’s
suggestion that people treat different realizations/manifestations of linguistic resources as
text — use of language which is “produced with the intention to refer to something for some
purpose” (Widdowson 2007: 6). Discourse, in turn, is the process of negotiating meaning
through its textualizing — expressing ideas, beliefs, getting a message across and acting upon
other people in a certain way through the mediation of text at the producing end (cf. Bakhtin’s
author). It is also the process of making meaning out of text to make it communicative reality
at the receiving end (cf. Bakhtin’s addressee). Thus, the relation between discourse and text
is described as that of process and product. In Widdowson’s view, text is a linguistic trace
of discourse, or actual use of language that is symptomatic of pragmatic
intent/communicative purpose and is distinct from sentence or any other abstract unit of
linguistic analysis. Discourse is the pragmatic process of meaning negotiation that underlies
the text and motivates its production and interpretation. Texts, in this view, do not have
meanings, but are used by people to mediate meaning across their discourses and discourse

communities. According to Widdowson,

Communication [...] is not simply a matter of issuing semantic tokens of fixed meaning. It involves
also using the resources of the language code indexically, to indicate (point out, invoke) specific
aspects of shared schematic knowledge of ideational patterns of conceptualization and interpersonal
patterns of communication. That is to say, it involves engaging with the shared assumptions, values,
beliefs and conventions of behaviour that define the culture of particular discourse communities.
(Widdowson 2003: 68)

As can be seen, the relationship between text and discourse are described as indirectly
mediated by schematic knowledge of ideational and interpersonal patterns or
contextual/cultural factors. For communication to take place, people do not only need to
design their texts in the shared language. They also need to design it so as to make the
meaning accessible with regard to what is assumed to be shared in the context of world
knowledge, attitudes, social beliefs and values. What is crucial for my discussion of ELF
couple discourse, however, is not only this concept of context but also Widdowson’s concept
of pretext as another factor in the general pragmatic process of meaning negotiation. The
claim is that all communication, all discourse, is motivated by a particular pretext or
perlocutionary purpose. In this view, people produce and design any text for a particular pre-

conceived pre-textual purpose of having effect upon others.
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At this point, it is worth considering the correspondences between Widdowson’s
proposal for discourse analysis and Bakhtin’s (1997) notion of situation or reality, intention

and voice/position here. According to Bakhtin:

BLI6I/Ipa}I CJIOBA, MBI HCXOIHMM H3 3aMBIIIIIIEMOIO0 IICJIOr0 HAIICro BBICKA3BIBAHHUA, a 3TO
3aMBIIIIIAEMOE W CO3MAACMOE€ HaMH LEJI0€ BCErAa SKCIIPECCUBHO, U OHO TO W H3JIYy4a€T CBOIO
aKcnpeccuro (TOUHEe, Hauly HSKCIPECCHI0) Ha KaXkaoe BHIOMpaeMoe HaMHU CIIOBO, TaK CKa3aTh
3apakaeT ero sKcmpeccueil menoro. [..T]olpko KOHTaKT A3bIK08020 3HAYeHUs C KOHKPETHOU
peailbHocmbio, TOJIBKO KOHTAKT A3bIKa C ﬂeﬁCTBHTeHLHOCTL}O, KOTOpI;IfI npoucxoaur B
BBICKAa3bIBaAHUU, ITOPOKAACT UCKPY IKCIIPECCUN: €€ HECT HU B CUCTEME SA3blKa, HU B OGLGKTHBHOﬁ, BHC
HAC CYLIECTBYIOLIEH NeHCTBUTENBHOCTH.

(When choosing the words, we proceed from the intended whole of our utterance, and this intended
and created by us whole is always expressive, it is what radiates its expression (to be more precise,
our expression) on each word chosen by us, so to speak, contaminates it by the expressiveness of the
whole. [...O]nly the contact of linguistic meaning with concrete reality, only contact of language with
reality that occurs in/through utterance gives a birth to a spark of expression: it [expression] exists
neither in language system, nor in the objective reality that exists outside us). (baxtun 1997: 190-
191, my italics)

The concepts of context and intention (or in Bakhtin’s terms, zamsicen*® as the main factors
involved in the pragmatic process of meaning negotiation are compatible with Widdowson’s
notions of context and pretext. In line with Bakhtin’s thought and following Widdowson, |
take discourse as “the communicative functioning of language in use” (Widdowson 2009:
162). Consequently, | argue that there are at least two kinds of conditions, under which text
is realized as discourse, which relate to pretextual as well as contextual factors. This
distinction between contexts as schematic constructs, or “socio-cultural conventions from
which the online pragmatic processing of language takes its bearings” (Widdowson 2004:
54), and pretexts as perlocutionary purposes in engaging in communication are taken as likely
to be more useful for the analysis/interpretation of my data. We can show this relationship

between text and discourse diagrammatically as follows (cf. Kl6tzl 2013: 32):

40 Russian samwicen can be translated as “aim, idea, plot, intention, plan, design” or “conception” (cf. The Online
Dictionary Academic.ru: http://translate.academic.ru/3ambicen/ru/en/1). Bakhtin most often uses this notion in
the meaning of “author’s intention/idea” that can be understood as a pretextual purpose of an individual for
designing a particular text/textualizing her/his discourse.
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Diagram 2: The relationship between text and discourse*

DISCOURSE
sprocess of meaning
negotiation
PRETEXTS
CONTEXTS ¢« communicative effects
+ schematic conventions « purposes in engaging
e cultural constructs in communication
TEXT

* product of discourse
* its linguistic trace

Diagram 2 shows that in discourse we do not only exchange information contextually by
involving the ideational knowledge of how the situation and communication can be
referentially framed, but also by managing the interpersonal relationships pretextually and
creating desirable communicative effects. That is to say, any discourse is motivated by a
perlocutionary purpose to act upon an addressee and to achieve a particular effect upon
her/him. In this connection, there is a consideration that is central for the present thesis and

that | take up in the next section.

4.2.2 DISCOURSE ANALYSIS: ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

Clearly, if one takes up Widdowson’s view on the relationship between text and
discourse as mediated by contextual/pretextual factors, one must also admit that text must be
associated with (linguistic) analysis, and discourse and its factors (context, pretext and other
factors) with interpretation. The examining of the text and linguistic elements within it
involves “a consideration of the textual product as such without regard to the discourse that
gave rise to it” (Widdowson 2004: 58). Thus, textual or rather co-textual relation (cf.

Widdowson 2004: Chapter 4) is the internal linkage between linguistic elements within a text

41 The diagram was published in Discourse and interaction, 6 (2), p. 32, 2013.
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and is associated with text as product. While contextual/pretextual relation is associated with
discourse as process. In Section 4.1, | have discussed how such co/textual relation can
constrain our interpretation to a certain extent in the Bakhtinian example of Coznye s3ouio
(The sun rose). | have pointed out that at such co/textual level one might identify this
particular unit as a declarative sentence that consists of two main constituents, namely a noun
(in English, a noun phrase) Coanye (The sun) and the past tense form of the verb ezouwio
(rose). However, as we have seen from the example, the identification of such textual patterns
says us nothing about how the utterance can be experienced and interpreted in the actual
discourse. How one would interpret the co-textual connections in Connye 630wno (The sun
rose) — as, for example, a command or permission — depends on relating of the language in
the text to the schematic constructs of knowledge (contextual factors) outside the text. Thus,
co/text might narrow down the referential possibilities, but one can only achieve discourse
by realizing text and co-text within it contextually. For co-textual connections are semantic
in character, and identification of the textual patterns and such connections has to do with
(linguistic) analysis. Contextual relations are in turn conceptual representations of a state of
affairs that people read into texts and have to do with discourse and interpretation. As

Widdowson puts it,

Interpretation is the process of deriving a discourse from a text and will always be a function of
relationship between text, context, and pretext. Any text has the semantic potential to mean many
things, and which meaning gets pragmatically realized depends on how these other factors come into
play. No matter how detailed the analysis of a particular text might be, the textual features that are
activated in interpretation are only those which are perceived, consciously or not, to be contextually
and pretextually relevant. (Widdowson 2004:166)

Here Widdowson speaks about contextual factors that mediate the process of textualizing
discourse and reading discourse out of text. However, as | have already mentioned, the
recognition of the purpose of a text or utterance depends not only on contextual but also on
pretextual factors. These pretextual factors regulate not only the parties’ (in our case,
partners’) but also the analyst’s focus of attention on the textual features to be analysed and
the contextual factors to be considered. It means that | as a researcher, namely my own values,
opinions, biases, and beliefs profoundly affect the research framework and method that | take
up in this thesis. Since any sociolinguistic and discourse analytic research is a contextually
and pretextually embedded activity, the clarification of the process of intimate discourse in
general and couple interaction where partners do not share the same L1 in particular will
inevitably be culture-bound and, therefore, partial and incomplete. This study is not an
exception. With this thesis at hand, I present my own view of the world, my model of reality,
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which of course is open to investigation by other models. Given this, my purpose is not to
provide any ‘ultimate’ answers and solution but rather dialogically negotiate my position on
ELF couple discourse with the reader. This is what Bakhtin refers to as polyphony and
dialogicality of discourse: multiplicity or plurality of alternative worldviews and positions
that can be read into the same text, and multiplicity of discourses that must be negotiated by
mediation of text. This process of what Widdowson calls positioning and Bakhtin refers to
as polyphonic/dialogic voicing has not gone unnoticed in the social sciences. It is known, for
example, as face work in Politeness Theory, and as involvement-independence interplay in
discourse analysis. It is worth looking at how the notions of polyphony, dialogicality, voice

and position correspond to those concepts, and this is what | take up in the next sections.

43  THE NOTION OF POSITIONING IN THE SOCIAL SCIENCES

Positioning is a well-established concept in the social sciences. It was introduced
within the confines of Positioning Theory in psychology to mean “the discursive process
whereby people are located in conversations as observably and subjectively coherent
participants in jointly produced storylines” (Davies and Harré, 1999: 37). It is important to
note that Positioning Theory has developed as an alternative way of understanding the
dynamics of human behaviour in contrast to Role Theory. In Role Theory, human
relationships have been traditionally explained in terms of roles that are described as “social
typification of recurring and instantive relationships, such as “mother-son”, “clerk-
customer”, and “teacher-student” (Luberda 2000). This notion of role has been often
criticized as being relatively static, fixed and formally defined (Harré 2006). It has been
argued that roles as abstract fixed sets of certain characteristics (e.g. of an ‘average’ mother
or son) often do not correspond to people’s actual application, interpretation and experiencing
of these general characteristics. Contrary, as James Luberda (2000) puts it, “already the
spatial dimension of the term [position] suggests its flexibility: one’s position in space is
ever-changing, even if only by degrees”. In line with this argument, Harré and Moghaddam
(2003: 5-6) propose the triangulated model of positioning. It consists of positions themselves,
speech and other acts, and story lines (or genres). Position is defined as “a cluster of rights
and duties to perform certain actions” (ibid. 5) within the limits of power relations or
hierarchy. Such positions/actions are said to have some social meaning or illocutionary

forces, which turn those actions into acts in a particular conventionalized pattern of behaviour
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or story line. That is to say, for the scholars position is a place in hierarchy of rights and
duties as mediated through particular actions that are expressive of certain illocutionary
forces. For example, in the story line “Doctor — Patient”, a doctor is in position (has a right)
to examine a patient and prescribe treatment, whereas a person positioned as a patient has a
duty to follow the doctor’s orders. The argument is that role (as a ‘more stable’ concept) is a
socially enacted position, which is a matter of power relations. Story line, in turn, is
understood here as what sociolinguists refer to as genre (cf. Swales 1985), or particular social
conventions according to and within the limits of which people act.

This “positioning triangle” (Harré 2006: 307), thus, takes into account the social
conventions of genre that are mapped out in advance and add to our understanding of the
interpersonal function of positioning. Positioning is said to be a matter of acting within the
constraints of and in conformity with particular story-lines/genres whereby people use
particular (appropriate) speech acts that express a certain illocutionary force. In this view,
positioning has to do with realizing a particular speech act (illocutionary force/s), getting
message across, or making it accessible. | think, however, that this understanding of
positioning accounts for its nature only partially. There are two points here. First, it is not
that people conform to social conventions of genre only for conformity sake. Nor do they
follow genre conventions exclusively to fulfil a condition (right or duty) of story line/genre.
As | have already argued, an individual produces a text not only because s/he wants the
interlocutor to understand what s/he is getting at. An individual does so primarily with some
particular perlocutionary purpose - to act upon others in a certain way and to have a particular
effect upon an addressee, for example, in Bakhtin’s terms, effect of coeracue-agreement, or
pasnoenacue-disagreement. This perlocutionary effect, in my view, is a crucial — central
indeed - aspect of positioning. Connected to this is the second point: positioning functions
not only on the level of socio-cultural constructs where the conversational purpose is pre-
determined and roles are assigned. Any human interaction is not only socially constrained or
motivated. It is not always a fixed routine. Interpersonal positioning works yet on another —
individual — level (Widdowson 2012). At this individual level, there is always room for
manoeuvre whereby people are acting upon the established socio-cultural conventions in
different individual ways online. This is also what we have to do in this thesis: the basic
individual level of human interaction between two people in a romantic relationship. At this
level, people do not only act according to but also act upon particular conventions or genres

that are already given social sanction. In other words, any conventions, genres or story lines
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are subject to an individual manoeuvre, and consequently to variation. | will discuss my own
understanding of this individual level of positioning in more detail in later sections.
Meanwhile the point is that the factors of perlocutionary purpose and individual — basic in
fact - level in positioning has often been left in the background of the mainstream psychologic
literature. Likewise, most sociolinguistic research does not bring it centre stage. Even though
most sociolinguists admit that human communication is not only about information
exchange, but also about managing interpersonal relations, they often do not go farther than
reducing its interactional/interpersonal level to such aspects as, for example, politeness and

face. To these | turn in the next section.

43.1 POSITIONING AS POLITENESS

The interpersonal level of human interaction is what Brown and Levinson’s (1987)
Politeness Theory primarily concerns itself with. The theory is based on the notion of face
that was introduced by Goffman (1955) to mean self-esteem or image of self. Here is Brown

and Levinson’s definition of it:

the public self-image that every member wants to claim for himself consisting in two related aspects:
(a) negative face: the basic claim to territories, personal preserves. rights to not-distraction — i.e.
freedom of action and freedom of imposition (b) positive face: the positive consistent self-image or
‘personality’ (crucially including the desire that this self-image be appreciated and approved of)
claimed by interactants. (Brown and Levinson 1987: 61)

As can be seen, Brown and Levinson differentiate between two kinds of politeness, namely
its positive and negative aspects. Positive face strategies are said to express concern for others
by highlighting friendliness, approval or appreciation. Negative face strategies are claimed
to be those that minimize the threat to others’ self-esteem by showing difference and
independence. Politeness, in this view, is about how people use language to save and threaten
face. Such understanding of politeness, however, is not without its critique.

Terkourafi (2008), for example, views Brown and Levinson’s face as rather
associated with Anglophone (namely, English) culture and common wisdom, and, therefore,
often insufficient for application to other cultural settings. Indeed, the term face has been
used to mean ‘prestige’, ‘reputation’, ‘self-esteem’, or ‘self-image’ in English, but also in
some other languages (e.g. in my L1s - Ukrainian or my L2 — Austrian German), in such
idiomatic phrases, for example, as ‘saving/losing face’. It is important to note that Brown and
Levinson (1987: 61) themselves explicitly acknowledge that their notion of face “is derived
from that of Goffman (1967) and from an English folk term, which ties face up with notions

of being embarrassed or humiliated or ‘losing face’”. Instead of such a ‘socio-cultural”’ notion
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that is invested with various connotations by various (speech/culture) communities,
Terkourafi proposes a ‘universalising’ theoretical construct of face, namely a second-order
notion of face, or Face, (Terkourafi 2008: 50). She identifies two “defining properties” of it.
The first is “the biological grounding of face in the dimension of approach versus
withdrawal”. The second is “the intentionality of face, i.e. its directedness, or aboutness”
(Terkourafi 2008: 50). What Terkourafi seems to be suggesting, in fact, is extending the
notion of politeness from a tactic of positioning (Politeness1) to the more universal approach-
withdrawal principle. Her point is that the first ‘biologic’ property of Face; is universal and
encompasses both positive (approach) and negative (withdrawal) aspects of what she refers
to as politeness. That is to say, this biological grounding is not uniquely human. Terkourafi’s
claim is that it is a fundamental duality that is based on the ability of any organism’s nervous
systems (e.g. sea anemone) to differentiate between ‘good’ or ‘bad’ stimuli, such as life and
death, pleasure and pain, or benefit and injury. Terkourafi’s crucial point is that what makes
Face, uniquely human is its second property, specifically its intentionality. As she puts it:
“face is intentional inasmuch as it presupposes an Other toward whom it is directed” (ibid.
51). Although the notion of intentionality is rather vague, the crucial point in Terkourafi’s
theorising on it is that it moves away from Brown and Levinson’s (1987: 61) rather static
understanding of face as a pre-existing entity “that all competent adult members or a society
have” (my italics) and is internally generated and projected into interaction. Instead, she
argues that face is something that people are constantly doing or constructing in the
interaction with an ‘Other’. According to Terkourafi, what matters in the process of human
communication is “settling how Self stands in relation to an ‘Other’ in conversation (i.e.
whether Self’s face is being constituted or threatened)” (ibid. 45).

Hence, as | have already said, the concept of intentionality is a rather problematic
one. First, the question here is how intentionality can be recognized and measured. Second,
even if the speaker’s intention is recognized, it does not mean that it, as Terkourafi herself
(2008: 58, my italics) puts it, “in and of itself constitute/threaten face, since face
constituting/threatening are perlocutionary effects beyond the control of the speaker”. In
other words, there may be a gap between the speaker’s ‘polite’ intention and the achieved
perlocutionary effect of, for example, coming across as rude. Third, Terkourafi’s
understanding of human intentionality in approach/withdrawal duality remains within the
limits of Politeness Theory and presupposes that what people intend to in their behaviour is

confined within two perlocutionary purposes: ‘to be polite’ or ‘to be impolite/rude’.
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Moreover, one can assume that people are polite/impolite/rude just for
politeness/impoliteness/rudeness sake. My view is that they are not. People are im/polite to
negotiate their positions: that is to act upon an ‘Other’ to achieve particular perlocutionary
effects. Politeness, then, is a particular tactic for everything what falls under the rubric of
positioning: whether with the purpose of getting some social benefits or protecting one’s
private territory. There is one more point to be made about Terkourafi’s theorizing. While
arguing against the ‘Anglophone’ notion of face for a ‘universalising second-order’ Face;
with its intentionality and intention (whether recognized or not), the central concept in her
theoretical framework is still face/s. What is crucial is the researcher’s extending the notion
to something that people do and negotiate in the interaction with an ‘Other’ to achieve a
particular perlocutionary effect. This concept of face is also fundamental in understanding
how people position themselves in discourse analytic research and this is what | turn to in the

next section.

4.3.2 POSITIONING AS INVOLVEMENT AND INDEPENDENCE

In discourse analysis, Gumperz (1982) has introduced the notion of face as the basis

for understanding of not only politeness strategies but all human communication in general:

[Ulnderstanding presupposes conversational involvement. A general theory of discourse strategies
must therefore begin by specifying the linguistic and socio-cultural knowledge that needs to be
shared if conversational involvement is to be maintained, and then go on to deal with what it is about
the nature of conversational inference that makes for cultural, subcultural and situational specificity
of interpretation. [...] Almost all conversational data derive from verbal interaction in socially and
linguistically homogeneous groups. There is a tendency to take for granted that conversational
involvement exist, that interlocutors are co-operating and interpretive conventions are shared. (ibid.
2-4, my italics)

For Gumperz, then, involvement is not something that can be taken for granted. The scholar
describes it as observable active co-operative participation in conversation.

Scollon and Scollon ‘modify’ Gumperz’s model by arguing that human interaction
is driven by at least two universal forces, namely involvement and independence. However,
the researchers narrow their theorizing on the drives back to the confines of politeness
framework. On the one hand, they view involvement as a central strategy of interactants in
what they refer to as politeness (or face) systems. Like does Gumperz, they understand
involvement as something that is not given but is an achievement in a conversational contact.
Yet, they primarily associate it with face and Politeness Theory. For them involvement is a
‘subordinate’ of a more universal cover-term of face, and can be categorized as positive face

or positive politeness. On the other hand, face has at least one more factor, specifically
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independence or negative face/negative politeness. What is crucial in Scollon and Scollon’s
discussion of face is the argument that these “two sides” cannot be separated, and any
interaction is a balancing act between the two facets. Consequently, involvement-
independence interplay produce a paradoxical situation, “in that both aspects of face must be
projected simultaneously in any communication” (Scollon and Scollon 1995: 36). This is
what the researchers have to say about the paradox:

Face is really a paradoxical concept. By this we mean that there are two sides to it which appear to
be in contrast. On the one hand, in human interaction we have a need to be involved with other
participants and to show them our involvement. On the other hand, we need to maintain some degree
of independence from other participants and to show them that we respect their independence.
(Scollon and Scollon 1995: 36, my italics)

I cannot agree more here that involvement and independence as two aspects of face are not
mutually exclusive but rather inextricably entail each other in any human communication.
The question here arises as to the plausibility of conceiving of involvement/independence as
aspects of face exclusively within the limits of politeness strategies or systems (ibid. 33-47).
The second related question is why there is a need to substitute the notions of
positive/negative face/politeness with those of involvement/independence if they are said to
have no conceptual difference and are used interchangeably. Scollon and Scollon explain

their reluctance to use the former

because technical or formal contrast between “positive” and “negative” can easily be forgotten and
readers can too easily to think of “positive politeness” as good and “negative politeness” as bad (ibid.

37).

In my view, however, whatever the terms, politeness is only one aspect of discourse, indeed
a strategy for achieving the universal effects of involvement or independence. In other words,
people are im/polite not for im/politeness sake. As I have already argued, they are polite or
impolite to act upon each other in a particular way, to achieve a particular perlocutionary
purpose and effect (albeit of involvement or independence, or both). In other words,
politeness is a strategy, while involvement/independence is rather an effect that such
politeness creates. Moreover, as we may know, politeness is far from being the only strategy
in achieving such effects. For example, such tactics as humour or mitigation can be also used
for the purposes. What I am suggesting, then, is that this “inescapable opposition between
showing a desire to include an individual and showing respect for his privacy” (Goffman
1967: 76) in any discourse can be most profitably explained in terms of the more universal
territorial and co-operative imperatives — those proposed by Widdowson (1984: 81-94).
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4.3.3 THE CO-OPERATIVE AND TERRITORIAL IMPERATIVES

In the previous section, | have argued that what matters in the process of meaning
negotiation is not politeness for politeness sake but pragmatic (perlocutionary) purpose (or,
in Terkourafi’s words, intention) it serves. | have also suggested that communication is
always interpersonal, whether within the limits of particular genre or story line, or at the
level of individual manoeuvre. That is to say, communication/discourse is always enacted
through interpersonal contact between two individuals, according to Bakhtin, on the frontier,
threshold of two individual worldviews. In this sense, people contact not (only) with the
intention to be polite, constitute/threaten face or to show involvement/independence. As |
have already suggested in the previous sections of this chapter, people contact to negotiate
their positions: to address the other and to act upon that other, to express oneself and achieve
a particular perlocutionary effect upon others. In this section, | provide my own
understanding of linguistic hybridity as one particular aspect of positioning by drawing upon
the distinction between the territorial and co-operative imperative — one made by Widdowson
(1984: 81-94).

The notion of the co-operative imperative or principle is not new in sociolinguistics.
It was Grice (1975) who introduced it as a set of four maxims that represent the basic rules
that people follow in communication. Like Gumperz’s involvement, the co-operative
principle suggests that human communication depends on the assumption that people will
co-operate to achieve understanding. To do so they will not say more than necessary (the
maxim of quantity); will not give information that is false, or not supported by evidence (the
maxim quality); will say things that are pertinent/relative to the discussion (the maxim of
relevance); and will avoid obscurity and ambiguity (the maxim of manner). These maxims
are relative to the concept of genre since they depend on the agreed direction and purpose of
interaction. However, as we all may know (and as my data will show), people do not always
follow rules or the agreed direction and so might also deny co-operation. The question here
arises as to why it happens.

Widdowson (1984, 2012) addresses this question and suggests that communicative
behaviour is driven by two universal imperatives: the co-operative and territorial ones. The
argument is again that communication is impossible without co-operation. However, co-
operation always involves some territorial crossover thereby endangering the private

individual worlds of the interlocutors. From this perspective, discourse is not only about face
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protection/threat but rather a dynamic process of negotiating the relationship between the two
social forces of territoriality and cooperativeness. According to Widdowson (1984 84-86),
on every occasion of language use the interest of socio-cultural contact (the co-operative
imperative) has to be reconciled with the interests of individual security (the territorial
imperative). To put it another way, on the one hand, the individual uses sociocultural
constructs to organize his/her experience and to create and protect his/her own social/cultural
territory. On the other hand, a human being cannot live in social isolation and needs to put
his/her cultural reality into contact with other people in return for social benefits. As
Widdowson’s puts it (1984: 85), “social contact calls for a social contract” (my emphasis).
In this view, in discourse people do not only exchange information or get a message across
by involving the knowledge of the world, but also by managing the interpersonal

relationships and creating desirable communicative effects. According to Widdowson:

Communication is achieved when the speaker formulates particular propositional content and
illocutionary intent in such a way as to make them accessible on the one hand and acceptable on the
other. Accessibility is achieved by an alignment of different states of knowledge so that a common
frame of reference is created. Acceptability is achieved when the interlocutors locate their interaction
on the power and solidarity dimensions and reconcile the conflicting forces of the territorial and co-
operative imperatives. (Widdowson, 1984:86, my italics)

As can be seen, accessibility is described as a satisfactory convergence of individual
contextual/cultural worlds for building up a common ground and achieving understanding.
Acceptability, in turn, is about individual security to ensure that this connection of different
worlds-cultures is achieved without a threatening intrusion into the personal domain. In the
process of human communication, people then produce texts or textualize their discourses
not only to get the other to understand/access the meaning or to make meaning accessible to
the other, but also to get the other to accept — share or ratify — it. In this view, position cannot
be delineated simply as an enacted role, a face or a place in the power/solidarity hierarchy.
All these terms often presuppose that position is a state of being and confine it to a particular
tactic of politeness. What | am suggesting is to describe position as an act of doing: the way
how people manage the relationship between the two — cooperative and territorial —
imperatives in the process of interpersonal communication. In this view, positions are
being established partly through the shared linguistic resources (accessibility, or in Bakhtin’s
terms, expressiveness), partly by conformity to the social factors, such as social conventions,
genres or story lines (see Section 4.3) (acceptability, or in Bakhtin’s terms addressiveness),
partly are regulated by the individual manoeuvre as an act of non-conformity to what has
been conventionally encoded and socially sanctioned. In connection to ELF couple discourse
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and linguistic hybridity within it, the question is then not how partners mix or switch among
different languages within ELF, but how they textualize their discourses by drawing upon
any linguistic resources at their disposal to position themselves, to act upon each other,
achieve a particular pretextual purpose, and to reconcile the naturally opposing

demands of the territorial and co-operative imperatives.

4.4 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

| have begun my discussion in this chapter by considering the difference between
Bakhtin’s word as a linguistic form or code and word as an utterance or discourse. | have
argued that this distinction underlies the essential for discourse analysis differentiation
between language as an encoded system and language as discourse. In this respect, Bakhtin’s
theorizing on the nature of language as the process of human communication in many ways
related to the modern thinking on the hybrid nature of language and discourse in general, and
connected to it issues of analysis and interpretation in particular. 1 have suggested that
Bakhtin’s thinking can be better clarified by Widdowson’s applied linguistic model for
discourse analysis. Following Widdowson, | take the relationship between discourse and text
as such of process and product, which is mediated by particular contextual and pretextual
conditions. My argument has been that any language use is interpersonally motivated by a
particular perlocutionary/pretextual purpose and that this process of pretextualization is
worth being brought centre stage in discourse analysis. It follows, then, that the process of
realizing discourse as mediated through text is always interpersonal (polyphonic)
negotiations of voices/positions.

| have also considered how Bakhtin’s understanding of the nature of human
communication as interpersonal voicing/positioning relates to the terms of position and
positioning in psychology, sociolinguistics and discourse analysis. As we have seen, there
are at least two tendencies in conceiving of position. Some studies treat position as a state of
being or place predetermined and delimited by particular (right/duties) constraints or genres.
Others understand position as a process, or act of doing and connect the notion of position to
that of face and politeness. In the latter view, positioning is often about either face-
constructing (positive politeness) or face-threatening (negative politeness). Contrary to this
general tendency, there are claims that argue for a dynamic model of positioning where every
utterance entails both positive/negative facets of face and refer to such facets as involvement
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and independence (e.g. Scollon and Scollon 1995). | have argued, however, that the concepts
of involvement/independence and positive/negative face/politeness are of different nature.
Involvement/independence is a pragmatic effect of politeness, whereas politeness (whether
positive or negative) is only a tactic of what Bakhtin refers to as voicing/polyphony and |
(following Widdowson) refer to as positioning. If we take up the view that position is
primarily a process of managing the interpersonal relations for achieviening particular goals,
it cannot be explained as a static role, face or a place in a particular hierarchy or
schema/genre. Neither can it be confined to the limits of politeness. My suggestion has been
that position is the way how an individual acts upon others by managing the relationships
between the territorial and co-operative imperatives in the process of meaning negotiation.

To sum up, I have considered the key concepts of this thesis, namely the Bakhtinian
word, voice, dialogicality and polyphony with reference to discourse analytic concepts of
text/discourse, context/pretext and positioning. | have provided my own understanding of
discourse as the interpersonal process of negotiating positions. This understanding suggests
that, in discourse, people do not only attempt at getting the message across or ‘make meaning’
- express themselves through various textual realizations. People always have some pre-
textual purpose in mind to address others. They will always enact their discourse through the
mediation of their text (in whatever language/s) to achieve a particular pretext that is to have
a particular effect upon others. My suggestion, then, is that language is used not only for
contextualization, or activating particular contextual factors in interaction. It essentially
functions as pretextualization, or achieving particular interactive purposes and effects. In this
respect, this thesis is about how ELF couples use hybrid forms/linguistic hybridity to key
into particular contexts, and to achieve particular pretexts, or purposes that the partners set
out to achieve in interaction. In the following, I discuss closer how such process of

positioning can be understood in ELF couple discourse.
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5.  POSITIONING AS INTERACTIONAL
DYNAMICS IN ELF COUPLE DISCOURSE

We have begun our discussion in this thesis by consideration of a number of current
and controversial issues in describing human communication and hybrid nature of language:
Issues concerning the nature of discourse and text, the relationship between discourse and
text as such of process and product, and connected to it issues of analysis and interpretation
in particular. I have been arguing that what matters in the process of meaning negotiation is
not linguistic (hybrid) forms as encoded semantic symbols but particular contextual and
pretextual conditions under which those forms are realized as discourse. In the discussion of
Bakhtin’s polyphony and dialogism (Section 4.1), | have suggested that this process of
realizing discourse is always interpersonal, and, therefore, is always about
positioning/voicing that involves reconciling the territorial and co-operative imperatives
which drive all discourse in general. In this chapter, I discuss my understanding of human
discourse with reference to the specific interaction of ELF couples. To begin with, consider

yet another Bakhtinian account of the interpersonal nature of human communication:

A1 oco3Haro ceds U CTaHOBIIOCH CAMUM COOOH TOJIBKO pacKphIBast ceds Ui APYroro, Yepes Jpyroro
n C NMOMOIIBIO APYTOro. Bakueitmue AKTbl, KOHCTUTYHUPYIOIINC CaMOCO3HAaHUC, OHPCACIIAIOTCI
OTHOIIEHUEM K Ipyromy 4enoBeky (K ThI) [...TeM], 9To MPOUCXOTUT Ha TPAHMIIE CBOETO M Ty>KOTO
CO3HaHWs, Ha mopore. U Bce BHYTPCHHECC HC JOBJICCT 0666, [a] TIOBCPHYTO BOBHE, TUAJIOTU3UPOBAHO,
KaXI0€ BHYTPECHHEC INECPEKMUBAHUEC OKA3bIBACTCSI Ha IPaHUIE, BCTPEYACTCA C APYIUM, U B ITOM
HaTpsKEHHOW BCTpeUe — BCA €r0 CYIIHOCTh. JTO — BbICIIAS CTeNMeHb COMUANBHOCTH [...]. Camo
ObITHE YenoBeKa (W BHEIIHEe, W BHYTPEHHeE) eCTh Iiiy0ouaiimiee oOuieHue. BbITh - 3HAYUT
o6mathes [...]. BBITh - 3HAYUT OBITH NJIST APYTOTO U Uepe3 Hero - s ceds. V uenogexa nem ceoeii
8HYMPpEHHell CYBepeHHOU meppumopuu, o 8ecb U 6ce20a HA 2paunuye, CMOTPS BHYTPb ce0s, OH
CMOTPHUT B IJ1a3da IPyromMy i riiaz3aMmu Apyroro.

(I realize myself and become myself (per se?) only by opening myself for the other, through the other
and with the help of the other. The most important acts that constitute self-consciousness are
characterized/determined by the relation towards the second person (to You), [..by what] is
happening on the frontier of my and other conciseness, on the threshold. And the inner/all inner
life does not suffice itself, [but] turned towards outside, dialogised, each inner (emotional)
experience find itself on the frontier, meet the other, and in this tensed meeting is all its essence.
This is the highest degree/level of socialability [...]. The being of human itself (both the outside and
inner) is the deepest communication. To be means to communicate. To be means to be for the other
and through the other — for myself. A human being does not have his own inner sovereign territory,
he, the whole of him, always is on a frontier, looking inside (of himself), he looks into the other’s
eyes or with/through the other’s eyes.) (baxtun 1997: 344, emphasis in the original, my italics)

Where, we might ask, then this frontier, this threshold of one’s territory? What is “inner
sovereign territory”? How can an individual exist at the frontier/a threshold without a
‘sovereign’ territory? What happens at this very threshold? And what this all has to do with

linguistic hybridity in ELF couple talk? These are the kinds of questions | want to consider
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here with reference to linguistic and cultural hybridity as interpersonal positioning in ELF

couple interaction.

5.1 COUPLE DISCOURSE AS NEGOTIATION OF IDENTITIES

The central concern of this thesis is what can be involved in and what is specific
about the process of positioning as mediated by hybrid forms in ELF couple discourse.
Therefore, it is worth having a look at what the researchers on private interaction have to say
about such couple discourse. In the previous chapter, | have suggested that position is a
process, or the way how an individual manages the relationships between the territorial and
co-operative imperatives in the interpersonal process of meaning negotiation rather than a
static role or a place in a particular hierarchical frame. In the literature on couple discourse,
the phenomenon that | refer to as positioning has found its reflection in what Piller (2002)
describes as discursive negotiation of identity or identity positions. Piller explores the
conversational data of 36 bilingual — English/German — couples who live in Belgium,
Germany, Great Britain, Netherlands and the USA. The data consist of self-recorded
discussion of the researcher’s questions, questionnaires and other communication the author
had with the participants (e.g. correspondence). In the discussion of her data, the researcher
sees the process of meaning negotiation, or what she refers to as discursive construction of
hybridity, and linguistic practices within it as mediated by partners’ identities. She makes
three main points about identity as a theoretical construct for describing bilingual couple
discourse.

First, Piller claims that identity is multiple (cf. also Woodward 2000: 5-42).
Although she argues against the traditional conceiving of identity in terms of labels and
categories (such as Black, White, female, male, German, Italian, English, academic, worker
and so on); what she means by multiple is that one can be identified by others or identify
her/himself as having/doing multiple characteristics (such as White German male worker or
Black Italian female student). Piller’s suggestion is that bilingual couplehood where partners
do not come from the same national culture and do not share the same national language is a
fascinating site for exploring how such ‘multiple’ social identities as native/non-native,
natives/foreigners and/or woman/man are being “negotiated, upheld or contested” (Piller
2002: 5). The researcher’s second point is that identity is hybrid. According to her, hybrid
means that people often incorporate new identities into their repertoire in the process of
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“discursive assimilation” (cf. Pavlenko 2001, 2007) to a new linguistic and cultural
community. In other words, Piller primarily regards hybrid identity as people’s assimilating
new cultural or rather national identities as mediated through national languages - e.g.
German Australian, or Canadian Ukrainian. Finally, Piller conceives of identity as
performed. Her argument is that the traditional categories-and-labels approach presupposes
that “identity, or rather identities, is something that a person “is” or “has”: some immutable,
true and inherent quality” (Piller 2002: 11). Contrary to this view, the author suggests that
identities are performed or something that people do, and “most of this ongoing construction
of identity is done linguistically” (ibid. 12).

Piller’s exploration of partners’ discursive construction of hybridity as the process
of negotiating (hybrid multiple) identities has yielded several findings that resonate
throughout her data, and can be taken as a starting point for discussion of ELF couples. Her
first point is related to what | have said about positioning and the co-operative/territorial
imperatives that drive all human discourse and (ELF) couple discourse in particular (see
Chapter 4). The claim is that in the context of private relationships questions of
language/code use are rarely just those. They often stand for other relationships issues,
namely for emotional distance or involvement. These may include disappointment at the
partner’s failure to learn one’s language, or dislike for a particular language and variety.
Connected to this is her second point that a bilingual and cross-cultural relationship does not
just come about because the partners were born in different countries and have different L1s
(in our terms, languages of primary socialization). Both mono-lingual/cultural and bi/multi-
lingual/cultural*? relationships are actively created and performed (cf. also Tannen 1986,
1990; Pavlenko 2001). Therefore, according to Piller (2002: 2), any couplehood as well as
their linguistic practices is not a state of being, but a continuous act of doing. Third, she sees
the process of negotiating (hybrid multiple) identity positions as enacted through language
contact. In turn, she claims that language contact in ‘real life’ is not between abstract
standards of different languages, but occurs in a rich linguistic tapestry of interrelated
varieties. As | have already mentioned, | am rather sceptical about the term language contact
since these are not languages but people who contact. Yet, Piller’s point here is that the

linguistic ‘landscape’ of the countries where couples live and its effect on their language use

42 Here, Piller refers to mono-lingual/cultural couplehood where partners use the same national language and
come from the same national culture, respectively bilingual/cultural - where partners use different national
languages and come from different national cultures.
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should also be taken into account. In all, the author argues for a polyphonic sociolinguistics
that “accepts the very complexity of multiple and hybrid social identities and intersecting
discourses as a central characteristic of its subject matter” (Piller 2002: 265).

Although such polyphonic sociolinguistic approach to couple discourse can be a
starting point for exploring linguistic and cultural hybridity as represented in ELF couple
talk, there are objections that can be raised against the plausibility of understanding partners’
identities as multiple, and differentiating between hybrid and multiple identities as suggested
by Piller. The former delimits partner’s discursive construction of hybridity to assimilation
of different national/ethnic identities only. The latter presupposes that a person is a
combination or a set of particular identities/entities/characteristics. This contradicts, in fact,
Piller’s argument that identity is not something that people have but rather something that
people do.

There are at least three considerations here. First, as | have already argued in Chapter
4, any classification, categorization or identification will be a convenient fiction based on the
demarcations that are imposed by theoretical - sociolinguistic/discourse-analytic -
description and, consequently, by the researcher’s ideological/cultural/theoretical
assumptions. Being a matter of the researcher purpose and interpretation, then, such
demarcations between/among ‘multiple’ identities do not necessary represent the reality of
person’s own experience. Multiple suggest that an individual is constructing or living various
separate parallel ‘selves’. To put it another way, s/he is either experiencing or choosing a
particular single identity (of student, parent, employee, White and so on); or
combining/constructing all of these (of student and parent and employee and White and so
on) concurrently but parallel in a particular (e.g. ‘parent-child’) interaction or, in Harré’s
(2003, 2006) terms, story line. Interestingly enough, Piller sees such multiplicity of
individual’s identities as the challenge for the researcher that makes it difficult to specify
which identity is being constructed in a particular situation or context. I think, however, that
the problem here is not in sorting one relevant identity out of their multiplicity. Rather the
question is how far it is possible at all — either for a sociolinguist or an individual her/himself
- to separate the individual’s multiple ‘identities’ and, then, to choose and enact the most
appropriate one/s for a particular interaction. Thus, understanding identity as multiple makes
it very similar to the concept of role or face as a static entity or something that people have,
something that can be easily categorized according to the existing socially sanctioned

typologies. Contrary to this view, | suggest that an individual is enacting an integrated hybrid
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position as fusion of identities rather than a combination of many multiple individualities.
The process of establishing and maintaining private couple relationship is rather about how
they are positioning themselves or how they are realizing what Bakhtin (1997c: 351) refers
to as an integrated unfinalized voice (cf. also Section 4.1). As | have already argued, this
process of positioning is not about re/constructing roles, faces, or identities but is about
balancing between the two universal forces of cooperativeness and territoriality which, in
turn, involves conformity or non-conformity to established and socially sanctioned
conventions of particular ‘story lines’ or genres. Thus, | conceive of ELF couple discourse
as a matter of positioning “with each [partner-] participant acting upon each other, each
protecting the position of self and [...] this necessary involves somehow reconciling the
naturally opposing demands of the co-operative and territorial imperative” (Widdowson
2012: 5) rather than a matter of exercising various (separate) multiple identities.

The second consideration relates to the first and is about the levels on which
positioning operates. According to Widdowson (2012), there are at least two such levels,
namely, the mentioned above social level of genre conventions and the individual level of
negotiating positions. To put it another way, on the one hand, there is the level of social
conventions and constraints that are imposed on an individual by the society. This is the story
line or genre level where the relationship between the two imperatives (cooperativeness and
territoriality) and frames for identities-roles are mapped out in advanced. At this level, the
process of positioning (or what Piller refers to as constructing identity) can be understood as
non/conforming to already existing social norms/conventions of behaviour and/or
frames/characteristics for identity/ies that are appropriate and relatively fixed in a particular
genre. There is, however, another — individual — level. At this level, interpersonal positioning
is unpredictable since it is a matter of negotiating positions online where participants use
their right for individual (non/conformist) manoeuvre and can modify or deny the
pre/existing ‘prescribed’ (linguistic) frames for an identity or role. In identity research, this
view has found its reflection in understanding the nature of identity as unstable and consisting
of two interrelated levels. Specifically, the level that is relatively fixed and the level that is
constantly changing. According to Barker and Galasinski (2001: 31), for example,
“[i]dentities are both unstable and temporarily stabilized by social practice and regular,
predictable behaviour”. In this sense, people are not doing a combination of multiple
identities but rather a hybrid integrated position as fusion of these two levels of positioning.

To put it another way, people do not engage in interaction only (if at all) to construct a certain
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self out of their multiplicity or to conform to particular socially sanctioned roles or genre
conventions. They do so to achieve some particular purposes, to act upon others in a certain
way. For these purposes, they can conform to such conventions but also realize them as actual
behaviour at the individual level in all kinds of variable ways. According to Widdowson
(2012), discourse, in this respect, is always a process that implies both levels of positioning
which are interdependent: you can exercise the freedom of individual manoeuvre only against
the constraints of social conventions that are already accepted and expected as appropriate to
a particular language use by a community of its users. The question here, then, is not what
identity — native/non-native, or woman/man - an individual constructs but how s/he positions
her/himself and what kind of pretextual/perlocutionary effect upon others s/he attempts to
achieve in a particular interaction (see Section 4.2).

Finally, the point has to be made about Piller’s understanding of the hybrid nature
of identity as assimilation of new cultural or rather national/ethnic identities as mediated
through (partners’) national languages. The question here is what hybrid identity is and how
it is different from what Piller refers to as multiple nature of identity. This issue has to do
with the concept of culture in general and with the extent to which any couplehood is
cross/inter-cultural. As | have mentioned above, Piller primarily connects hybridity to
national/ethnic cultural aspects of partners’ identities. Other scholars claim that couple
communication — albeit mono-lingual/cultural* or bi/multi-lingual/cultural - is always
cross/inter-cultural because of different gender identities of partners. There is, for example,
Tannen’s celebrated work on couple interaction that defines such (cross)cultural dimensions
of private communication on the basis of woman/man identities of interactants (Tannen
1990). The question here, again, is how far partners’ cross-culturalness can be accounted for
by the differences of their (gender or whatever) identities and to what extent, in turn, language
differences can be explained by the partners’ cross-culturalness. Interestingly enough, Piller
addresses this issue in her later work and makes the point that cross-cultural communication
cannot be defined on the basis of partners’ identities,

but rather on the basis of what it is that interactants orient to: only if they orient to cultural difference
and culture as a category is actively constructed, can a communicative event be considered cross-
cultural (Piller 2007: 342).

43 Monolingual refers here to the use of the same first language (L1), or the language of primary socialization.
Bi/multilingual, respectively, to the use of two or more different national languages, that can be languages of
either primary (L1) or secondary socialization (L2) for speakers.
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In this claim, Piller puts greater importance to the pretext of engaging into the conversation.
Likewise, my suggestion is that the extent to which couple discourse is cross-cultural cannot
be defined on the basis of particular gender, national or any other identities of partners but
rather on the basis of their pretexts of engaging into the conversation: only if the partners are
motivated by the pretextual purpose of constructing cultural difference (of any kind) can such
discourse be considered cross-cultural. Here, the general question arises as to the nature of
culture and the relationship between language and culture in ELF couple discourse in
particular. | have an occasion to discuss this relationship in later sections. At this point, let

us look at the few studies that explore these issues in ELF couple domain.

5.2 ELF COUPLE RESEARCH

The first publication on ELF couple discourse I am aware of is that of Julia
Gundacker (2009, 2010). Although Gundacker’s study does not directly address aspects of
hybridity in ELF, it provides interesting insights into ELF couple discourse in general. The
study contributes to our understanding of discoursal processes in ELF couple language use,
and is based on five interviews with ELF couples* and explores their perceptions of ELF as
their private language. The focus is the question what ELF can do and cannot do in intimate
relationship, and how ELF relationship differs from L1 or, in Gundacker’s terms, “mother
tongue” relationship. Gundacker’s main observation is that ELF has not only made the
partners’ relationship possible as the only shared language but also “can do everything for a
couple what a relationship in the mother tongue could do” (2009: 114). She surmises that, in
comparison with L1 couples (or couples who use the same L1 in the relationship), ELF
partners might face misunderstandings connected to language differences/limitations.
Among such limitations, Gundacker lists the frustration about a lack of expression in ELF
(especially when it comes to expressing emotions); problems in communication with
extended families, friends or colleagues who might not speak English at all, speak not well
enough, and/or might not want to. In other words (in Gundacker’s words), “ELF can be the
language of couples and the language for their relationship, but it cannot be guaranteed that
it will be the language for their social life” (ibid. 117). While connecting ELF as an ‘outside’

issue to such factors as a country where a couple live and/or languages spoken in the country

4 Gundacker defines ELF couples as “couples with different first languages” (2009: 14) where English is not
a mother tongue for neither partner.
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and family, Gundacker explains difficulties caused by ELF within a couple to partners’
gender differences. She claims that only female participants reported frustration at the limits
of their expression, whereas the men “cared less about what language they speak and why
they speak that particular language than the women” (ibid. 117). In other words, the
suggestion is that female partners more often tend to see ELF as a problem or disadvantage
in the relationship. Moreover, following Tannen (1990), Gundacker surmises that male-
female communication is always cross-cultural precisely because the partners have different
gender identities. As | have already argued, the question here arises as to how far language
differences can be accounted for by partners’ cross-culturalness, and to what extent cross-
culturalness, in turn, can be accounted for by the differences of partners’ (gender) identities.
I think, it is unreasonable to explain any differences (whether they are linguistic or cultural)
by the fact that one part of humankind has male and another female gender or identity. As |
argue elsewhere (Klotzl 2014 a, b), any kind of culture or identity as well as language is not
what people have, but is what people do. This being so, partners’ communication can be
cross-cultural only if they are doing it cross-cultural in the process of meaning negotiation
rather than because they have a particular culture/identity/gender. The extension to which
any contact or interaction is cross -cultural relates to the problem of the relationship between
text and discourse, which | have already discussed in Chapter 4, and language and culture,
which | will discuss in the following sections in more detail. Meanwhile, what is essential
here is Gundacker’s suggestion that there is something global/common for all couples in
general and ELF couples in particular. She makes a crucial point that there is nothing what
ELF cannot do that a mother tongue can do in intimate relationship. It means that, on the one
hand, ELF couples are unlike other couples, or unique, in the sense that they use ‘the third
language’ for establishing and maintaining their relationship — the language, which is a
mother tongue for neither partner. On the other hand, they are like other (mono/bi/multi-
lingual) couples in the sense that they are “always cross-cultural” due to their gender
differences, or, in my interpretation of Gundacker’s findings, can have the same problems as
any other couple whatever language/s they speak. The assumption, then, is that apart from
language issues there are some other crucial factors such as partners’ cultures and motives
that are involved in couple discourse. This assumption is supported by Gundacker’s
observation that her ELF couples do not perceive ELF as a disadvantage. The couples are
aware of ELF limitations but are rather happy with the language: first and foremost, because

without ELF their relationship has not been possible at all. That is to say, the ELF partners
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see ELF as an advantage rather than disadvantage, and the limitations of ELF do not really
affect their relationship, even more so with the course of the time: the longer the relationship
lasts the more comfortable they get with ELF.

At first glance, Gundacker’s observation that the couples generally perceive their
ELF rather as an advantage contradicts that of Kaisa Pietikdinen (2014) who views lingua
franca partners as linguistically “equally disadvantaged” (2014: 4). However, Pietikdinen
accounts for such ‘equally disadvantaged’ situation from a somewhat different angle. She
explains it by the fact that ELF as “the couple tongue is not “owned” by either partner” and,
therefore, “the power distribution by language choice is more equal” (ibid.). As does
Gundacker, Pietikdinen looks at how ELF couples are different from those with more
homogeneous similar linguacultural backgrounds. The researcher bases her analysis not only
on the participants’ perceptions but also on linguistic practices. She investigates the
interaction of six ELF couple by interviewing them and focusing on what she refers to as
‘automatic’ codeswitching in their talk. Pietikdinen compares her findings with those of
Klimpfinger (2007, 2010) and Gumperz (1985) and lists codeswitching as one of the
strategies that the couples use for solving communication issues and “building a shared
couple culture”. As regards Gumperz’ investigation, it looks at how bi/multilinguals use
codeswitching in, so to speak, more traditional static multilingual communities. Pietikdinen’s
(2014: 6-7) claim is that, in comparison with Gumperz’ participants from such ‘static
multilingual communities, ELF couples use CS more actively and creatively. As concerns
Klimpfinger’s study, it explores CS in ELF ad hoc groups interaction (see Section 2.3.1 of
this thesis for a more detailed discussion). The researcher identifies the following functions
of CS in ELF talk: to introduce ideas; specify addressees; appeal for authority; signal culture;
and to exercise “emblematic switches” (2007: 40-41) that do not have any obvious pragmatic
function. Compared with Klimpfinger’s findings, Pietikdinen argues that her ELF couples
use CS for more various reasons. She states that, in addition to the motivations for language
alternation in ELF interaction listed by Klimpfinger, ELF couples code-switch for:

- “demonstrating use of a language”, or giving examples of use;

- “automatic codeswitching”, or switches that pass without speakers’ specific
attention;

- “replacing/clarifying unfamiliarities”, or replacing unknown or forgotten English
words/utterances;

- “replacing nontranslatables”, or using culture-bound words that are difficult to
translate into English;

- “specifying addresses”, for example addressing children in L1; and
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- “emphasising the message”, or using switches for extra stress or explanation
(Pietikdinen 2014: 6-7).

As can be seen from the list, Pietikdinen roughly divides CS into two categories, namely
those that have some social/cultural or interactive relevance, or “cultural signals” (ibid. 7),
and ‘automatic switches’ that is “unmarked by any signs of awareness of switching such as
hesitation, hedging, or flagging from the speaker” (ibid. 7). Her suggestion is that automatic
CS is not a conscious choice, although the intended message behind such switches and their
pragmatic functions could be the same as that of corresponding English words used by the
partners. In other words, ‘automatic’ CS is said to be not visibly intentional and,
consequently, not signalling culture.

At this point, let us look at one of the examples discussed by Pietikdinen. The
example is taken from Finish-Dutch couple - Piivi and Jan - who have been together for
seventeen years at the time of data collection. Pietikdinen discussed the beginning of the
interview when she asked the couple to sign a consent form. In the extract, Paivi gives Jan a
book that Jan uses as a writing pad to sign his form. The book turned out to be in Finnish,
and Pédivi suggests in Finnish that Jan could learn the language from it, since his Finnish is
not fluent enough and this causes some problems in communicating with the couple’s friends.
The couple explains the interviewer that Jan has a plenty of such Finish books at his disposal
(e.g. on how to build your own house). Some seconds later, Jan jokingly adds that he missed
out one of those books on how to build your own jetty and uses the Finish equivalent for
“jetty” laituri. Pietikdinen interprets Jan’s ‘switch’ as automatic, since all the interlocutors
understand Finish and “there is no hesitation preceding the switch, no hedging or flagging
that would highlight the switch” (ibid. 17). There are two points here. First, the question is
whether the fact that the ‘switch’ goes smoothly or unnoticed necessarily makes it culture
free. Second, from Pietikdinen’s description of this couple, one can assume that the partners
have some common pre-history, or, in other words, have already created the shared frame of
reference in general and for the word in particular in their private culture. One can assume,
then, that laituri is contextualized into the partners’ shared territory and so signal their shared
private culture (if not national or ethnic). Although the ‘switch’ is ‘unmarked’ and goes
unnoticed, it can have a pragmatic function of achieving the effect of togetherness in the
shared partners’ territory. This is what Pietikdinen herself points out in her study. On the one
hand, she concludes that CS is an important “malleable tool, and occasionally it lifts itself

from the toolbox of languages without the speaker’s intention” (ibid. 21). On the other, her
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point is that the ELF couples who participated in her study are resourceful communicators
whose purpose is to build the shared couple culture. One can assume, then, that this purpose
is also the ELF couples’ motivation for using ‘automatic’ CS as one of such “malleable
tool[s]”. Consequently, laituri in this particular exchange can be interpreted as creating and
signalling the couple’s shared territory. Hence, it is rather disputable whether any language
use in general and ‘automatic codeswitching’ in particular can be culture-free. Neither is it
clear how ELF couples use CS more actively and creatively, or for more various purposes
than ELF ad hoc groups and static bi/multilingual communities. Connected to this is the
question how far activity, creativity, and variability in purposes can be measured in any
language use and, in particular, in codeswitching which is a problematic concept itself (see
Chapter 3). What Pietikdinen has to do with in her study is different discourses and domains.
Accordingly, both ELF ad hoc groups and static multilingual communities may have rather
different purposes in engaging into communication from those of ELF couples. As | argue
elsewhere (K16tzl 2014 a, b), a crucial feature of couple discourse in general and ELF couple
discourse in particular is the motive of achieving the effect of domestic intimacy and
togetherness by creating partners’ shared private territory, or in Pietikdinen’s terms, by
building “a shared couple culture”. In this respect, the researcher seems to be contradicting
herself in stating that ‘automatic’ CS is a consequence of “linguistic relaxedness” (ibid. 20)
rather than a signal of culture. This controversy raises a number of questions. The first, as |
have stated above, is whether any language use can be culture-free. The second relates to the
first and regards the relationship between language and culture, and understanding of culture
in general. Finally, it requires a clearer conceptualizing of couple discourse and ELF couples
(as a category and as people). Before addressing the first two question, | clarify my own

understanding of the category an ELF couple.

5.3 CONCEPTUALIZING ELF COUPLES.

As | have already discussed, both Gundacker and Pietikdinen categorise ELF
couples as inter/cross-cultural. At the same time, both do not specify what they understand
by culture. Since both researchers classify ELF couples on the basis of the partners’ first
(other than English) languages and native (other than English-speaking) countries, | can only
assume that culture in both studies is associated with a particular nationality/nation-state or

ethnicity. Although such associations are rather questionable, the categorization of ELF
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couples on the basis of their first languages and native countries is a necessary abstraction.
As | have discussed in the Introduction, Seidlhofer’s (2011) definition of ELF is also based
on such convenient fiction as participants’ national affiliation and L1s. ELF is defined as the
only choice — the only shared language — for all the interactants with different L1s: English
native-speakers are not an exception in this respect. Thus, the definition does not exclude
native speakers of English from ELF. This allows for categorizing, for example, “meetings
at the United Nations headquarters in New York, tourist cruises around Sydney harbour, or
academic conferences in Hyderabad” (Seidlhofer 2011: 7) as ELF interactions. Like in
Seidlhofer’s definition, my participants are speakers of different L1s, English is the only
shared language, and, consequently, the only possible medium of communication for them.
However, despite the appropriateness of such inclusion of NSs for description of ELF ad hoc
groups, or institutional and business settings, for the purpose of my study | recruited only
NNSs of English. Though my purpose is to show how ELF couple discourse is similar rather
than different from any other couple interaction, my argument is that ELF partners as NNS
of English find themselves in a unique - more ‘equal’ and ‘detached’ - lingua-cultural
situation than couples where partners use English, which is L1 of one of them. I have shortly
discussed Yamomoto’s typology of multilingual couples in the Introduction and made the
point that couples who use one of the partners’ L1 might have unequal status as for the
language choice and language use. The concept of language choice is rather disputable in
general (see Chapter 3 for a more detailed discussion). In relation to ELF couples, however,
it appears that the motivations for choosing any common language (whether it is English,
German, Spanish, French or Japan), which makes any intercultural/international interactions
possible at all, are often rather similar and practical: participants choose a language, in which
they all/both are more or less proficient. Nevertheless, the status of ELF partners in language
use, | think, is somewhat unique at least at the beginning of relationship. According to the
mentioned Yamomoto’s (1995) typology, both ELF partners use, so to speak, a ‘third’
language in their relationship, which is a L1 for neither partner. One can, then, assume that
the partners are more or less ‘equally’ detached from the (primary) cultural associations that
the language can have for its native speakers. This is what Pietikdinen seems to be referring
to as partners’ ‘equal disadvantage’ in lingua franca situations. It is not my purpose to discuss
how far such detachment can be dis/advantageous for ELF partners. The crucial phrase here
IS ‘equal’ cultural detachment. My point is that such ‘equal’ detachment might draw partners’

attention to the processes that go unnoticed or are taken for granted in the relationship where

114 \ Positioning as interactional dynamics in ELF couple discourse



partners use a shared L1 and might associate it with their primary cultures. In other words,
ELF can facilitate partners’ recognition of the processes whereby different values, beliefs,
interests and cultural assumptions are read into particular linguistic forms and are brought
into the same intimate interaction in general. This relationship between language and culture

is worth dwelling on a moment on in the next sections.

54  “3 TBOIM IM’SIM I B IMEHI TBOIM”:
CULTURE, TERRITORIALITY AND ELF*

While Gundacker (2010) (following Tannen) sees cross-culturalness in private
relationship as pre-determined by partners gender-specific identities, the intercultural
research treats “culture with the (national) name” as a given. That is what Ingrid Piller points
out in her book Intercultural communication (2011). She makes the important observation
that most intercultural research treats culture as a presupposed entity or being that is
“something people have or to which they belong” (ibid. 15, emphasis in the original), and
more or less associates culture with nationality and/or ethnicity. That is what she calls
“culture with the name” (English, German, or Russian culture): the definite noun phrases that
trigger a presupposition of existence. As we have seen in the previous section, in couple
communication, this is what one can label as ‘culture with the (gender) name’: male or female
specific culture. There is, however, another approach to culture. It also connects culture to
the specific ways of life of different national/ethnic or social groups, but treats it as a verb to
culture (to do English, German, or Russian; male/female culture) that changes its status to a
process or as ‘“something people do or which they perform” (ibid. 15, emphasis in the
original). These two understandings of the status of culture can both be found in ELF research
literature as well. The disagreement among ELF scholars concerns the role of culture in
English as a lingua franca (Meierkord 2002). Some scholars argue for the inseparability of

language and culture, and that English as a global lingua franca has inherited much of the

3 meoim im’am i 6 imeni meoim (‘With your name and in your name’) — a line of the poem “Bnarocinosenna
JIHMHO, TH CKiHUMIIack...” written by the Ukrainian poet-dissident Vasyl Stus (1938-1985), who was nominated
for the Nobel Prize in Literature in 1985, and published after his death in 1994 (for the full text and more
information about the author see [I'ymanimapuuii Llenmp Bacuns Cmyca (http://www.stus.kiev.ua), and
Wikipedia (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vasyl_Stus).

46 The section is substantially derived from Kl15tzl 2014: “De Gruyter [“Maybe just things we grew up with”:
linguistic and cultural hybridity in ELF couple talk”], Walter De Gruyter GmbH Berlin Boston, [2015].
Copyright and all rights reserved. Material from this publication has been used with the permission of Walter
De Gruyter GmbH.”
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“internal [Anglo] cultural baggage” and is essentially “Anglo English” (Wierzbicka 2006:
312). Others see ELF as culture-free interaction that provides neutral ground for its speakers
(House 2003: 559-560). Yet there is another alternative view that treats ELF neither as
inseparably bound to any particular (Anglo) cultural affiliation nor culture-free or neutral but
as expressive of ELF speakers’ ‘own cultures’ (e.g. Baker 2012, Ehrenreich 2009, Seidlhofer
2011). The reasons for disagreement seem to be triggered by the different perspectives on
culture. Some of the researchers treat culture as a national entity with the national name.
Others look at nationality or ethnicity as an aspect of the general process of human
communication, in which national culture is only one of the contextual factors made relevant
by and to the participants. For the purpose of this thesis, | take up the latter perspective. My
suggestion is that what one might find in (private) ELF communication is that (intercultural)
discourse is not about national, gender or any other cultural difference or similarity but a
dynamic process of negotiating the relationship between two more universal social forces
that Widdowson refers to as territoriality and cooperativeness. As | have argued in Section
4.3.3, on every occasion of language use the interest of socio-cultural contact (the co-
operative imperative) has to be reconciled with the interests of individual security (the
territorial imperative) (Widdowson 1984: 84-86). The argument has been that people do not
only seek the agreement about how shared knowledge can be referentially framed. This is
what Widdowson refers to as accessibility. People are also individuals who are competing to
establish their own positions in the process of managing their interpersonal relationship
pretextually, or to make their positions acceptable. In other words, accessibility works
towards a satisfactory convergence of individual contextual/cultural worlds for achieving
meaning and understanding as required by parties’ purpose in communication. Acceptability,
in turn, has to do with individual security to assert one’s own territorial rights and at the same
time to ensure that this connection of different worlds-cultures is achieved without
threatening the territorial rights of the other.

If we now turn to ELF couple discourse, it can be assumed, that ELF partners need
to lower the barriers of their individual cultural spaces to create their own shared English
‘idiomatic territory’ and bring their own schematic assumptions, beliefs, and values into their
ELF in order to achieve the pretext of domestic togetherness and closeness (Widdowson
2004: 78-79), which is at a premium in intimate discourse. | will be returning to this pretext
in couple discourse in a later section. Meanwhile, the point is that in ELF encounters the lack

of shared national contextual territory do not prevent interaction from taking place. As we all
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know, cultural knowledge often transcends the national borders: there can be relevant cultural
convergence among people who do not have a common language and ‘national territory’ as
well as considerable cultural divergence between people who do. What | am suggesting, then,
is that it is likely to be more useful to treat culture not as linguistically bound but as a
schematic territory, as a representation “of what counts as customary in states of affairs
or modes of thought and behaviour, [or] what people take for granted as normal in the
society they live” (Widdowson 2009: 343, my emphasis). Thus, ELF users bring cultural
assumptions to their interactions as default values that are adjusted in the process of
discursive cultural co-construction whereby they achieve the desired balance between the co-
operative and territorial imperatives. From this perspective, the question is not “who makes
culture relevant to whom in which contexts” (Piller 2011: 172), but who makes what culture
relevant to whom in which contexts for what purposes. If we turn to ELF private discourse,
it is reasonable, then, to ask how far doing culture as intimate territory is achieved through
ELF and how specific cultural - national ethnic and/or gender - aspects are involved. It is
worth exploring this relationship between language and culture a little bit further and
considering what bearings it can have on the use of hybrid forms in ELF couple talk. To this,

I turn in the next section.

5.5 LANGUAGE AND CULTURE OR ‘MAYBE THE THINGS WE
GREW UP WITH*#

In her book Intercultural Communication, Ingrid Piller speculates about the

relationship between language and culture and makes the point that:

Language forms are relative and different languages encode different world views. [...I]ntercultural
competence is characterised by the ability and desire to engage with realities other than our own.
(Piller 2011: 53, my italics)

In away, such a statement is hard to disagree with. It is rather obvious that different languages
will be exploited so as to meet different conceptual and communicative requirements of their
users. However, it seems implausible to state that such realities are encoded in the language
itself. For to argue that “different languages encode different world views” means to take the

symbolic perspective on language and culture, and to some extent equate them. This view

47 The section is substantially derived from Kl16tzl 2014: “De Gruyter [“Maybe just things we grew up with”:
linguistic and cultural hybridity in ELF couple talk”], Walter De Gruyter GmbH Berlin Boston, [2015].
Copyright and all rights reserved. Material from this publication has been used with the permission of Walter
De Gruyter GmbH.”
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finds its best known expression in the Sapir-Whorf thesis of linguistic determinism (See
Gumperz and Levinson 1996 for a comprehensive overview). The assumption is that a
language represents and in some way determines a world view, and cultural and conceptual
systems can be encoded within and inferred from linguistic evidence alone. There are,
however, objections that can be raised against this line of argument, and these we must now
address.

The first is that languages as codes do not communicate: they provide the means
whereby the discourse can be achieved. It is people who communicate by using languages as
a resource for mediating the process of communication. This being so, cultural “realities”
cannot be directly signalled by linguistic forms themselves: they are the function of the
perceived relationship between the forms and cultural factors. As | have made it clear in
Section 4.2, there needs to be the separate set of contextual and pretextual correlates: symbols
as categories of linguistic competence must be converted into indices — categories of
communicative competence. Of course, there is a relationship between symbol and index
where a lack of common knowledge of encoded semantic meanings can also pose problems
in interaction (for a detailed discussion of such relationship see Widdowson 1984: Chapter
3). My point here, however, is that the problem is not that the language X speaker cannot
share language Y speaker’s conceiving of reality because of different (whether be it national
or gender, or any other) worldviews symbolically encoded in their languages. They simply
do not share the same schematic knowledge of the world or the things they “grew up with”,
as the participants of my study formulate it, and therefore might not know what a particular
linguistic form indexically refers to. That is to say, “the meaning of a language as
semantically encoded [symbol] is not at all the same as what people mean by language when
they put it to pragmatic use [index]” (Widdowson 2003: 62). To put it another way, in
discourse people relate knowledge of the language/s (systemic knowledge), which is
culturally independent, to knowledge of the world (schematic knowledge), which is definitely
culturally dependent (Widdowson 2004, 2009). This, however, does not mean that to share
the knowledge of the language always presupposes a sharing of knowledge of the world.
Moreover, as | have indicated earlier, schematic knowledge is not a representation of the
national values exclusively. This is even more obvious in ELF intimate interaction, where
users usually share the systemic knowledge of English to some extent, but often not the
knowledge of the ‘native’ conditions of its pragmatic functioning. For this reason, ELF

couples establish what Feyerabend (1987) refers to as “special and changeable
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manifestations of a common human nature” in ELF, and use the resources of English and
other available languages in their private discourse to project their own conceptualization of
reality, and to create and express their own ideas, values, norms, and beliefs within which
they find their essential intimate security. Such special and changeable realizations are
possible if only because the relationship between culture and language is not fixed. At the
same time, the flexibility of the indexical meaning brings about language variability or, in
Bakhtin’s terms, polyphony. As we have argued in Section 4.1, in polyphony we are also
concerned with the ways in which people use language to indexically refer to different
cultural factors in the process of meaning negotiation. As does Widdowson, Bakhtin (1984,
1997) views meaning as resulting from the interaction between current and previously
experienced discourse, and sees linguistic hybridity as one particular aspect of the polyphony
(Bakhtin 1984) of utterances. From Bakhtin’s perspective, polyphony can be delineated as an
interpersonal dialogic process of negotiating positions that fuses and brings together, but also
maintains separation. This being so, every utterance and interaction further dialogue between

diverse worldviews:

[...] roBOpsIUII ¥ TMOHUMAIOIIUIT BOBCE HE OCTAIOTCS KaKOBIH B CBOEM COOCTBEHHOM MHpE;
HATIPOTHB OHH CXOJSITCS B HOBOM TPEThEM MHpPE, MUPE OOIICHHUS, OHH 00paImarTcs IpyT K APYTy,
BCTYTIAIOT B aKTUBHBIC TAATOTHIECKHE OTHOIICHUS.

([...] a speaker and an understander do not remain in their own worlds at all; on the contrary, they
meet in the new third world, the world of communication, they speak/turn to each other, [they] enter
into the active dialogic relationship). (baxTun 1997: 209)

What Bakhtin suggests here is that communication is the dialogic process that neither creates
two separate isolated spaces or territories nor one common world (absolutely shared territory)
that fuses the differences between speakers. This brings us back to the point that people must
often negotiate the convergence of their cultural knowledge by bringing their code into
polyphonic concord (Bakhtin’s cornacue): to achieve the correspondence between intention
and interpretation for the pretext of their interaction (see Section 4.1). If we turn now to the
pretextual level of positioning in a close relationship, it is Tannen’s (1986, 1991, 2007) work
on the monolingual®® private — family and couple - discourse that can be useful for

conceptualizing ELF couple interaction.

4 Monolingual couple refers here to couples where partners share the same first language, or language of
primary socialization.
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5.6 POWER AND SOLIDARITY IN PRIVATE DISCOURSE

According to Tannen (1986: 118), in couple communication all that is said revolves
on the axis of the perlocutionary effect or metamessage (Tannen 1991: 32-33) of
accomplishing intimacy. In other words (in Tannen’s words) the context of a close
relationship makes all that is said “wobble under the heavy weight of a frame that surrounds
everything with the question “Do you love me enough?” (Tannen 1983: 126). In her later
work, Tannen (2007) addresses this perlocutionary/pretextual level with reference to family
discourse. Since both family and couple domains are private and has to do with close
relationship, it is worth looking at what Tannen has to say about such pretextual peculiarities
in family relationships, and what bearings it can have for understanding of ELF couple
interaction.

Discussing ‘monolingual’ family discourse, Deborah Tannen indicates that there are
forces that drive all communication and can be ranged along two intersecting axes, which
she represents as a multidimensional grid (see Tannen’s multidimensional model in Tannen
2007: 30). The horizontal dimension of closeness and distance relates to the degree to which
people feel they share the territory with those they are in contact with. This dimension
corresponds to what other researchers into discourse (Brown and Gilman 1960) refer to as
solidarity. The vertical dimension of hierarchy and equality has to do with the extent to which
a person displays his/her power or status (or his/her own territorial claim) in the process of
co-operation with others. This has to do with what other researchers into (family) interaction
refer to as power ((Brown and Gilman 1960, Varenne 1992, Watts 1991). It is important to
note here that the traditional view of interaction in family as elsewhere is that it is governed
either by power or solidarity. Some researchers view interaction in family as primarily
struggle for power (Varenne 1992, Watts 1991), where power is “the ability of an individual
to achieve her/his goals” (Watts 1991:145). According to Varenne (1992:76), such
understanding of the notion is comparable with “the power of the catalyst, [that] with a
minimal amount of its own energy, gets other entities to spend large amounts of their own”.
Likewise, in research tracing back to Brown and Gilman (1960), the relationship between
power and solidarity is conceptualized as mutually exclusive where any utterance reflects
and creates either power or solidarity.

Contrary to this well-established view, Tannen’s grid represents

multidimensionality and what she refers to as ambiguity and polysemy of power and
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solidarity. By ambiguity, Tannen means that any utterance can be either a power or solidarity
manoeuvre. By polysemy, she means that any solidarity move entails power and vice versa.
What Tannen claims, then, is that any utterance, and any relationship, is ambiguous or
polysemic in that it is a unique combination of two interrelated dynamics that drive all
conversational discourse: on one hand, relative closeness vs. distance, and, on the other,
relative hierarchy vs. equality. Tannen (2007: 35) gives an example of it. She describes the
couples interchange, where Janet (a female partner) is asking Steve (a male partner) to make
a copy of an application, and mail it in time: “Please get that out tomorrow. I’m counting on
you, bubbles. I’'m counting on you, cuddles.” Steve protests the way Janet reinforces her
request by “bubbles” and “cuddles” as implying the hierarchical nature of parent-child
relations. While Steve interprets his partner’s terms of endearment as presupposing that he is
unreliable, Janet claims that she is signalling the couple’s closeness and the affection she
feels to Steve. Thus, on the one hand, Janet’s request can be intended and interpreted as a
power manoeuvre. On the other, it can be intended and perceived as a solidarity manoeuvre.
In this sense, as Tannen argues, this language use is ambiguous with regard to power and
solidarity. Moreover, it is polysemous in that it is an inextricable combination of both.

The points that Tannen makes about ambiguity and polysemy of power/solidarity in
intimate discourse get close and can be related to what | have said about positioning and the
territorial and co-operative imperatives as elements in interactional dynamics in Chapter 4. |
have argued that discourse is always about positioning in that it is interpersonally motivated
by a particular pretextual/perlocutionary purpose. Taking into account what Tannen has said
about her multidimensional grid, one can assume that any language use is ambiguous and
polysemous in that it is motivated and driven by both imperatives at a time. What | am
suggesting is that ELF couple discourse (as any discourse) and language use within it always
entails positioning with each partner attempting to have an effect on the other and this process
of positioning involves partners’ balancing between the two fundamental forces of
cooperativeness and territoriality. In the next section, | outline my understanding of the

characteristic features of positioning in ELF couple interaction.
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5.7 INTERPERSONAL POSITIONING IN ELF COUPLE
DISCOURSE

This thesis is about linguistic hybridity in ELF couple discourse. In other words, the
focus is on why and how couples use the linguistic resources available for them in their
interaction. This has to do with partners’ text as their actualized discourse and hybrid forms
within it. Hence, my central concern is not only to identify such hybrid forms at the textual
level but rather to look at why and how ELF partners use them. To put it in other words, the
crucial question here is what it is that determines and motivates partners’ use of hybrid forms.
There are two considerations here. As | have argued in Chapter 4, people use language not
only to express themselves but also to address the other. This involves, according to Bakhtin
(1997), a certain minimum that people must share not only with regard to the language they
communicate in but (more) to the context of their schematic/world knowledge or their ideas,
beliefs, values and attitudes. To recall Bakhtin’s quotation in the beginning of this chapter,
communication is always about the intersection or “meeting at the threshold” of people’s
individual contextual/pretextual worlds, which can never completely converge. | have argued
that the process of communication is not only about bringing the individual contextual worlds
into convergence, getting a message across or making a text what Widdowson (1984) refers
to as accessible - that is designing your text in such a way that the other understands you.
What is central in human communication is the process of negotiating positions that has to
do with the extent to which the textualized meaning is acceptable to the other. In this respect,
communication is not only about people’s ‘meeting on the frontier’ of their contextual worlds
but rather is about the extent to which they manage to bring their voices/positions into
convergence. It is always motivated and driven by a particular perlocutionary/pretextual
purpose. The central question here is how positioning operates in ELF couple interaction,
and what is specific about the perlocutionary/pretextual purposes that motivate such
positioning.

As we have seen in this chapter, this question has been addressed in discourse
analytic and ELF research from a range of angles. What | am proposing is to turn to the
beginning of our discussion in this thesis and describe ELF couple discourse as positioning
by adopting the view on the relationship between text and discourse as mediated by the
contextual and pretextual factors as represented in the Diagram 2 (Section 4.2.1). The point
has been that in discourse, people do not only exchange information contextually to achieve
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the correspondence of the ideational/conceptual knowledge of the world, but also position
themselves to manage the interpersonal relationships pretextually and to create desirable
communicative effects. My suggestion is that couple communication, like any other
communication, is a pragmatic process whereby meanings and relationships are negotiated
by using available linguistic resources to key into context, and to further a particular pretext.
The central feature of such couple is the pretext of domestic intimacy and togetherness,
which also inevitably brings other pretextual and contextual factors into play. With reference
to Diagram 2, one can visualize the process of meaning negotiating in intimate relationship
as follows (Klotzl 2013: 33):

Diagram 3: Discourse in couple relationship*

COUPLE DISCOURSE

eprocess of meaning
negotiation

PARTNERS' PRETEXTS

PARTNERS' CONTEXTS + the effect/pretext
eschematic conventions of domestic intimacy

e cultural constructs and togetherness is
| at a premium

PARTNERS' TEXT

* product of discourse
+ its linguistic trace

What Diagram 3 is meant to show is that ELF partners bring their own contextual
assumptions to their interactions as default values that are adjusted in the process of
discursive co-construction, and this process is primarily motivated by the desired pretext of
domestic togetherness and closeness. As | have argued, usually ELF-using-partners cannot
rely on the shared schematic cultural knowledge. Therefore, their use of English will often
be detached from the cultural associations that the language takes in ENL contexts. ELF
couples have and take advantage of such detachment and relate the language to their own
intimate reality by creating their own schematic (contextual/cultural) conventions. One way

of so doing is to draw upon the systemic (linguistic) resources, predominantly those of their

49 The diagram was published in Discourse and interaction, 6 (2), 2013.
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L1s, which have proved functional in the past. Such realization of available resources results
in linguistic hybridity within ELF, which can be seen as a means whereby ELF partners signal
their own cultural contextual territories. However, the extent to which partners use hybrid
forms to activate and ratify their own socio-cultural constructs also depends on the partners’
pretexts (or interactive purposes) that manage the relationship between them. Thus, the
argument is that the process of interpersonal positioning in couple interaction involves
partners’ acting upon each other with the primary (but not only) purpose to achieve the effect
of domestic intimacy and togetherness.

From this point of view, linguistic hybridity in ELF couple interaction can be
defined as operating at least on two levels, namely textual and discoursal. Consequently, on
the one hand, | take it as non-conformist innovation that involves elements of all the
(‘national’) linguistic resource within the constraints of a single ELF utterance or interaction.
That is to say, this level of description is text/form-oriented and has to do with analysis of
formal characteristics of linguistic hybridity in ELF. On the other hand, I interpret linguistic
hybridity as evidence of how partners textualize their discourses, how they position
themselves, how partners realize their (individual) discourses by mediation of hybrid forms,
and what contextual and pretextual factors they activate and achieve by using such forms.
This level is discourse/function-oriented and has to do with interpretation of the process of

partners’ positioning as mediated by hybrid forms.

5.8 ENGLISH WITH THE ‘MARRIED’ NAME:
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this chapter, | have raised a number of points that concern the nature of ELF
couple discourse and hybridity within it. 1 have argued that language and cultural contact is
not between abstract standards of different first (national) languages and cultural assumptions
or expectations associated with them. Any social contacts and discourse is enacted through
individuals. ELF and ELF couple discourse is not an exception and is as natural as any other
language use. What is specific about ELF couple interaction, however, is that ELF partners
as NNSs of English find themselves in a unique - more ‘equal’ and ‘detached’ - lingua-
cultural situation than couples where partners share one of their Ls. Such unigueness can be
accounted for by the peculiarities of the process of meaning negotiating whereby ELF

partners (as any other language users) relate the systemic knowledge of a language to
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schematic knowledge of the world. As | have argued, for native speakers of any language
sharing the knowledge of the language usually presupposes sharing the knowledge of the
‘native’ cultural assumptions/conventions associated with it. Since partners’ ELF is usually
a language of their secondary socialisation acquired through educational practices and media
exposure, they cannot rely on such shared ‘native’ (whatever it might be) cultural
associations. For them ELF is a ‘free’ language (Seidlhofer 2011: 81) which is “not tied to
particular [English ‘native-speaking’] countries and ethnicities” or primary cultures.
However, such detachment from ENL cultures does not prevent interaction from taking
place. ELF partners take advantage of what Widdowson (2003, 2009: 47) refers to as the
“virtual language” English, which is remote from the cultural associations of its native
speakers and territorialize their ‘foreign’ language to their own private reality for their
communicative purposes. In this respect, ELF does not only make partners relationship
possible but also facilitates their (and our) recognition that any language can be symbolically
and indexically dissociated from any particular cultural affiliation. In other words, as a ‘free’
language, ELF functions like any other natural language but its functioning to pragmatic
effect is particularly apparent in such NN settings.

Finally, ELF couple discourse as the communicative functioning of language in use
always entails positioning that, in turn, necessarily involves reconciling two opposing drives
of the territorial and co-operative imperatives. On the one hand, each partner will enact
her/his discourse with the intention of acting upon the other so that to create the shared private
territory and effect of ‘coupleness’. On the other, the process of negotiating positions
necessarily involves projecting and protecting partners’ individual positions, which represent
partners’ personal take on the nature of such ‘coupleness’. In other words, positioning will
always be about getting the other to share one’s own conceptual/pretextual territory. There
will always be a kind of intrusion into the other’s position, the other’s conceptual/pretextual
world, and the other’s territory of self. Each partner necessarily will express her/his own
position on the nature of (couple) discourse and will try to get her/his partner to co-operate
by sharing her/his contextual/cultural space. This being so, the process of textualizing
discourse (also through language alternation and hybrid forms) always entails positioning,
and positioning always involves reconciling the opposing forces of the co-operative and
territorial imperatives. The crucial point to be made here is that ELF couple discourse is
necessarily driven by both the co-operative and territorial imperatives whereby ELF partners

lower the barriers of their individual spaces in order to establish and maintain the shared
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intimate contextual/cultural and affective/pretextual territory. My suggestion has been that
the process of modification of English by means of hybrid forms in such private discourse
will usually be more pretext-dependent than context/culture/form-oriented. The defining
feature of intimate ELF discourse is the pretext of domestic intimacy and togetherness, rather
than partners’ cultural affiliation, although such a pretext inevitably brings cultural factors
into play. Therefore (as | have argued elsewhere), I propose to think of couples’ ELF as the

language with the ‘married’ rather than with the ‘national’ name. From this point of view,

[...]English use in ELF private talk undergoes the process of territorialization: a creative pragmatic
process of hybridization and ‘acculturation’ of English into the partners’ private space, whereby ELF
couples adapt and accommodate the language by drawing upon any available resources, and re-load
it with their own cultural values for the pretextual purpose of creating their common affective
territory. [...W]e might think of ELF in private interaction not as the language with the ‘national’
name or the “distribution of a stable and enclosed set of encoded forms” (Widdowson 2003: 47), but
as the English with the ‘married’ name or the use of the language potential which is exploited in
different ways for the specific purpose to accomplish partners’ coupleness. (Klotzl 2014: 46, my
emphasis)

The English with the ‘married’ name shifts the focus from English as inseparably bound with
the culture with the ‘national’ name — the English ‘native’ culture— to main characteristics
and purposes of couple discourse as mediated and achieved by ELF.

Given this, I am concerned with the hybrids nature of private interactions of ELF
couples as a particular case of how language generally functions to pragmatic effect. For the
purpose of this thesis, | focus on the textual features of linguistic hybridity in ELF couple
talk and define it as non-conformist innovation that involves fusion of all the available
virtual linguistic resources within the limits of a single ELF utterance and/or
interaction. Furthermore, I interpret examples of linguistic hybridity as evidence of how the
partners position themselves by activating and ratifying particular contextual and
pretextual functions of their discourse. The definition does not exclude creative
innovations that involve a non-conventional ‘mixture’ of formal elements of the same
‘national’ language. However, the focus will be on the cases where elements of two or more
languages with the ‘national’ name are fused. Following the definition, | will first consider
linguistic hybridity in terms of its formal textual features and then look at its possible
cultural/pragmatic values in ELF private discourse. Before illustrating this polyphonic
process of positioning in the example from the data provided by five ELF couples-
participants, | present the description of the research design, the methodological approach
and the process of data collection in the next chapter.
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6. THE THESIS IS DEFINITIVE.
REALITY IS FREQUENTLY INACCURATE:
METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES

The Guide is definitive.
Reality is frequently inaccurate.
(Douglas Adams 1980: 20)

This title is an allusion to Douglas Adams’s “The Hitchhiker’s Guide to the Galaxy”
(1979). And it is a good starting point for the chapter on methodological issues of the
discourse analytical enquiry into private interaction. In the book, a race of “hyper intelligent”
beings posed the ultimate “Question of Life, the Universe, and Everything”. They built a
gigantic supercomputer called Deep Thought to answer this question. After seven and half
million years of computing and calculating, Deep Thought announced the answer. It was
forty-two. Ironically, when the answer was revealed, it turned out that nobody knew what the
question initially had been.*® The main characters of “The Guide” are travelling through the
Universe in search of the lost “ultimate’ question(s) to prevent the destruction of the Earth.
“The Hitchhiker’s Guide to the Galaxy” is the reference book that helps them in their pursuit.
Here it is a witty Adams’ gist of “The Guide”:

The Hitch Hiker's Guide to the Galaxy is an indispensable companion to all those who are keen to
make sense of life in an infinitely complex and confusing Universe, for though it cannot hope to be
useful or informative on all matters, it does at least make the reassuring claim, that where it is
inaccurate it is at least definitely inaccurate. In cases of major discrepancy it's always reality that's
got it wrong. This was the gist of the notice. It said "The Guide is definitive. Reality is frequently
inaccurate." (Adams 1980: 20)

The reason for writing this little guide to private ELF is not so ambitious. Nor is it definitive.
Contrary to Adams’s “Guide”, my thesis provides no solutions. Readers looking for clear-
cut answers had better turn to Adams’s “Guide” at once and take the answer forty-two. For
my purpose is not to maintain the myth of being definitive in the field of discourse analysis,
but to critically think how the issues related to discourse find expression in the microcosm of
intimate interactions, in which couples from different lingua-cultural backgrounds use
English - a mother tongue for neither partner. That is not to say that there is no author’s
position in the thesis. Here, I apply Bakhtin’s ideas not only to the couples’ data that is
interpreted but also to my own interpretation itself. There are cannot be, as Bakhtin ([1963]

2002: 79) puts it, “3aBepmiaromux aBTOpCcKHX oueHok” (author’s final/ultimate

50 To some readers the situation described by Adams can also have an allusion to the lines of a song of the Soviet group
“Crematory”, “I remembered the answer, but I didn’t know the question” (Russian “I momMHII OTBET, HO HE 3HAJ, B YeM
Borpoc”).
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estimates/evaluations)®! in discourse. What | am attempting, thus, is a dialogue-negotiation
of my own position on what is going on in ELF couple discourse with the participants
themselves and with the reader. The question is how such ‘dialogic’ approach can be made
operational for the purpose of this thesis. Let us look at its possible methodological
realizations in more detail.

One way of understanding the polyphonic approach is to view it as a combination
of emic and etic perspectives (Pike 1954). Pike describes those perspectives as two ways of
looking at the same thing. An “etic” account is commonly considered as the outsider or
observer view. An “emic” account, on the other hand, is the insider or the participant view
on the problem. Since not only participants but also observer can be an ‘insider’ of some
discourse practices, | think, the two perspectives presuppose some kind of trinity rather than
twain. One can assume that there are at least three different ways to view the same thing;
namely insider-participant, insider-observer and outsider-observer perspectives. It is known
that in ethnography (which has frequently been used as a synonym for observation) there is
such well-established procedure of data collection as “participant observation” where the
researcher can be either ‘insider’ or ‘outsider’, or even both, in the observed community
(Saville-Troike 1982: 119-121). Some scholars argue that ethnomethodology in general is
about “finding a balance between ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’ status and make sure that your
participants understand and are comfortable with your [the researcher’s] role” (Levon
2013:74). That is to say, there are two ‘emic’ perspectives, which include the second-person
perspective of the research participants and the first-person perspective of the researcher as
an ‘insider’ on an investigated phenomenon. The third perspective is ‘etic’ that is the third-
person observer ‘outsider’ view on the second-person interaction. At this point, let me
consider a distinction among three different levels of positioning as polyphony in general. It
is what Bakhtin’s (1997) refers to as “lively trinity” of perspectives (see Section 4.4).
According to Bakhtin (1997: 333), any communication is “xxuBoe TpueauncTBo” (“a lively

trinity”) that comprises the representation of speaker’s first-person self, the relation with the

51 The full Bakhtin’s quotation on the essence of polyphony reads as follows: “lmenHo B 3T0ii cBOGO/IE
CAMOPACKPBITHA YYKHX TOUYeK 3peHMsl 0e3 3asepuiaoujux asmopckux OYeHOK W yCMaTpUBAeT
UepHBIIIEBCKUI TJIAaBHOE IIPEHMYIIECTBO HOBOH “00BEKTMBHOW’ QopMbl pomana. [lomuepkHem, dTO
UepHBIIEBCKUAN HE BHICI B 3TOM HHKAKOH M3MEHBI CBOMM ‘‘CHUIBHBIM U TBEpABIM yoOexaeHusm”. Takum
00pa3oM, MBI MOXKEM CKa3aTh, 4TO UepHBIILEBCKHUIA IOYTH BILIOTHYIO Too1eN K uaee nomudonun. (Precisely
in such freedom of others’ points of view without the author’s final/ultimate judgements/evaluations sees
Tchernyshevsky as the crucial advantage of the new “objective” form of novel. It is worth emphasising that
Tchernyshevsky did not see any betrayal to his “strong and firm beliefs”. Thus, we can say that Tchernyshevsky
was very close to the idea of polyphony).

The thesis is definitive.
Reality is frequently inaccurate: methodological issues



second-person other (other “utterances”) and the representation of third-person reality, or in
Bakhtin’s terms, speaker’s “relation to the subject matter”. This view is compatible with
Widdowson’s (2004: 27) claim that in the process of meaning negotiation, the threefold
distinction between the first, second and third-person perspectives is fundamental to human
perception.>? Such three-fold model of positioning can be shown diagrammatically as
follows:

Diagram 4. Polyphonic (triangulated) nature of positioning

Second-person perspective — Third-person perspective —
relation to representation of
second-person other third-person reality

First-person perspective —
first-person
self-perception

As Diagram 1 shows, the trinity of perspectives includes first-person self-
perception, relation to second-person other and the representation of third-person reality ‘out
there’. | have discussed above that first-person perspective as representation of ego or first-
person self corresponds to Bakhtin’s (1997:333) “orHorieHu[e roBopsimiero] K camomy
rosopsimemy (the self-perception of the speaker)”. Relation to second-person other can be
defined in terms of Bakhtin’s (ibid.) “[0]THOIIEHME K YykuM BbIcKa3biBaHusM (the relation
to the other’s utterances)”. Respectively, third-person perspective matches Bakhtin’s
“ornomenuu[e] k mpeamery (relation towards the subject matter/object)”. Given this, there

is good reason for basing the research design on this three-fold polyphonic model. The point

52 cf. Widdowson (2004: 17-35) for the discussion of the trinity, which are linguistically encoded in the personal
pronoun system, in relation to the ideational and interpersonal functions of language as suggested by Systemic-
Functional Grammar.
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is that one way of representing the three perspectives in the research is the use of various
‘corresponding’ methods and data sources. Such technique is often referred to as
triangulation in sociolinguistic and discourse analytic research. In the next section, I discuss
triangulation as a means of commensuration of the three perspectives in the researcher’s

position in the design of the present research.

6.1 RESEARCH DESIGN: TRIANGULATED INQUIRY

The notion of triangulation is not new in the sociolinguistic research. Traditionally,
triangulation is defined as “the use of two or more methods of data collection in the study of
some aspect of human behaviour” (Cohen at al. 2000). The notion is introduced by Denzin
(1978), and has been suggested as a way to make research studies more robust and rigorous
by verifying results through different methods. Denzin (1978) lists four basic types of
triangulation:

- data triangulation — the use of a multiplicity of data sources in a study;

- theory triangulation - drawing upon more than one theory;

- investigator triangulation - the use of more than one observer (and/or participant
respectively);

- methodological triangulation — use of more than one methods in one area of study,
or the same method in different areas.

Louis Cohen at al. (2000: 113) adds three more types to the list:

- time triangulation — use of cross-sectional (or synchronic) and longitudinal (or
diachronic) approaches (cross-sectional approach has to do with different groups at
one point in time, longitudinal collects data from the same group at different points
in time sequence);

- space triangulation — research of more than one culture or subculture;

- combined levels of triangulation - combination of different levels of analysis (e.g.
individual, group, institutional, societal).

As can be seen from these lists, the notion of triangulation directly relates to the problem of
research validity. Indeed, the use of multiple methods is often claimed to secure depth to an
inquiry, reduce the likelihood of misinterpretation, and clarify a phenomenon by identifying
different perspectives on it. At the same time, triangulation is not without its critiques. On
the one hand, there are scholars who suggest that triangulation can presume superiority to a
single data source or methodological technique (e.g. Silverman 1985). On the other hand,
many researchers doubt the appeal of triangulation to ensure that the results are not a function

of the research method, to increase validity, to reduce bias or to bring objectivity to research
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(e.g. Fielding and Fielding 1986, Patton 1980). Among those scholars is Valerie Janesick
(2000) who questions the traditional idea of ‘validity’ in general and triangulation — defined
as the trinity of validity, reliability, and generalizability - as its instrument in particular. The
scholar points out that objective reality can never be captured and there is no single truth.
Her claim is that the notion of triangulation reflects neither reality nor truth, and there are
other more appropriate “linguistic representations for questions” (Janesick 2000:393). The
key question here is whether triangulation provides different perspectives on the same
phenomenon or three different kinds of phenomena. As a solution, Janesick suggests yet
another general term for all the types of using several methods to verify the repeatability of
an observation and interpretation. She argues for the term crystallization coined by
Richardson (1994, 2000) to “replace [the image] of the land surveyor and the triangle” and
to “move from plane geometry to the new physics” of crystal (Janesick 2000: 399). At this
point, let us consider Richardson’s understanding of triangulation and crystallization in more
detail. The former is defined as exclusively the use of different methods to ‘validate’ findings.
The idea of the latter is that it allows for departing from deploying different methods as an
unsatisfactory technique, which carry the assumptions of the same domain or, in Richardson
terms, genre. To put it another way, crystallization is delineated as a mixed-genre approach
that reflects how “texts validate themselves”, and, thereby, provides a “deepened, complex,
thoroughly partial understanding of the topic” (Richardson 2000: 934).

There are a number of reasons for raising objections to this line of argument. One is
the question how crystallization as the use of different ‘genres’ — literary, artistic, or scientific
— on the same topic by the same scholar differs from Denzin’s theoretical triangulation
(number 2 in the list, p. 129). The advocates of crystallization claim it to be a postmodernist
deconstruction of triangulation. In fact, it seems to be nothing but a kind of theoretical
triangulation, or multidisciplinary approach, as initially defined by Denzin (1978). Another
question is whether any term itself or a substitution of one term for another can solve the
problem of research validity (see Chapter 3). In line with Richardson and Janesick’s
argument, | think that any framework in social sciences can yield only partial truth about the
world, and, so, cannot guarantee an absolute objectivity, validity or reliability, or provide a
complete explanation of the phenomenon under investigation. At the same time, despite the
possible limitations, the multiple methods frameworks can provide a (relatively) reliable
frame of reference within which procedures, findings, and argument can be evaluated.

However, | do not think that the substitution of the terms solves the problem of validity and
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says anything about the partial nature of truth. Neither does crystallization make research
more valid by its presupposition that “texts validate themselves”. What such replacement
solves is in fact the issue of other “linguistic representations for questions” or, to put it
another way, other ways of labelling or categorizing things. As | have already argued, not
texts but people have different angles-perspectives and validate texts by reading their
discourses into those texts (see Chapter 4). Finally, it is questionable how far validity depends
on the number of theoretical frameworks, ‘genres’, methods and data sources that are used
in the research. | think there is no direct correlation here. Therefore, the main point and
purpose of using multiple frameworks and methods in this particular thesis is not to make
research more valid or replicable, but to examine how different kinds of methods and data
can be mutually complementary and how they can add to our understanding of ELF couple
discourse. It seems unreasonable, then, to replace Denzin’s (1978) initial concept of
triangulation, despite “the rigid, fixed and two-dimensional” nature of triangle and the
attractiveness of the imaginary of crystal, which “combines symmetry and substance with an
infinite variety of shapes, substances, transmutations, multidimensionalities, and angles of
approach” (Richardson 2000: 934). My suggestion is that triangulation can be a useful
technique where a researcher is engaged with the polyphonic triple nature of
voicing/positioning: first, second and third-person perspectives. Therefore, what | am
attempting at is to base the research design on triangulation as a ‘geometrical’ three-cornered
vision of the trinity of perspectives and to show whether and how the three are commensurate.
The question here arises as to what kinds of methods and data sources can correspond to each
perspective.

At this point, let us look at the distinction between different data sources that exist
already in qualitative sociolinguistic and discourse-analytic research®. Traditionally, any
qualitative methodology is defined as observation and divided into four categories. They are
private vs. public, and manipulated vs. natural observations (Chafe 1994: 18). According to
Chafe, private observation is synonymous to introspection, which is defined as observation
of “one’s own mental states and process” (Chafe 1994: 12). Private observation
methodologies comprise ‘manipulated’ techniques such as semantic judgments, judgments
regarding constructed language, and ‘natural” methods such as daydreaming, or literature.
Interestingly enough, other scholars refer to introspective methods as a cover term of any

3 As my research is qualitative, | do not consider quantitative methods or data sources that can represent the
trinity of perspectives.
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kind of self-report. According to Dornyei (2007: 147-151), for example, diaries,
daydreaming, interviews, and any retrospective report are in this category. Further, private
observation is normally put into opposition to public one (Chafe 1994: 12-13). Chafe lists
experimentation and elicitation as ‘manipulated’ methods, and ethnography and corpus-
based research as ‘natural’ types of such public observation. If we look at Hammersley and

Atkinson’s definition of ethnography at this point, we will find the following:

We see the term as referring primarily to a particular method or set of methods. In its most
characteristic form it involves the ethnographer participating, overtly or covertly, in people’s daily
lives for an extended period of time, watching what happens, listening to what is said, asking question
—in fact, collecting whatever data are available to throw light on the issues that are the focus of the
research. (Hammerley and Atkinson 1995: 1)

In this definition, elicitation or ‘asking questions’ is categorized as part of ethnography.
Moreover, it is said that ethnography uses “whatever data” or, in Dérnyei (2007) words, “an
eclectic range of data collection techniques”. This includes participant or nonparticipant
observation, interviewing, or the researcher’s field notes and diary (cf. Dornyei 2007:130).
As can be seen from the above, there is no agreement in definitions and typologies among
researchers. Also, conceptual distinction among the methodological categories of
introspection, observation and elicitation often rather ambiguous even within the same
classification of (qualitative) methods. According to the listed typologies, such technique as
interview, for example, can be categorized both as an introspective method, as a public
manipulated elicitation and/or public natural ethnographic observation.

What | am proposing, then, is to provide the conceptual distinction between different
techniques and to base it on the trinity of perspectives. My suggestion is that introspection,
defined as “the examination or observation of one’s own mental and emotional processes”
(TOOD) corresponds to the first-person position, or something that researcher experiences
her/himself. Observation defined as “a statement based on something one has seen, heard, or
noticed” (ibid.) can be categorized as a method of collecting third-person data, or something
that researcher can observe. Finally, elicitation delineated as “evok[ation] or draw[ing] out
(a reaction, answer, or fact) from someone” (ibid.) comprises the methods of gathering
second-person data, or something that participants say about their experience to the
researcher. Thus, for the purpose of this study, introspection is taken as perception and
examination of my own thoughts, understanding and feelings of what | have experienced as
an ELF partner. Observation is understood as the procedure of collection and interpretation
of data that represent third-person reality. Elicitation, in turn, is defined as data that

researcher elicits from participants in a direct contact/interaction. The data used in the present
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research combine all three techniques and include anecdotes from my own marital experience
and my self-report on it, a short questionnaire on partners’ personal background, couples’
self-recordings of their ‘naturally occurring’ private talk, interviews, and partners’
retrospective comments on the selected extracts of their talk. The three-cornered vision of all

the data sources can be shown as follows:

Diagram 5: Polyphonic triangulated inquiry (Diagram 4 revisited)

Elicitation - Observation -
second-person data: Third-person data:

the participants’ participants’
questionnaires, self-recordings

interviews, (without

comments the presence

on recording of the researcher)

Introspection -

first-person data:

diary, self-report,
anecdotes from

the researcher’s

own experience

As can be seen from Diagram 5, there are at least three ways to look at the same thing
methodologically. First-person data represent human self-reflection and perception and
comprise introspective methods. Second-person perspective can be gained through the
methods of elicitation. The short demographic questionnaires, interviews and participants’
comments on their self-recordings are in this category. Finally, third-person perspective
embraces the techniques of observing somebody or something. This includes the participants’
self-recordings without the presence of the researcher. It is important to note that there is no
clear-cut line among those sets of data and, respectively, the methods, which the different
perspectives can be educed through. All three perspectives and data-sources overlap and
build upon each other in one or another way. The idea and fundamentals of polyphony is to
show how they do. In the following, I will give detailed information about the data that serve
as an illustration of the communicative process of establishing and maintaining relationships

through/in/with ELF and provide grounds for the following discussion.
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6.1.1 PROCESS OF RECRUITING COUPLES-PARTICIPANTS

The main criterion for choosing the participants for my study was their ‘non-
nativeness’ in English. It means that all the couples-participants use English as a lingua franca
— L1 of neither partner — in their intimate interaction. Other variables are rather heterogeneous
(see Section 6.1.2). | contacted all the couples-participants personally, per email or via Skype
first and asked them whether it would be possible for them to participate in my study. It is
worth noting that initially eight ELF couples from different countries of the European Union
volunteered to participate in my study. Three couples from Belgium, Denmark and Holland
showed interest in participating in my study but failed to do so. As it turned out, one partners
in those three couples had a privacy issue and refused or did not manage to make a recording
of any kind. In all, I have received a positive answer from both partners of five couples. | met
each couple personally or contacted them per post, email or Skype in order to get their written
informed agreement for participating in my study and to discuss the details of the procedure.
The informed consent was necessary for a number of reasons. First, not everybody was
familiar with the conventions of academic research. Therefore, it was crucial to clarify to the
participants the implications of my use of the data for academic purposes. | was very
straightforward about what is going to happen to the material my informants would provide.
The most important implication of recording spoken data concerns the participants’ privacy.
By being recorded, transcribed, analysed, and published, the ‘private’ conversations become
accessible to other people that is always become public to some extent. In this relation, |
explained to the couples that recordings and transcripts of their conversations might appear
in the academic presentations, or published works, and therefore, can be read or seen by a
larger audience. All the couples anticipatorily agreed to give publicity to the most transcripts
of their recordings. Some of them, however, refused that | played their audio files in public
so that their voices could not be recognized. After recording, | also asked my participants if
there was anything they felt uncomfortable about other people hearing their audio data. If
there was anything sensitive, | offered to delete those pieces or leave them untranscribed.
That is to say, my participants were privileged to set whatever restrictions they thought
appropriate on my use of the provided material.

A Love Affair with ELF | 135



136

6.1.2 COUPLES AS SUBJECTS: SECOND-PERSON DATA - QUESTIONNAIRE

After having obtained the partners’ informed written consent to participate in my
study, | asked couples to fill in a short questionnaire on their personal background (see
Appendix B). The aim of the questionnaire was to collect preliminary demographic
information on such variables as the participants’ sex, nationality, first languages, age,
education, occupation, country of birth and residence, children (if there were any) and their
first languages. All the names are pseudonyms to protect the identities of the participants.
The partners’ social, geographic and occupational backgrounds are summarised in Table 1
(Appendix C). As Table 1 shows, the partners’ first languages, age, place of birth and
residence, nationalities and length of relationship are rather heterogeneous. The only three
common features for all the couples are: 1. they all use English — a first language of neither
partner — in their intimate interactions, 2. all the couples are heterosexual, and 3. none of the
couples had children at the time of data collection. The latter two were not my precondition

but rather it happened by chance.

6.1.3 PSEUDONYMS

As the step to minimize the invasion to the couples’ privacy, I gave all the partners
pseudonyms in the transcripts and my analytic/interpretative comments. Very often, the
couples themselves suggested those nicknames. To decrease the possibility that other people
mentioned in the couples’ talk could be recognizable, I substituted their names by the markers
with the subsequent number: [first name 1] [last name 1] (see also VOICE transcription
conventions). In audio data, | replaced all the names with the audible beep tones. Usually |
asked participants if they wanted to have any special pseudonyms before the recording took
place. The couples were free to put those names in the agreement form. If the partners did
not specify any, | gave them some random nicknames. When | showed the transcripts to the
couples for the first time, | asked them once more whether they are fine with the given
nicknames. Only one participant asked me to change a pseudonym that | chose since, in her
view, it did not sound nice. Interesting in this relation is an example from Austrian-Czech
couple (C4/au-cz) comment on one of the transcripts of their talk. | gave a female partner of
this couple a pseudonym Monica. As it has turned out, the couple had already used the word

as their private nickname. Consider the discussion that has been triggered by the pseudonym:
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Extract 1 (C4/au-cz/Com1, 04.2011)%: now we are monica and patrick

1. Monica: [...] now we are monica and patrick. [...] it just came in my mind that we actually use
something taken from series from friends. you use it quite often do you know what i mean?

2. Patrick: no.

3. Monica: you put down monica?

4, Patrick: oh yes. @@ @

5. Monica: like you teasing (3) well explain it.

6. Patrick: well. @@ how to explain. well when someone pro- well it should be a kind of one person

who puts down monica or i don’t say it like that. i say actually you turn to be monica.

Monica: no. you say NO. you say you put down monica.

Patrick: oh yeah.

9. Monica: so now i’ll tell you the things is [...] in this episode the mother is criticizing her daughter.
she’s like criticizing her all the time. and it’s really? it it it very she’s overdoing it. yeah. yeah.
people get the point. and she wants she to really criticizing her. she says you again put down
monica. and he took it over. like when i am doing something very typical. or i when when most of

the time there’s something that you want to criticize. then he says you put down monica.
In the interchange, |1 show Monica and Patrick a transcript of their talk. When Monica sees

o N

that she has turned to Monica in my transcription - now we are monica and patrick (turn 1) -
she recalls that it is in fact one of her nicknames in their actual private interaction. The
partners adopted it from a fictional character of the popular USA television sitcom Friends
(1994-2004) Monica Geller who is portrayed by Courtney Cox. In the sitcom, Monica is
constantly criticized by her mother Judy Geller. Fictional Judy openly favours Ross —
Monica’s brother - and makes fun of, or “put down”, Monica. According to the couple,
Patrick has taken the phrase “you put down monica” (line 7) over from the series and uses it
when ‘real’ Monica is “doing something typical” or “there is something [she] want[s] to
criticize” (line 9). This example is not only interesting with regard to the process of how the
participants have chosen and reacted to chosen pseudonyms. It is demonstrable of at least
two points. The first concerns how the nickname triggers a rather extensive discussion of the
partners’ private language. The discussion, in turn, reveals the intertextual influence of public
discourse (in our case, TV discourse) on such private code (see Section 8.1.3 for a more
detailed discussion of such intertextual uses in couple discourse). The second is that in the
course of communicating with the couples, from the analytic category ‘an ELF couple’ ‘real’
people have been emerging with their own private discourse established and maintained
through particular pet names, jokes and idiomatic expressions. The couples as ‘emerging
people’ will be the main topic in later chapters. Meanwhile, | introduce the couples as

subjects and provide general information on the partners’ backgrounds.

%4 Henceforth, the comments codes include a couple code (as specified in Appendix C), a comment code (or its
number as specified in Appendix H) and the date when the comment was obtained.
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6.1.4 INTRODUCING THE COUPLES: SECOND-PERSON DATA

I organized the couples’ codes numerically according to the chronological sequence
of my contact with the couples. This means that Couple 1 contacted me first in May 2009,
and the Couple 5 contacted me last in 2010. All the examples from couple talk in this thesis
have first the number of the couple and then the number and date of the conversation (see
Section 6.2). As indicated in Table 1 (Appendix C), the couples’ codes are also based on their
native countries (with the international standard code for female partner’s native country and
subsequent code of male partner’s native country). Thus “au” stands for Austria, “cz” — for

Czech Republic, “fr” — for France, “hu” — for Hungary, “it” — for Italy, “ua” — for Ukraine.

6.1.4.1 Couple 1. Nargiz and Dan - C1/ua-fr

Nargiz (36) and Dan (46) had been married for one year and two months at the time
of data collection. Nargiz is a fashion designer and Dan is a psychologist. Nargiz grew up
bilingually® (Ukrainian-Russian) in Moldova and then in Ukraine. Dan grew up
monolingually®® in France. Both partners learned English at school and at the university.
They met in France at one of the Buddhist program/retreat. In general, Nargiz and Dan spoke
English for about one and a half year, and then French has become their common language.
The couple claim that English was their only choice to communicate, especially in the
beginning of their relationship. The couple does not have any children. The couple separated
about half a year after the interview. Having divorced, both of them still kept in touch with
me and agreed to comment on their recordings. After separating, Nargiz continues to live in
France partly because she felt that she would not be able to afford the same life style in
Ukraine on a single wage. Partly because she started new relationship with a Frenchman

about a year after her divorce with Dan.

6.1.4.2 Couple 2. Sue and Henry — C2/il-au
At the time of data collection, Sue (30) and Henry (37) had been a couple for two
years. They live in Henry’s native city in Austria. Henry works as a diving instructor and

travels a lot. Sue is an English teacher. Henry’s first language is German. Sue’s first language

% Here, by bilingual/ly I refer to the situation when a partner grew up in two first ‘national’ languages (L1s). It
is important to note that some partners claim to grow up bilingually within one ‘national’ language (e.g. High
German and an Austrian German dialect, see Section 7.2.3). The discrepancy between my classification and the
participants’ own perception of their actual language use is a good example how ‘emerging’ people go beyond
the category of ELF couples (see Chapter 7-9).

% Here, by monolingual/ly 1 refer to the situation when a partner grew up in one ‘national’ language of primary
socialization (L1).
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is Hebrew. They met on a ship on their way to an island in Thailand. Henry worked and Sue
had a holiday there. English was the only choice for them since they did not speak each other
L1s and did not share any other L2s. Also, most communication with people and a service
team on the ship was in English. For those reasons, the couple claim that it was natural for
them to begin their communication in English. The couple did not have any children at the
time of data collection. Sue gave birth to a daughter in 2012. Sue is my friend and was
enthusiastic to participate when she got to know about my project.

6.1.4.3 Couple 3. Sandy and Peter — C3/it-au

Sandy (25) and Peter (31) had been a couple for three and a half years at the time of
data collection. Sandy is an architect and Peter is a civil engineer. Peter grew up
monolingually in Austria. Sandy, who grew up in Italy in one L1- Italian, had come to Austria
two years before she participated in my study for both professional and personal reasons: she
had a relationship with Peter at that time and she worked in an architectural bureau in Austria.
Peter was looking for a job at the time of recording. By the time we met for the interview, he
had already started working in a big architectural/engineering company. The couple does not

have any children.

6.1.4.4 Couple 4. Monica and Patrick — C4/au-cz

Monica (27) and Patrick (30) had been a couple for four years at the time of data
collection. Monica grew up monolingually in German in Austria. Peter grew up
monolingually in Czech. Monica is an MA sociology student. Patrick works at the Czech
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. They met at one of the exchange student program in
Copenhagen. The environment at that program was English speaking: “everyone spoke
English”. That was one of the reasons why they began their relationship in English. What is
special about this couple is the fact that they have a distant relationship: they meet from time
to time in their parents’ places either in Austria or in the Czech Republic. That is to say, the
partners live separately - Monica partly in Austria, partly in Denmark; Patrick in the Czech
Republic - and have their own apartment in none country. Despite the fact that they had the
longest relationship among all the couples who participated in my study and Patrick spoke
German rather well, they still used ELF as their common language, and claimed that they

would stick to it in the future. The couple does not have any children.
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6.1.4.5 Couple 5. Anna and Paul — C5/au-hu

Anna (28) and Paul (23) had been a couple for two years at the time of data
collection. Anna grew up monolingually in Austria. Paul grew up monolingually in
Hungarian in Budapest. Paul is unemployed. Anna is a language teacher. They live in Austria.
Their common hobby is music and playing guitar. Both partners claim that music was a road
to English in their lives. They met (played table soccer together, Paul played guitar) at a bar
in Budapest where Paul used to work. Anna was teaching English for adults in Budapest that
summer. Like all the couples in my study, they say that English was the only way to

communicate with each other. The couple does not have any children.

6.2 DATA COLLECTION - RECORDING

After getting general demographic information about the couples through the
questionnaire, the next step of my co-operation with the participants was the recording of
their naturally occurring ELF talk. I will discuss what the term naturally occurring talk
implies in my research in the Section 6.4. Here the focus is on the process of recording. As |
have already mentioned, | absented myself from the actual proceedings, and left it to my
informants to decide on what and how to record. Couple 1, for example, recorded their first
conversations on their own computer and sent them to me as an audio email attachment.
Couple 2 tape-recorded all their conversations by placing the portable recording device
“Sony-WM-D6C” at their home. Most recording, however, was done with two portable
digital audio-recording devices “Olympus Digital Voice Recorder VN-3100PC” that |
offered to the couples. Three of them picked the devices up at the first meeting with me. To
Couple 1, I sent the devices per post, as they lived in France at the time of data collection. |
chose these particular devices for three reasons. First, they guarantee a rather good sound
quality. Second, they are rather small - of cellular telephone size — and, therefore, easy to be
placed and taken almost everywhere, and are practically ‘invisible’. Finally, each partner had
her/his ‘own’ separate recorder and could move around the place independently from the
other partner. This offset the limitations of the other mediums of recording that were confined
to a single location.

The devices have four recording modes, namely XHQ (extra high quality sound
recording), HQ (high quality sound recording), SP (standard recording), and LP (long-term

recording). The correlation between modes (quality) and time of recording is summarized in
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Table 2 (see Appendix D). I programmed the devices for the XHQ mode as I, understandably,
wanted to have the highest quality of audio data. This mode enabled the couples to record up
to six hours of their talk. | asked the partners to place their recorders on them with the
microphones exposed towards mouth - the source of the sound - (for example, in a front
pocket of a shirt), or somewhere in their homes, and record whenever they both were present
at their own convenience. This entailed both advantages and disadvantages for the recording
process. The fact that each partner had her/his ‘own’ recorder allowed for partners’ mobility,
so they could move from one place to another without interrupting or stopping the recording.
On the other hand, there was always a danger that moving partners could incidentally cover
the microphone, which was at the upper part of the recorder, or place the recorder with the
microphone in the counter direction from the source of sound. This could (and in some cases
indeed did) decrease the quality of the sound or even make some audio data undecipherable.

As for time constraints, the couples and I arranged that they could use the devices
for approximately one month. Such limitation was necessary as | had only two devices for
all the couples-participants. However, the time the partners could keep the devices was not
subject to exact restrictions: if they felt like having more or extra time for recording, they
were free to do so. Neither did | place a limit on the length of each recording: the couples
were free to record as much (or little) as they felt comfortable to do. The length of
conversations, therefore, varies from 1 to 68 minutes. A total of 1509 minutes (about 25
hours) was recorded in this way in 2009-2011. Couple 1 (Nargiz and Dan) recorded about 46
minutes on their computer in May — June 2009 and about 324 minutes with “Olympus” digital
devices in December 2009 - February 2010. Couple 2 (Sue and Henry) recorded 105 minutes
with the portable tape-recorder “Sony-WM-D6C” in July and November - December 2009.
The other three couples used only the “Olympus” digital devices. Couple 3 (Sandy and Peter)
recorded about 350 minutes in June and November-December 2009. Couple 4 (Monica and
Patrick) recorded about 350 minutes in November 2010 — February 2011. Couple 5 (Anna
and Peter) recorded about 335 minutes in April-May 2011. The detailed information of the
number and length of conversations recorded by the couples is summarized in the Table 3

(see Appendix E).

6.2.1 SYNCHRONIZING AND TRANSCRIBING

| have stated in the previous section that the couples-participants had two separate

recording devices. It turned out that the devices had the difference of timing in hundreds of
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seconds. Despite such a paltry timing variance, partners’ separate sound tracks had to be
synchronized into one because of echoing effect, different pitch tones and other difficulties
that undesirable effects could cause for listening and transcribing the audio data. For
synchronising and transcribing the data, I used the software “Adobe Audition 3.0”. For the
transcription of the audio soundtracks of couples’ talk, I generally follow the Vienna-Oxford
International Corpus of English (VOICE) transcription conventions
(www.univie.ac.at/voice, see also Appendix A for selected conventions). As primarily
content is relevant for the interviews and comments, | used a less detailed reduced format of
transcription that is similar to one of the visual output styles of VOICE, specifically plain
style. This means that for easier readability, the transcription of interviews and retrospective
comments slightly differs from the exacter extracts of the couples’ recordings, as most
markers of the extralinguistic features and conversational dysfluencies (noises, pauses,
lengthening and intonation, repetition, and hesitation fillers) have been edited out. The focus,
thus, is on the actual words uttered by partners. It is important to note that it has not been
possible to include the whole transcript of all the data in an appendix, since it covers about
500 pages and would constitute a separate volume®’. Therefore, in the thesis | present only

excerpts that | have selected as examples for the analysis and interpretation.

6.2.2 UNITS OF ANALYSIS

During the process of synchronizing and listening to the data, | began to get a sense
which extracts | would focus on for analysis. As it turned out, couples used languages other
than English in their ELF talk quite extensively. For the purpose of this thesis, I first selected
the extracts where such ‘hybrid’ uses of languages other than English that seemed to typify
an identifiable kind of linguistic hybridity as non-conformist innovation at the formal level.
I then looked for other occurrences of the hybrid formal features in all the couples’ data (also
innovative ‘mixes’ of elements of the same virtual resource), isolated the episodes that
seemed interesting and transcribed them. Some of the extracts | discussed with the

participants after the fact (see Section 6.3.2).

5" Those researchers who are interested in the full transcription of the interviews and the partners’ comments,
please contact me per email: svitlana.klotzli@outlook.com. The transcripts of the self-recorded conversations
are not available for confidentiality reasons.
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6.3 SECOND-PERSON DATA: INTERVIEW AND COMMENTS

In order to remain in the polyphonic dialogue with my couples, | conducted
interviews (see Appendices F, G) and discussed selected extracts from the recordings
(Appendix H) after having obtained the audio data and while transcribing them. The main
goal was to elicit direct self-reported information on the couples’ relationship and language
practices. | began each interview with the thank-you words for the couples’ cooperation and
consenting to participate in the further stages of my investigation. | repeated a short
introduction with the special focus on the implications of participating in the academic
research, and its next steps. | also asked the permission to record our interview and
discussion. None of the couples refused the consent. | recorded interviews with the mentioned
“Olympus” devices to which partners had already been used. I also used my laptop to record
a back-up version of the discussion. With one couple out of five - Couple 1 - | contacted via
Skype®® for the interview. Although the digital audio recording of interviews allowed me to
engage in the discussions fully without taking detailed notes, | made some rough notes on
partners’ comments, especially those concerning their nicknames, special ‘private’ words
and phrases and my central interest - uses of other languages than English. In addition, | took
notes of my thoughts and questions to be asked that were emerging in the course of
conversations.

As far as form is concerned, there are two basic approaches to collecting qualitative
data through interview (Patton 2002 [1980]). They are closed fixed responses interview and
open-ended interviews. The approaches differ in the extent to which the topic and the
interview questions are devised before the interview takes place. It was clear from the
beginning that the closed fixed responses approach did not suit my purposes at all. This
approach determines the questions and response categories in advance, and, therefore, limits
the participants’ choices. This being so, the approach is rather mechanistic and impersonal,
since the informants must fit their perceptions and experiences into the predetermined
researcher’s categories. Contrary to closed fixed responses approach, open-ended approaches
allows for relating the interview to my particular participants and circumstances and having
it as natural as possible. There are at least three types of those: the informal conversational

interview, the general interview guide approach, and the standardized open-ended interview

%8 Skype is a telecommunications application software that specializes in providing video chat and voice calls
from computers, tablets and mobile devices via the Internet to other such devices.
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(ibid. 342). While choosing among open-ended approaches, my main concern has been that
data, their collection and time of collection should be kept within manageable limits. This
has not been possible to achieve with the informal conversational interview method that
normally demands several meetings with the participants, where questions and wording are
not predetermined at all and emerge in the natural cause of talk. The second - the standardized
open-ended interview - method has not suited my purposes either. It suggests the exact
wording and sequence of questions that are determined in advance. The standardized wording
and order of asking questions constrain the flexibility in relating the interview to particular
participants and purposes (for the detailed discussion of the strength and weaknesses of all
the approaches see Patton 2002 [1980]). Therefore, I decided on the general interview guide
approach. The approach presupposes that researcher specifies topics and questions (or
prompts) in outline form in advance, and so comparatively many questions could be asked
in a relatively short time. It was necessary since most couples indicated time constrains that
kept them from being interviewed or delayed our meeting. At the same time, researcher can
relate the sequence and exact wording of question to particular individuals and circumstances
and decide on them in the course of the interview. The general interview guide approach has
enabled me to find a compromise between conflicting demands | have come up with. On the
one hand, then, the interview involves pre-set questions. The couples have provided
information to more or less same prompts. On the other hand, | have been able to be rather
flexible and open as concerns the raised questions, issues, and their order; and to give the
interviewees freedom to take the lead and to talk about anything they think is relevant to our
discussion without fear of being judged or embarrassed. The partners have been able to
discuss not only the ‘guided’ questions but also all the questions or issues that have emerged
from the immediate context (see, for example, the ‘Monica-extract’, Section 6.1.4). Thus,
interviewing has been a balancing act among keeping on track of carefully prepared guides;
being sensitive and flexible when participants are distracted from the researcher’s outline;
and to keep the interviews within suitable time limits. Altogether, the interview consists of
26 questions or prompts in 8 sections. They are:

- background and short life history (3 prompts);

- love story and living together (3 prompts);

- cultural issues (3 prompts);

- current language use and practices (3 prompts);

- the role of ELF in the relationship (4 prompts);

- the role of other than English languages in the relationship (Sections 6,7: 7 prompts);
- and hopes for future (3 prompts) (See Appendix F).

The thesis is definitive.
Reality is frequently inaccurate: methodological issues



I conducted all the interviews in English except a separate short interview in Russian with
Nargiz (C1/ua-fr). | contacted all the participants via email or telephone and arranged the
time and place of interview in advance. The partners themselves chose the place where they
wanted to be interviewed. Three couples invited me to their homes. Couple 4 came to my
place. With Couple 1, I conducted the interview via Skype. For several reasons, | decided to
have both partners at each interview. First, as | have mentioned already, all couples indicated
time constrains and claimed that it was more convenient and less time-consuming for them
to be interviewed together. Second, since all the couples felt more comfortable together, |
could count on more informal and friendly atmosphere. To make it more relaxed, | also
offered the couples a cup of coffee, tea, or a glass of wine, and snacks when it was possible
and appropriate. Finally yet importantly, | as a researcher could get a better insight into the
couple relationship and the way they communicate with each other while having both of
them. All this also contributed to one of my main purposes, namely to establish rapport with
the couples. The duration, date and place of each interview are summarized in Table 4
(Appendix G).

6.3.1 ESTABLISHING RAPPORT WITH PARTICIPANTS IN THE COURSE OF INTERVIEW

Despite limited time, | started interviews with the short self-introduction. A little
chat on differences and commonalities between my own and partners’ experiences in the
introduction and on our ‘life histories’ served as an ‘ice-breaking’ strategy. It was also
necessary because I first met most male partners only at the stage of interview. I told partners
that my husband and | also used to be an ELF couple for about one year at the very beginning
of our relationship. After about half a year of our relationship, | brought my thirteen-year son
to Austria who joined us in a fascinating ELF practice, since ELF was the only language we
all shared at that time. I explained to my informants that this experience was one of the main
reasons why | was doing the research into ELF. To raise the quality of my relationship with
couples, I attempted to position myself not as a researcher but rather as a person who shared
a similar experience of communicating to the partner in ELF, and who wanted to learn from
the participants about their experience of being an ELF couple. Thus, | presented my study
as a learning experience. It was also very important for me to position the participants as
experts in ELF relationship, and to emphasize the significance of their expert knowledge for

my project while both interviewing them and collecting their comments. | explained to the
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couples that the purpose of the interview was to understand their ELF experience, since it is
unique and so little inquired.

To create more confidence on the interviewees’ part, I asked each partner to tell me
her/his short biography. In psychology, this strategy is referred to as life history method based
on narrative (Polkinghorne 1995). There are at least two main approaches to the life history
method (for a detailed description and overview of the research into bilingual family
discourse based on life history method see Okita 2002). The first focuses on the detailed
biography of one person. The second collects multiple life stories (of several individuals)
within the same area of research. My purpose was neither to gain intensive individual
information of my participants’ life nor to apply ‘multiple approach’ that could give a broader
picture of ELF couples. Rather, this strategy intended to obtain more information on partners’
personal background (especially on language use in the course of partners’ life), to explore
the unique and particular aspects of each couple relationship, and to establish supportive
friendly atmosphere at the early stage of interview. Almost all the partners were willing to
tell me about their lives and love stories and appeared to be encouraged by my sincere interest
in their — as they themselves formulated it - “unique” situation. This helped me to position
all of us as people ‘in the same boat’ and to show my capability to understand the partners’
situation. In the end, interviews resembled more a chitchat among friends than a formal
procedure between a researcher and informants. This facilitated my way to the final step in
my research, namely to the playback of selected extracts to the participants. This | describe

in the next section.

6.3.2 PARTICIPANTS’ COMMENTS

As | have argued in the previous sections, the process of observation, transcribing
and following analysis/interpretation inevitably leads to misrepresenting if not to distortion
of the actual participants’ experience. To minimise this problem (at least as far as it is
possible), I collected participants’ comments on selected episodes of their recorded talk. My
main purpose was to gain some insight about how these interactions were perceived from a
participant viewpoint. Such retrospective comments were also important for the reasons of
securing the informed consent of the participants. All the participants listened to selected
extracts after recording, read their transcriptions and once more consented to their publication
with all the names changed. That is to say, the participants had a clearer idea about the format,

in which their recordings would appear in my thesis, or any other academic setup.

The thesis is definitive.
Reality is frequently inaccurate: methodological issues



| discussed most extracts directly after the interview with both partners. On the one
hand, I did it because of time constraints: most couples did not have an opportunity to meet
once more. On the other, as both partners were present, it was interesting to get a better
insight how they communicate with each other while commenting on their talk. Often,
partners made very interesting supplementation to each other’s comments. Sometimes, one
of the partners could better reconstruct the context of the segments that made little sense not
only to me as an outsider but also to the other partner. By reference to memory, retrieval to
objects or people, the partners often made comprehensive numerous details about segments,
called up its recollection and triggered the discussion of those with the other partner. That is
to say, one of the advantages of having both partners in the process of collecting their
comments was the fact that there were more chances to reconstruct more or less detailed
picture of a conversation that otherwise would have remained opaque to me. Of course, the
question here is how far such reconstruction is reliable. My purpose, however, was not so
much to reconstruct an interaction but to look at how the partners explain and act upon their
talk while attempting, so to speak, to re-enact it at my presence. In this respect, the presence
of both partners also showed that sometimes they could perceive a piece of recording rather
differently from each other and from the point of time when the conversation had occurred.

The partners’ comments differ in amount and duration. Couple 2 (Sue and Henry),
for example, provided the most comments on a wider range of episodes. Couple 4 rather
extensively commented only on two extracts. In this connection, it is important to note that
my purpose was not to get partners’ comments on each particular conversation or language
use. Rather, I wanted to gain some insight how partners themselves perceive their interaction
and how it might be different from my own understanding of what is going on. It was
important for me to show that a recorded conversation always becomes a new entity, often
very different from the conversation as it occurred online in ‘real’ time even for the
participants themselves, and, at least therefore, my interpretation cannot possibly be the
interpretation. The information on the channel, amount, language and duration of partners’

comments is summarized in Table 5 (Appendix H).

6.3.3 PLAYBACK PROCEDURE

Although I generally managed to establish rapport with the couples-participants, the
process of playback was rather sensitive. | had to be careful not to influence participants’

answers by too specific questions and not to put my ideas in their minds (or formulations in
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their mouths) about what was going on. Therefore, | prepared two general prompts for
retrospection. The first is about general context of selected interactions. The second is more
specific and is about particular uses of languages other than English in couples’ ELF talk that
| selected for analysis. The prompts were formulated as follows (dependently on the
participants and circumstances):

1. Could you describe the situation and general context of the episode? Where did it

occur? What is the exchange about? What/Who are you discussing in the piece?
2. I do not understand the word/phrase. Could you explain its meaning? What do you
mean by it?

Accordingly, 1 first asked couples to listen to an extract and answer the first question,
specifically what they could remember about an interaction and its context, what it was about,
and under which circumstances it occurred. | told partners that | was interested in anything
they could tell me about an exchange in order to affect their answers as little as possible and
let them focus on what they themselves thought was the most important information about it.
Since | made it clear that my first languages were Ukrainian and Russian and | could not
understand partners’ first languages, I expected that my informants would naturally (without
any prompts) explain their uses of languages other than English. Paradoxically enough,
partners often did not ‘notice’ those uses unless there was a mistake in my transcription. For
example, I transcribed ichsy - one of the private coinages of Hebrew-Austrian couple (C2/il-
au) — as creepy — the word that the couple used quite often in the same interchange where
ichsy occurred (for more detailed discussion of ‘ichsy’ episode see Section 8.3.3). While
listening to the extract, Henry pointed out that my transcription was wrong and corrected it.
Even having corrected the transcription of the word, the partners explained it to me only
when | directly asked them to do so. If such ‘foreign’ words were correctly transcribed —
normally by chance — couples completely ‘ignored’ them and often focused on describing
the context, their feelings, relationship and other ‘non-linguistic things’ they found
significant about an interaction. As it happened, for example, to Italian inaugurato and
pesante (see Section 8.3.3) in a conversation of Italian-Austrian couple (C3/it-au). | wrote
the words correctly only because my husband and son could speak Italian and helped me with
the ‘Italian’ part of transcription. While playing back the ‘inaugurato-pesante’ interchange,
the uses were not the subject of partners’ comment either. In such cases, therefore, I did call
attention to selected segments and forms. I started with the most general questions such as “I

do not understand what you are talking about in this piece. Could you explain it to me
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please?” As a last resort, I made a specific request for the uses | singled out for analysis and
asked partners to explain their meaning, for example: ‘I do not understand/know the word
pesante. What do you mean by it in this piece?’

To summarize, the interviews and participants’ comment have been necessary for
several reasons. First, they have helped me to gather additional biographical information; this
has not been possible to get through the demographic questionnaire and recording. Second, |
have the participants’ introspections and perspectives on their linguistic practices and
possible contextual and pretextual factors whose history (state of affairs pre-text) and
meaning are not clear to me as an outsider. Third, | have engaged the participants in reflection
on aspects of the research and analysis, and so have secured the informed consent. Forth,
both audio data and comments have enabled to locate mismatches between my interpretation
and the partners’ perception of their interaction, and on the partners’ reported and actual
behaviour. It is worth noting that the latter is very difficult to prove, as, in retrospection, all
the recorded talk may appear different from the partners’ actual experience even to them
themselves. Hence, my point here is that | have tried not to create distance to ensure
objectivity and to avoid bias (if it is likely at all) in my research, but to encourage the couples
to participate in the analysis and reflection on their own practices as much as possible.
Finally, in the course of transcribing the recorded data, interviewing the couples and
collecting their comments, | have been getting more and more sense of the couples as
‘normal’ ‘whole’ people that are emerging from the category — ELF couples — of my study.
Transcriptions of the couples’ self-recordings, interviews and comments, thus, provide

grounds for a dialogue with ELF couples, which by definition cannot be final and exhaustive.

6.4 THIRD-PERSON DATA:
“A PARADOX OF IRREDUCIBLE SUBJECTIVITY?”

What is recorded and subsequently transcribed/analysed is “a second-hand derived
version of the original: not the reflex of interaction but the result of intervention”
(Widdowson 2004: 9, my italics). In this sense, the audio data presented in this thesis are the
partial “result of intervention” for at least three reasons. First, the recording does not
represent the actual experience of the participants themselves but is its “second-hand” trace.
Consequently, what I have to do with in such “second-hand” audio version of couple

interaction is the verbally realized linguistic text and not participants’ facial expression,
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postures, moves, gestures, direction of gaze, touches of things or other people, and other
paralinguistic features of interaction that can be highly important and meaningful for the
participants. Finally, the recording is always influenced by the observation in one or another
way. In my study, the absence of a human observer might have reduced the interventional
effect of observation, but it does not entirely surmount what is referred to as the observer’s
paradox in sociolinguistics (Labov 1978 [1972]). The paradox relates to the researcher’s
attempt to observe how people speak and behave when not being observed and/or recorded,
while at the same time doing exactly this. It concerns the extent to which the recorded or
observed interactions can be claimed to be natural or naturally occurring. The term naturally
occurring data must be clarified here. Following Silverman (1993: 403), | take such data as
derived “from situations which exist independently of the researcher’s intervention”. That is
to say, | have collected the conversational data that are ‘natural’ every day couples’
conversations without the presence of the researcher. However, | cannot claim that the
recording is ‘free’ of the impact of observation, since the recorders themselves can remind
the couples-participants that they are being observed independently from the fact if and to
what extent they are at ease with the recorder. As Cameron surmises in this connection, the

act of recording talks

has the potential to affect participants’ behaviour and make the talk something different from what
it would have been otherwise. All talk is shaped by the context in which it is produced, and where
talk is being observed and recorded becomes part of the context. (Cameron 2001: 20)

Therefore, the impact of observation both while observing and recording people with or
without observer as well as while interpreting the data has to be taken into consideration. As
my data demonstrate, partners often treat the recorders as participants in conversation, and
even talk to them directly. My point here is that independently from the fact if the observer
is present or not, the very fact of observation will always make the interaction ‘unnatural’ to
some extent. Moreover, the absence of the observer by no means makes the data more
‘natural’ in the sense that any observation will transfer partners’ interaction from ‘private’
and ‘natural’ to ‘public’, or ‘semi-public’.

The intervention is bound to be even greater, because my account is based on written
transcription of recorded data. As Ochs points out, transcription is unavoidably “a selective
process reflecting theoretical goals and definitions” (Ochs 1979: 44) and, therefore, even
more remote from the reality of actual interaction. It is the researcher who decides what, how
(detailed) and why to transcribe. This is what Widdowson refers to as “a paradox of

irreducible subjectivity” (Widdowson 2004: 10) - another facet of the observer’s paradox that
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is independent from the fact if a non-participant third-person/researcher is present or not
while recording. It means not only that there will be some impact on the way the participants
talk or behave but also that “the very observation of an interaction necessarily misrepresents
it, and the more precise the observed record, the greater the misrepresentation” (ibid.) The
features of immediate effect created or achieved in spoken interaction that are still reflected
in recording disappear in transcription and depend greatly on the researcher’s purpose.
Moreover, what a spoken interaction means for the participants from the insider perspective
can be and often is very different from what it means for the third-person
observer/transcriber. The experience of the original use of spoken text is often elusive for an
outside analyst. This observer’s paradox, or rather “paradox of irreducible subjectivity”, will
always set limits both on the researcher’s claims about naturalness/authenticity of the data
and the validity of the analysis. | by no means want to diminish the importance of any
empirical study in general and of my investigation of ELF couple talk in particular. Nor do |
want to discredit the value of my findings. I only wish to make it clear that all that follows is
based on the examination of the transcripts of the couples’ recordings, interviews and
comments. These transcripts, however, are not presented as proof of the analysis. Nor do |
offer my interpretation as the interpretation. Rather, the transcripts are intended to allow
readers/the audience to check the grounds of my analysis and interpretation against their own
perception on what is going on in ELF couple talk. In polyphonic terms, the transcripts enable
readers to listen to the researcher and couples’ voices and to read their own voices/positions

into the couples’ text.

6.4.1 THE PARADOX OF THE VIRTUAL RESEARCHER

Possible effects of observation on participants’ behaviour are extensively discussed
in the sociolinguistic research (Cameron 2001, Garfinkel 1967, Labov 1978 [1972]). In her
investigation of bilingual couples, Piller (2002), for example, discusses partners’ framing
strategies that construct their private conversations as public by specifically positioning them
as for the absent researcher. Likewise, many of the conversations in my data are framed as
direct or indirect addresses to the absent virtual researcher, which take a variety of forms.
These include greetings (“hello”, “good morning™), introductions, leave-taking formulae, and
asides. As an illustration of the possible impact of (virtual) observation, consider several

examples from my data. In the first example, Monica (C4/au-cz) explicitly reframes the
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partners’ talk from private to semi-public by making the following introduction-summary to

the ‘virtual’ researcher before starting recording her talk with Patrick:

Extract 2 (C4/au-cz/Con13/02.2011)%°: i hope you can figure it out sveta

Monica: well (3) it’s also almost over. well. okay. so e:::rm yeah. we didn’t have quite some time.
ah what do i say. @ we haven’t taped anything for quite some time. because we were out of the
battery. and actually both of them are short of battery. so i will need to change the other one as well.
okay. it’s a little bit complicated because erm we seems like something like you can put around your
name. erm we did we again only taped on one. (3) e:::r <sighs> and then (2) well that’s the he one.
and on the he one there’s a little bit more than on the she one. and there’s also like ten minutes that i
taped (2) because yeah i was doing the interview and yeah. i had this proved and i taped like ten
minutes and then it was off because the batteries. a::nd erm which probably good because it’s hardly
anything left from the (2) from the recording. okay. well but right now it’s like on this one it’s zero
six. and on the other one it’s zero five. (3) which is also surprising. okay i don’t know. @ i am
confused about that. i hope you can figure it out sveta. @@

In this extract, Monica first says that the couple have not taped anything for a while because
of the technical problems, namely low batteries, which they needed to fix in the process of
recording. She explains further that she used one of the recorders for her own interview
(Monica is a sociologist) and failed to tape a full version of it for the same technical problem.
The partners changed the batteries, but in the course of her introduction to the talk, Monica
discovered that the other device is almost out of power as well. It is important to note that
she refers to the recorders as she- and he-recorder because | marked them so for convenience
purposes. Before introducing me to the context of the talk, Monica gives the total number of
the data on each recorder, and explains that the numbers do not match to each other: one of
the recorders has six and the other five conversations on it. Monica comments on this fact as
surprising and expresses a hope that I will manage to figure it out: “i hope you can figure it
out sveta”. After quite an extended introduction-summary about the couple’s recording

progress and problems with batteries, she finally makes an introduction to the actual talk:

Extract 3 (C4/au-cz/Con13/02.2011): i just turn on the recordings. and now again forget
about them

1. Monica: e::r yeah. i just arrived to prague. today. but already quite some hours ago. a::nd we are in
the room of patrick. in prague. in <L1de> plattenbau. {an apartment house of bearing-wall
construction} </L1de> a:::nd he is now checking his new laptop. he is trying to install a printer.
a::nd it’s just <L1de> fat {boring} </L1de> <to patrick>_i just turn on the recordings. and now
again forget about them. </to patrick> [...]

2. Patrick: okay. well. it doesn’t want to do much. (3) well. (it’s) drives. (4) if we <LNde> druck
{print} </LNde> print (4) {the printer starts printing} oh wait. wait. wait. you see now it’s starting
printing. (1) a::nd (1) the result is good.

%9 Henceforth, the conversations codes include a couple code (as specified in Appendix C), a conversation code
(or its number as specified in Appendix E) and the date when the conversation was recorded
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Here Monica informs me that she visits Patrick’s at his place in Prague. She further clarifies
that Patrick is busy installing printer drivers on his new computer at the time of recording.
After having made the introduction, Monica addresses Patrick and notifies him that the
recording devices are on and instructs him to ignore them: “i just turn on the recordings. and
now again forget about them” (turn 1). Patrick, in turn, shows readiness for and competence
in the recording affairs by his short reply “okay” in turn 2. Further, in turn 2, the talk takes
its natural flow. The couple discusses the process of installing printer. However, their talk
lasts only about forty-five seconds. In the following, the couple interrupts the recording rather

humorously:

Extract 4 (C4/au-cz/Con16/15.02.2011): no more taping

Patrick: good. but what you just make off or on. and i am just going to take the shower.
Monica: okay.
Patrick: so (2) what a situation.

Monica: <@> (so much) no more taping </@>
Patrick: no more taping.

AN

Inturn 1, Patrick asks Monica to switch the recorders off because he is going to take a shower.
They find the situation funny and make some humorous remarks about “no more taping”
(turn 4, 5). It is interesting to note that this particular talk is rather short: it is three minutes
and two seconds long. Monica’s two-minute introduction constitutes two thirds of the talk’s
total length. The partners’ ‘no-more-taping” wrap-up of the talk lasts about fifteen seconds.
Most of the talk, thus, is framed as for the virtual researcher. This extract is the most vivid
example how the process of observation can intervene into naturally occurring interaction.
Specifically, Monica explicitly positions the talk as for the virtual researcher.

The next example illustrates a similar strategy that serves to reframe the private
couple conversation to conversations for the researcher, namely a description of the context
of the talk. The couple recorded one of their conversations in the car before visiting a
museum. They interrupted the recording and continued it after having visited the museum.
Monica starts the recording by introducing the context and ‘pre-story’ of the ‘interrupted’
conversation to me: “so. well. it’s a few hours later. we what follows up. see the flooded a
sort of flooded kloesterneuburg and ethno museum and now we are back in the car.” (C4/au-
€z/Conl17/15.02.2011). The fact that this information is provided makes it clear that the
conversation is addressed to the absent researcher who does not have a grasp of the immediate

context and will listen to the recording later on.
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In the next example, Couple 2 discuss their plans for shopping the next day. They
need a toilet seat for their household and discuss what store they can buy it at, when they
should set off for the do-it-yourself-store and how much time they need for the shopping. In

this context, Henry takes leave from me at the end of the couple’s discussion:

Extract 5 (C2/il-au/Con3/20.11.2009): good night sveta

1. Henry: so twelve thirty. (4)

2. Sue: half an hour to look the toilet seat <LNde> oder? {or} </LNde>

3. Henry: no. to find a parking space. to look for the toilet seat. if they have in case they have to pay
(1) and then may need my hand to take what is bought. (4)

4, Sue: <soft> {yawning} it’s okay. xxxx {/yawning} </soft>

5. Henry: good. (11) good night sveta.

Here Henry reframes the ‘private’ conversation from a couple talk to one addressed to the
absent researcher (turn 5). Henry does not only use the farewell formula good night, but also
directly addresses me by name good night sveta. It creates a feeling of connection between
partners and me, and the effect of my “complicity” (as one of my participants worded it) to
their ‘coupleness’. On the other hand, this leave-taking formula demonstrates that the
recorder has an impact on the conversation and transforms it from ‘naturally’ private to semi-
public.

The next example illustrates one more strategy that serves to reframe the private
couple conversation to conversations for a researcher, namely direct asides to me. In the
following example from the talk of Couple 4, Monica overtly indicates a piece of their

recording as not intended for the researcher personally:

Extract 6 (C4/au-cz/Con10/15.02.2011): oh actually i am taping right now. i don’t want
sveta to know about that

Monica: well and then we were moving the pillows. you know like the ones that my aunt did. which
are pretty old. but my mom doesn’t think it’s anything with cloths she is pretty sure that it’s about
food. (2) so next time i will go to vienna i will go through food closer. i don’t know i don’t think and
i1 consciously haven’t left any food there. bu::t i know that i store a lot. so. ah it would be so stupid
if it’s my fault. and you know i found so disgusting because i oh actually i am taping right now. i
don’t want sveta to know about that. but it’s really i felt so much like what a person i am. i leave
ripen food in the flat. and yeah and i was glad that that boy friend was there because he kind of like
you d- you d- it’s not so serious. you know.

The extract is from one of the couple’s Skype talk. Monica describes a rather common
situation in any household. Her flat-mate discovered some moths in the apartment but could
not find the source where they came from. She asked Monica to help in her search. However,
even together they failed to find the infested items. Monica is rather embarrassed and (as she
says) disgusted by the fact that she could have looked like someone who “leave[s] some ripen

food in the flat” and so could have caused the inconvenience to her mate. While telling
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Patrick about this unpleasant incident, Monica suddenly is reminded (probably, by the
recorder) that she is taping the conversation and says that she does not want me to know
about this ‘facet’ of her personality: “oh actually i am taping right now. i don’t want sveta to
know about that”. By this aside, Monica makes it clear that she is doing recording for the
researcher and the conversation operates on two different levels, namely private and semi-
public.

In another conversation, Couple 2 treats the audio-recorder as participants of an
interaction, and, obviously, do not want to talk about some intimate affairs in its (or rather

my) ‘presence’. In the end, the couple interrupts the recording for this reason:

Extract 7 (C2/il-au/Con2/19.11.2009): forget it. i'll just tell you this [...] later

1. Sue: you know? and he i mean you know he is just driving me crazy and what was it today oh. and
then he said like? (5) no. forget it.

2. Henry: forget what? that's what is that.

3. Sue: no. (3) forget it. i'll just tell you this (2) [...] later.

4, Henry: is that secretly?

5. Sue: no. but i just realised that? (3) no i just tell you later [...] you know wanna have some good
news?

6. Henry: yaeh. always. (19) yaeh. tell me. (3)

7. Sue: no i'll tell you also later. (7)

Here, Sue describes one of her acquaintances as a rather annoying person. As can be seen in
turn 1, she is about reproducing something that he has told her, but suddenly changes her
mind and suggests talking about it later (turn 3, 5). To Henry’s request is that secretly (tun
4), she refers, supposably, to the audio recorder in turn 5: but i just realised that? no i just
tell you later. One might interpret this reply as ‘I just realised that we are recording our talk,
so | do not want to make it public and will tell you about it later’. Later on in turn 5, she is
very close to speaking about some other “good news”, but again it seems that the news is not
for the researcher’s and public ears: no i'll tell you also later (turn 7). As a result, the talk
interrupts and the partners switch the recorder off. In sum, one might claim, then, that the
couple’s conversations are natural in that the partners sometimes forget about the fact that
they are being observed and recorded. On the other hand, the partners’ awareness (whether

implicitly or explicitly expressed) that they are not ‘alone’ has an impact on their talk.

6.4.2 TALK ABOUT ‘NATURAL’ TALK

One more type of asides in my data can be labelled as ‘talk about talk’ or ‘meta-
talk’. In many of those asides, the couples discuss their understanding of what counts as
‘valid’ natural ELF talk and, related to it, use of other available languages in it. It is important
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to note that both partners have been provided with a written introduction to the research and
written (mostly email) as well as oral instructions concerning recording procedure (cf.
Appendix B for one of such instructions). The requirement was that they record as much as
they could whenever they felt there was a good moment. As | did not want to affect the
partners’ behaviour and the way they talk as far as it was possible, | did not specify what
aspects of their talk I was planning to focus on. Since all couples claimed that they mostly
spoke ELF at the time of data collection, | expected (and requested) that their talk would be
mostly or at least partly in English. In most cases, only one of the partners met me to pick up
the recorders. Therefore, | instructed personally only that partner-‘representative-of-the-
couple’ as for how and what to record. At the personal meeting, | explained the term ELF (“a
mother tongue for neither partner”) to a contact partner first and asked her/him to instruct
another partner on the procedure of recording. In my explanations, | emphasised that | needed
their ‘ordinary’ every-day conversations. | asked partners not to focus on producing ‘correct’
English but ‘normal’ talk, since the purpose of my research by no means was to test the
partners’ proficiency in English, but rather to understand how partners established and
maintained the relationship in the language which was a L1 for neither of them. Hence, | was
rather vague about what exactly a ‘natural’ talk could be, except that it had to be very close
to the usual way the partners spoke to each other (in ELF), and left it to the participants to
decide what ‘normal’ was and what to record. Naturally enough, the partners interpreted my
clarifications of what counts as ‘normal’ rather differently in different contexts and
sometimes even set a limit on each other’s language use. As an illustration, consider the
following example from Couple 3. It is worth noting that Sandy was a personally instructed
partner in the couple and, therefore perhaps, had an upper hand in recording affairs for Peter.
In the interaction, Peter is working with graphic software (presumably Photoshop) on a
computer. Simultaneously, he is acquiring some new ways of manipulating the visual images
in the program. In turn 1, Peter suddenly appeals to Sandy’s authority and asks if he can
speak German — his first language - too. There can be at least two reasons for such a request.
First, it is possible that the software was in German and it was easier and more natural to
discuss it in ‘its own’ language. Second, the manipulated images themselves could be
connected to some ‘Austrian’ context®® and consequently to a German-speaking

environment;

60 See Appendix B “Agreement form”.
51 The couple lived in Austria at the time of data collection
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Extract 8 (C3/it-au/Con1/12.07.2009): <LNde> es geht nur englisch {only english is
allowed} </LNde>

1. Peter: uninterestingly to cut it automatically and just magically? <L1de> kann man deutch auch
sprechen oder nur englisch. {can i also speak german or only english.} </L1de>

2. Sandy: <LNde> es geht nur englisch {only english is allowed} </LNde>

3. Peter: <L.1de> also ich durfte nicht deutsch sprechen. {ah so i was not supposed to speak german.}
<L1de> how much.

4, Sandy: thwenty-three.

Whatever the reason for Peter’s appeal, Sandy produces a rather categorical prohibition to
the use of languages other than English in their talk (paradoxically enough) in forbidden
German: “es geht nur englisch {only english is allowed}” (turn 2). Interestingly, Sandy does
not react to Peter’s previous uses of German in the same conversation to which he refers in
turn 3 — “also ich durfte nicht deutsch sprechen {ah so i was not supposed to speak german.}”
- and makes the prohibition only when Peter directly articulates the question. At this point,
let us look at another conversation recorded four months later by the same couple. Here,
Sandy is rather liberal as for other languages than English in the partners’ talk. Again, Peter

directly asks her if he can speak German in turn 2, but this time in English:

Extract 9 (C3/it-au/Con3/05.11.2009): shall we talk english or german

Peter: what so.
Sandy: yeah. we are going to krems on friday or on saturday. (1) or on sunday?

1. Sandy: plea:se. tell me. if not what we are going to do this weekend?
2. Peter: <yarns> i don't know </yarns> shall we talk english or german.
3. Sandy: we can switch to german too (this weekend?).

4. Peter: i see.

5. Sandy: so?

6.

7.

As can be seen, Sandy answers in English as well: “we can switch to german too” (turn 3). It
is quite interesting, that Sandy forbids speaking German when Peter asks her about it in
German and allows it when Peter articulates his question in ELF. The question here is if the
language of discussion could influence her decision. Of course, there cannot be a definitive
answer. One can assume, however, that English as a liberating (of specific cultural
associations) ‘neutral’ medium of the partners’ relationship furthers more ‘neutral’ attitudes
to the use of other than English languages in it. Whatever the possible Sandy’s motivations,
my point here is that the couple treat languages other than English in their talk differently —
as allowed and/or not allowed — at different points of time/stages of their relationship in
different contexts. Those treatments covertly concern the aspect of ‘naturalness’ and
‘normality’ of the partners’ ELF talk. It is not clear whether the partners perceive the use of
German (Peter’s L1) as ‘natural’ in these particular interchanges. What is definitely clear is

that the partners do use languages other than English in their ELF talk.
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Consider one more extract from Couple 1where the partners discuss and make it
quite explicit that they draw upon any available linguistic resources and conceive of it as
their ‘normal’ ‘natural’ talk. It is important to note that I contacted this couple per email
because they lived in France at the time of data collection. Therefore, they had only my
written instructions on how to record their talk. The couple discusses their last party in this

conversation:

Extract 10 (C1/ua-fr/Con1/16.06.2009): you speak ENGLISH

1. Nargiz: I didn’t sleep very well. <complains>
2. Dan: okay <L1fr> bien c’est pas grave {okay never mind} </L1{r>
3. Nargiz: <requests> you speak ENGLISH. </requests>
4, Dan: <L1fr> ah oui? {ah yes?} </L1fr> @
5. Nargiz. Q@@ @
6. Dan: no. but we have to do like we do we do: at home i guess (.) no? so sometime i speak a little bit
french and (1) some word in russian and? no?
7. Nargiz: uhu <L1fr> oui. {ves.} </L1fr> <LNfr> ci. {yes.} </LNfr>
8. Dan: you want to have artificial speech or (.) normal speech.
9. Nargiz: <@> no i just want to speak ENGLISH. </@>
10. Dan: it’s a good <L1fr> nouvelle? {news?} </L1fr> (.)

As can be seen, Nargiz complains that she has not slept well (turn 1). Dan reacts to her little
bid for sympathy in his L1 French. Nargiz, in turn, requests her partner to stick to English:
you speak English (turn 3), no i just want to speak English (turn 9). As it seems, Nargiz’s
demand brings about Dan’s great surprise: ah oui? {ah yes?} (turn 4), you want to have
artificial speech or normal speech (turn 8) it’s a good <L 1fr> nouvelle? {news?} (turn 10).
Here, Dan explicitly describes his conception of their “home” talk: sometime i speak a little
bit french and some word in russian (turn 6). That is to say, he perceives the use of other
linguistic resources than English (predominantly their L1s) in their ELF talk as the usual
‘normal’ way they “do at home”. As Dan claims and Nargiz agrees in her L2 French (turn
7), to speak only English is not ‘normal’, but “artificial” situation in their relationship.

The discussed examples demonstrate that perception of what counts as ‘normal’ or
‘natural” ELF talk can vary not only from couple to couple in my corpus, but also from
context to context within the same couple. Often, discussions of ‘normality” of talk touch the
problem of languages other than English that the couples-participants have at their disposal.
This | have occasion to address in the next sections. Meanwhile, my point is that it is rather
impossible to have data that would be both private and natural, although the couples’
recordings constitute, strictly speaking, private naturally occurring couple talk. As the
examples show, the process of audio recording is always interventional not only because it

necessary misses some inaudible interactive features, but also because the observation itself
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always has a certain impact on interaction. The way the couples record their private talk is
influenced by the very pretext of it — pretext of positioning it as ‘for the researcher/research’.
As can be seen from the extracts, this pretext operates at two different levels for two different
addressees (a partner and a researcher) and transforms the conversations from private and
‘natural’ to semi-private/public and “artificial’. This being so, | would not claim that my data
are necessarily the ‘natural” ‘authentic’ reflex of interaction. They are rather the result of
intervention that finds its covert and overt expression in the couple talk itself and includes
such re/framing strategies as greeting and far-away formulas addressed to the virtual
researcher, introductions to the conversations, asides, and discussions of what counts as valid
‘normal’ data for the research in particular. In other words, the fact that the couples recorded
the data without the present researcher does not make them more ‘natural’, authentic or
private. One should bear in mind that recorded private conversations always become to some
extent public: not only accessible to other people, but also intended for those people (for the
researcher/observer, in particular). At this point, however, | cannot agree more with Deborah
Tannen’s (1994: 130) claim that the data are always natural to the situation in which they are
produced. Hence, self-recorded ELF couple communication is still natural to the

‘paradoxical’ intervening situation in which it occurs.

6.5 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
OR WHAT PEOPLE THINK ABOUT PEOPLE

The history of the Galaxy has got a little muddled, for a number
of reasons: partly because those who are trying to keep track of it
have got a little muddled, but also because some very muddling
things have been happening anyway.

(Adams 1992 : 1)

It's just a way of thinking about a problem which lets the shape of
that problem begin to emerge. [...] It's just to do with people
thinking about people.

(Adams 1992 : 12)

I have begun the chapter with Adams’ quotation. It seems reasonable to finish it

with another one. Comparatively to Adams’ description of history of the Galaxy in the
epigraph to this concluding section, | would say that my research into ELF couple discourse
to some extent is bound to be “muddled” for precisely the same reasons. Partly because

discourse analysts who are trying to keep track of private interaction (I am not an exception)
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are bound to get a little muddled; but also because “some very muddling things” are
constantly happening in such interaction. It happens, | think, because of the very nature of
social sciences. As Adams puts it, they have less to do with ‘empirical science’ than with
what people think about people and their practices. What | would like to demonstrate in this
thesis is that one should be cautious in interpreting discourse from categorized data or in our
case the couples’ text. Because of the complexity of discourse processes, I have forborne to
make ‘ultimate’ judgments about partners’ contexts/pretexts read into and achieved through
ELF and hybrid forms within it. Rather I attempt at “thinking about a problem which lets the
shape of that problem begin to emerge”.

This chapter has introduced the basis for the analysis in the present thesis, namely
the ELF couples’ data that | gained through recording of naturally occurring couple talk,
interviews and participants’ comments. I have also explained what consequences the
theoretical polyphonic (discourse analytic) approach has for the polyphonic method taken up
in this thesis. Both are based on the conceptual distinction between text and discourse. It
follows from this distinction that discourse analysis has to do with what people mean by text
or what they take it to mean rather than with what text itself means. The polyphonic approach
puts emphasis on the positional nature of any research. This means that the researcher will
always read his own position into the first, second or third person data. To take such an
approach also means that the author’s position is not the position. It is simply an account of
certain aspects of a multiplicity of elements of five ELF couple interaction that is open to
revision by other theoretical frameworks, by the participants themselves, and by the reader’s
personal take on what is going on. The analysis of discourse in this thesis, then, is about
relating ELF partners’ text to their possible contextual and pretextual factors. Due to the
elusiveness of human discourse, 1 would make no claim that my study proves anything or
provides anything like universal solutions applicable to any ELF private communicative
practices. The main purpose of my thesis is to attract attention and interest to ELF couple
discourse, and, in doing so, to ‘“shape” those problems that couples (and the reader)
themselves must solve. That is not to say that there is no author’s position in the enquiry,
rather I would not claim that my position is definitive and ultimate. Although the nature of
‘coupleness’ that is being established and maintained through ELF practices cannot be
equated to its rational accountability that I suggest in this study, “the fact that something is
not provable does not mean that it is not demonstrable” (Tannen 1984: 37). Hence, the

research (both from inside — as my personal experience - and outside — as my consideration
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of couples’ experience) illustrates what can be involved in private couples’ experiences,
makes it publicly accessible, open to discussion by other theoretical/methodological frames
and demonstrable for wider relevance. The research, then, is valid in two respects:
theoretically and methodologically. Theoretically, it serves as a source of ‘polyphonic’ ideas
and insights that are of potential significance for the formulation of problems that people can
encounter in intimate (ELF) couple relationship. Methodologically, the study provides
example of what can be involved in critical enquiry of couple discourse, how couples’ text
and its (the researchers’) analysis and interpretation can be the subject of continuing
‘polyphonic’ conceptual and experiential appraisal (by my own and other
theoretical/methodological frames and common wisdom of ‘ordinary’ people/couples). My
method then has been to record, transcribe, study the data, to generate ideas and insights, to
engage in interview and playback with the couples and individual partners, or my colleagues
to check my assumptions, and yet again generate new ideas and insights.

Thus, the method in general and the process of data collection in particular
themselves demonstrate that the disparities between the researcher’s intuition and
participants’ perceptions are unavoidable. It also yielded a number of important findings
about communication of ELF couples. First, it makes it clear that it is impossible to collect
data of couple talk that were both private and natural. Secondly, my analysis and
interpretation is not necessarily the representation of interaction but rather the result of
intrusion into that interaction. It has less to do with interaction itself but with what 1 and my
participants ‘think about’ their interaction and language use within it. Finally, by introducing
the couples as subjects of the research in this chapter, | would by no means claim that the
polyphonic approach adopted in this thesis transforms the partners’ private world/voices “B
Oe3riacHbIii 00beKT [Hacomorun kak] BeiBoaa (into a voiceless object of [ideology as] a
verdict” (Bakhtin 2002: 94, emphasis in the original). Rather, | attempt at speaking not about
ELF couples but with ELF couples in my thesis, and, consequently, giving the reader an
opportunity to have a word with both the researcher and the participants of the study as far
as it is possible. It seems quite natural that in the course of data collection the couples have
developed from the subjects of the investigation into ‘real’ people. The emergence of ELF
couples as ‘real’ people in the pragmatic process of meaning negotiation, and the role,
functions and partners’ motivations for use of other languages within their ELF are the central

concern of all that follows.
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7. ALOVE AFFAIR THROUGH ELF: THE ELF
COUPLES - EMERGING PEOPLE

In the previous chapter, | presented couples as part of my data, as the subjects of the
investigation. | provided the preliminary couples profile and categorized them as ELF
couples on the basis of their common feature — they all are non-native users of ELF. |
classified them as Austrian-Italian, Ukrainian-French, and so on couples on the basis of their
first national languages. It is a certain and necessary abstraction that can provide a starting
point for exploring linguistic and cultural hybridity in ELF couple discourse. In the course of
my inquiry, however, the couples have transformed from the subjects non-native English
users who produce particular language to be analysed to real people who use language to
pragmatic effect with the prevailing pretext/purpose of accomplishing their ‘coupleness’.

This chapter has at least two main purposes. The first is to provide information about
ELF couples as part of my findings, as emerging people. My intention here is to describe
those five self-selected ELF couples who participated in the project as people. On the other
hand, the chapter focuses on their attitudes to ELF as the shared intimate language, and their
vision of the role of languages other than English in their ELF talk by representing the
partners’ insider perspective on what is going on in their interaction. What | am attempting
at, then, in this chapter is to present what the partners think about ELF and other languages
within it by drawing upon the participants’ second-person insider perspective. The following
account mainly derives from the interview data but also from the information that the five

ELF couples gave me in their questionnaires and comments.

7.1 COUPLES’ ATTITUDES TO ELF: LOVE STORY

It seems quite reasonable to begin the discussion of how partners position
themselves in ‘a love affair with’ ELF and other available languages within it with the
consideration of their love stories. | do so for several reasons. First, as | have discussed in the
previous chapter, this strategy helped me to create a friendly relaxed atmosphere and to
establish rapport with the partners-participants. Second, my assumption has been that
everything the partners have to say about their relationship and language use can be
symptomatic of the process that | refer to as positioning in general and positioning as a
partner/a couple in particular, and of the role of languages other than English in this process.
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Thus far, my argument has been that establishing and maintaining partners’ ‘coupleness’ or
togetherness is not so much about the fact that partners have different first languages or
cultures (and nationalities). Rather, it has to do with the general process of negotiating and
establishing their shared couple identity. The partners’ discussion of their ‘love story’
implicitly can show to what extent the partners concern themselves with language issues in
the process of creating their common private cultural space and how they perceive their
‘ELFness’ and coupleness. Thus, in the following, | present the couples’ love stories to

introduce them as emerging people with their own feelings, expectations and worries.

7.1.1 NARGIZ AND DAN: ¢l COULD NOT IMAGINE | COULD MARRY WITH UKRAINIAN
LADY?”

The first love story comes from Nargiz and Dan (C1/ua-fr). They met at a Buddhist

seminar in France - Dan’s native country. Consider the following comment on how they met:

Extract 11 (Col/ua-fr/11/Prompt 2.1, 160-182)%: i didn’t want really to marry some
foreigner

Dan: we met together in france. [...] because we are buddhists we went together there to by chance.
to kind of learning school in buddhism. [...] so we met together in this in this kind of school. how
could i say in a monastery if you want. but it’s not actuel monastery. but is is the school of thinking
in in a buddhism. so we met there by chance with this occurrence®®. [...] and i didn’t want really to
marry some foreigner. but when i told my friends i i could marry ukrainian they were not very
surprised. [...] because i was very interested in (other cultures). so at the beginning they imagine i
could marry with thai people lao people because i went a lot to their countries. [...] but then some
ukraininan lady. but it’s i did by chance but not completely by chance in my case.

Interestingly, Dan describes his relationship with Nargiz both as a logical ‘cause-effect’
phenomenon of his life style and as an unexpected experience: we met there by chance with
this occurrence (turn 1). He speaks about his friends’ reactions and says that they have
expected him to marry some “foreigner” because he travels a lot. To put it in Dan’s way, he
married Nargiz “by chance but not completely by chance”. According to him, it is rather
likely to have a partner from another country if you are often abroad. However, further Dan
contradicts himself and state that one foreigner is not like another, or, rather speaking, not

like a Ukrainian. Consider the second sequel of the interchange:

62 Henceforth, the interviews codes include a couple code (as specified in Appendix C), an interview code (or
its number as specified in Appendix G), prompt number and line numbers as they occur in the original full
transcript.
8 The word occurrence can also be an example of linguistic hybridity where the English and French concepts
are fused.
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Extract 12 (Cl/ua-fr/11/Prompt 2.1, 194-207): that i marry ukrainian i was very surprised

1. Dan: yeah. yeah. they were surprised not? well they were not surprised i marry a foreigner. they

were surprised i marry a ukrainian. [...] well that i marry ukrainian i was very surprised. [...] yes i

could not imagine i marry a ukrainian lady. [...]

Nargiz: @@ @

3. Dan: because that’s i’ve got to say i don’t i didn’t like especially the east europa. it’s not my
favourite destination.

N

While in the first piece of the discussion of the partners’ first meeting, Dan categorizes, or
rather positions the couple by their shared feature, namely as Buddhists, in this sequel he
brings their national differences centre stage. Dan states that he does not like the countries of
Eastern Europe (turn 3). Therefore, he never wanted to have a partner from those countries.
Ukraine is not an exception for him: “i could not imagine i marry a ukrainian lady” (turn 1).
Moreover, he claims that his friends were also surprised at his having a partner from Ukraine:
“they were not surprised i marry a foreigner. they were surprised i marry a ukrainian” (turn
1). Further, Dan accounts for his aversion by his bad experiences in the countries of Eastern
Europe, particularly in Czechoslovakia where he has once been for vacations with his

German friend. This he discusses in the following:

Extract 13 (Cl/ua-fr/11/Prompt 2.2, 223-233): i had a very bad feeling with the this
countries and especially with ladies

1. Dan: and we were especially in this <LNua> uexis {czechs} </LNrua> you know this <LNua>

yexi {czechs} </LNua>

Nargiz: <Llua> gexocaosaku. {czechoslovakians.} </L1lua>

3. Dan: <LNua> uexocaosaku. {czechoslovakians.} <LNua> but the [...] czech republic <L1fr>
pas.{no.} </L1fr> okay. and i had a very bad feeling with the this countries and especially with
ladies because that was full of prostitutes and my vision was very very bad with that. and i thouhgt
that this stories about foreigners foreigners (i wanted <un> xxxx </un> foreigners of) this part of
europe. so i was really not attract. by this kind of (europe) @@ @@ Q@@ @

N

What Dan seems to be saying is that he has already had some general negative idea about
people (“especially ladies”) from ‘Eastern Europe’ and their culture before having met
Nargiz. One can assume here that there is a contradiction between Dan’s positioning himself
as a Frenchman and as a partner in the couple and his attitudes to Nargiz’s nationality. He
claims inter/cross-national differences as problematic and indirectly relates them to the
marriage with Nargiz. Although Dan focuses on the cultural issues, or rather his own cultural
preconceptions, and do not directly addresses any language aspects in the partners’
relationship, we can observe an example of linguistic hybridity, where he uses (presumably)

the Ukrainian uexis® (turn 1) and wexocnosaxu (turn 3) to refer to Czechs. Such uses are the

8 This use can be indicative of how the partners use virtual resources of languages other than English within
their ELF and is worth dwelling a moment into. Even at the formal level, it is rather ambiguous, mostly because
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focus of the next chapter. Meanwhile, the point is that, Nargiz does not attempt at
deconstructing Dan’s negative value judgments about these inter/cross-national differences.
Dan goes on and clarifies that the partners began to fancy for each other at their first meeting
at Buddhist school, but decided to be a couple later in Thailand where they arranged their
first joint trip. In his account, the couple again transform from people with different
nationalities into ‘normal’ people in love who give their relationship a try (Col/ua-
fr/11/Prompt 2.5, 277-303).

To summarize, there are two points to make on the partners’ love story. First, the
partners do not mention anything about their linguistic practices or any issues connected to
them (e.g. at the Buddhist retreat where they first met). This first point relates to the second,
namely to Dan’s indirect claim and negative assessment of the partners cultural/national
differences. On the one hand, such judgments (even if they are not negative) can endanger
the process of accomplishing the partners’ ‘coupleness’. On the other hand, Dan’s focus on
the cultural rather than language issues can be symptomatic of the main argument of this
thesis: what matters in the partners’ relationship is not so much the languages they speak but
their capability and desire to negotiate and bring to a relative convergence their cultural

worlds and positions.

7.1.2  SUE AND HENRY: “WE VERSTEHEN IMMER NOCH GAR NICHT @@Q@@@... |
NEVER THOUGHT THAT WE WOULD GET MARRIED”

“We <LNde> verstehen immer noch gar nicht {still do not understand it at all}

</LNde> [...] i knew that i would see him again. [...] i knew that it would happen. i knew it.

the medium of my contact with the couple was the online telecommunications application software Skype.
Since the quality of connection was rather bad, we agreed to turn the video off in order to have a better quality
of sound. This caused lack of some contextual extralinguistic features (such as gestures, the partners’ spatial
position, and so on) and sometimes decreased the quality of sound. For these reasons (but also because of the
elusiveness of pragmatic meaning), it is rather difficult to classify this use. On the one hand, it can be an
unfinished indirect “appeal to authority” (cf. Tarone; Cohen and Dumas 1983: 6-7) that indicates the request
for the missing word which, in Dan’s finished invented version, could sound uexic(nosaxu) /fehislovaki/ instead
of uexocnosaxu /fehaslovakil, and should have been transcribed as uexic-. On the other hand, it can be an
influence of Dan’s L1 French. The Czech Republic in French sounds like Tchéquie’s /ifehi/ and is similar to
Dan’s pronunciation here. In this case, it can be classified as fusion of French proper noun Tchéquie /ffehi/ and
the English possessive —s and could be the first word of such, for example, noun phrase as Tchéquie’s /ifehi/
culture, since Dan obviously discusses the culture of ‘this part of Europe’ (turn 3). One more possible
interpretation of this word is that the use is the case of, using Seidlhofer’s terms (2004: 220), “overdoing”
plurality, since this ‘appeal to authority’ appears without a rising intonation and Dan accepts Nargiz’s plural
version uexocnosaxu /ffehaslovakil (turn 3) of his uexis /ffehis/ by repeating it. In this case, Dan uses the
Ukrainian plural noun wexi (singular wewra/uex) with the English plural —s. Thus, the word has two plural
endings: Ukrainian —i and English —s, where one of the endings is, in fact, redundant. Clearly, the use can be a
fusion of all three resources.
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but i never thought that we would get married” — this is Sue’s reaction to my question how
she and Henry became a couple. The couple met on a ferry on the way to an island in
Thailand. Henry was working as a tourist guide on the Island of Ko Phi Phi and Sue took the
ferry as a tourist with a Babylon trip. Like the previous couple, Sue and Henry do not mention
any language issues in their love story. On the other hand, - contrary to Couple 1 — the
partners do not focus on any cultural issues here either. Implicitly, the partners even claim a
relative convergence of their cultural (in our terms contextual) worlds. While telling her
version of the couple’s love story, Sue describes the partners’ first meeting on the ferry as
very romantic it was a New Year’s Eve) and makes a remark that they “talked and talked [...]
and talked” and

instead of few days we spent the whole week together and [...] then it was very long story. then i was
back i mean i was back to bangkok. and henry he was back to ko phi phi to work. but then we met
again. and we [...] were together for like three months in thailand? and then we went together to
india” (C2/il-au/I2/Prompt 2, 240-246).

I interpreted these Sue’s words in the way that the partners felt a deep affection to each other
‘at the first glance’, or so to speak, at the first word — “we talked and talked” — and

summarized her version with the following specification:

Extract 14 (C2/il-au/12/Prompt 2, 220-224): absolutely. to say it in johnny’s words

absolutely
1. I: new year’s eve. you felt that you knew him all your ti- all your life. [...]
2. Sue: yeah. it was like this. right <LNde> schatzi {honey} </LNde>
3. Henry: uhu. absolutely. to say it in johnny’s® words absolutely.

As can be seen, both partners agreed with my interpretation you felt that you knew him all
your ti- all your life (turn 1) by replying yeah. it was like this. right <LNde> schatzi {honey}
</LNde> (turn 2) and absolutely. to say it in johnny’s words absolutely (turn 3). Both
responses are of special interest here. Sue’s acknowledgment is an example of linguistic
hybridity, which the couple obviously perceive as normal for their communication. Austrian
German schatzi is symptomatic of what resources the partners’ use to position themselves as
a couple and how these resources — in this particular case, the use of languages other than
English - are exploited to create and maintain the partners’ private (cultural) space. | have an
occasion to discuss Henry’s second response absolutely (turn 3) as an example of intertextual
use in Section 8.1.3. Meanwhile, what the partners claim here is that they had a feeling of
knowing each other for their whole lives while talking at their first meeting on a ferry. One

can assume then that the partners have been able to understand each other’s ELF well enough

% | changed the name here for anonymity reasons.
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and their contextual (and pretextual) worlds have been rather close from the very beginning
of their relationship. This closeness has made their communication easier and the need of
negotiation to converge lesser. This assumption is supported by the fact that, although the
partners met by chance and had independent plans for the following weeks and months, they
could not separate, and used any opportunity to be together and talk. So they spend three
months instead of (planned and expected) few days in Thailand and then went together to
India. Surprisingly enough, after the first two years of such intense occasional meetings, the
couple did not have any contact for about three years. After this three-year break, the
partners’ relationship developed at a lightning speed. Henry came to Israel from Austria “on
the way to Mexico”, as Sue jokingly puts it, and in two weeks made a proposal to Sue.
Interesting is the partners’ reaction to my question if they have planned to marry
somebody from a different country. The couple explained that they planned neither to have
a partner from another country nor to marry each other. As Sue describes, “[it] really just
happened. [...] i never thought that we would get married” (C2/il-au/12/Prompt 2: 302, 306-
307). The couple does not show any attitude or prejudice to ‘having a partner of a different
nationality’ either (compare with Couple 1). They see their age as the only problem and
reason why they did not marry at the first two-year stage of their relationship, and why they
needed three-year break afterwards: “when we met sue was TWENTY-ONE”; “i was very
young. i was not ready” (C2/il-au/12/Prompt 2: 322, 327). Thus, no language or cultural
problems are reported in the partners’ love story. Despite the huge distance between their
countries, their contextual worlds are rather close. What we have, however, in this love story
is the examples of linguistic hybridity that are symptomatic of the couple’s language use in
particular and of the way they position themselves by mediation of their languages in general.

7.1.3 SANDY AND PETER: “WE DIDN’T PLAN”

Comparatively to Couple 2, Sandy and Peter met abroad in Edinburgh. Sandy was
there as an Erasmus student and Peter went to study in Scotland privately. They both did the
same courses at the University of Edinburgh: Sandy as an architecture student and Peter as a
civil engineering student. They met at those university courses but did not contact for about
two months until they made a study trip to Barcelona, which was organized by the university.

Extract 15 (C3/it-au/13/Prompt 2, p. 4): we were in the same courses at university

1. Sandy: we were in the same courses at university. we because we studied the same. [...] in
edinburgh. and then we had beginning of november? so we knew a way who we are. <LNde> aber
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{but} </LNde> we never really had contact before. and then during this trip we got to know really
to know each other.

Peter: you said <L1de> aber {but} </L1de> instead of but.

Sandy: heah?

Peter: she said <L1de> aber {but} </L1lde> @@ @@

Sandy: yeah. i know. the problem now that i am talking that much german in the office? [...] it’s
difficult to change into another language. @ @@

Peter: yeap. the thing is as sandy start- studied the mixture between civil engineering and
architecture? [...] and the course was about sketching architecture of barcelona. and the getting
idea of architectural way of thinking? and i was really bad in sketching and she was a bit better [...]
the thing is that sometimes i asked her how i could do better.

a0

o

In this extract, Sandy and Peter explain how they “got to know each other” closer in a holiday
trip to Barcelona. The purpose of that trip was to sketch the architecture of Barcelona and get
an “idea of architectural way of thinking” (turn 6). Peter explains that he was not very good
at sketching and, therefore, asked Sandy to help him with it, or, in Peter’s words, “sometimes
[he] asked her how [he] could do better” (turn 6). As can be seen, like other couples, the
partners do not specify any language issues in their love story. What is of special interest
here is Peter’s aside in turn 2, 4: you said <L1de> aber {but} </L1de> instead of but. It is
his reaction to Sandy’s use of German aber (turn 1) that goes unnoticed by Sandy and me.
Contrary to other couples, this first use of languages other than English in the interview
attracts Peter’s attention. It is important to note that in our later discussion this couple
describe their private ELF as “a mixture of everything” (C3/it-au/13/Prompt 5.2: 877), and
claim that they try to speak neither ‘correct’ English nor ‘correct’” German but have invented
their own unique private ELF that fuses the elements of all the available languages (mostly
Italian and German). And, indeed, they do so in their interaction (see Chapter 8) and in the
interview. This Peter’s ‘correction’ appears contradicting the partners’ later claim and their
actual behaviour. One can assume, however, that Sandy’s use is inappropriate for Peter at
least for two reasons. First, Peter (and Sandy) does not perceive aber as element of their
established private code. Second, even if the partners do, they can see the word as
inappropriate in communication with ‘outsiders’ — people who are not part to their
conventions. Whatever the reason, this use is indicative of the partners’ ‘normal’ language
use and the way how they position themselves in general.

Although the couple as a dyad does not explicitly specify any language issues in the
discussion of their private relationship, some possible language problems in communication

with the extended families come forth in the following interchange:
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Extract 16 (C3/it-au/13/Prompt 2.1, 131-143): i didn’t speak any word of italian. and sandy
didn’t speak any word of german

Peter: i knew that my parents that just speak a bit of english but good enough to understand each
other but i didn’t speak any word of italian. and sandy didn’t speak any word of german. SO i
thought how should it end up in this area. is that future and i thought it would be too fast getting
too serious i was a bit scared to even start the relationship.

2. Sandy: and i didn’t making myself any of those thoughts. <LNde> also {well} </LNde> i think it
also a bit the difference of the age maybe. i was yeah i was twenty-one.

As can be seen in this extract, to have a partner from another country was a new situation for
both Sandy and Peter with new unexpected challenges. One of these challenges is connected
to language issues. Peter formulates it as follows: “i didn’t speak any word of italian. and
sandy didn’t speak any word of german. so i thought how should it end up in this area [...] i
was a bit scared to even start the relationship” (turn 1). Peter’s remark is worth attention at
least for two reasons. On the one hand, Peter’s concern points out to the importance of being
able to communicate with Sandy and her family as the main factor of the dyad’s marital
success and happiness. It is clear that Peter puts a great importance to communication as a
constitutive factor in establishing and maintaining relationship in general. On the other hand,
Peter sees as problematic the fact that the partners do not speak each other’s Lls and,
consequently, are not able to communicate with the extended families. Interestingly enough,
such specification of language problems with the extended family as the main endangering
factor for their relationship is rather unusual. As many researchers into private discourse
state, people often see marriage as symbol of “permanence and security” (Broude 1994: 191)
and focus on the sexual aspect or domestic advantages of marriage/relationship rather than
on language issues or relationship with extended family. Broude (ibid.) reports, for example,
that “people in many countries marry in order to attain personal fulfilment of one kind or
another”, which they often associate with home, economic security and children. Peter,
however, does not list any problems connected to this aspects of close relationship. He
focuses on language or rather communication issues that the partners could have encountered
in communication with their parents-in-law and other members of their extended family
circles.

Peter’s concern with the partners’ inability to speak their L1s is similar to Piller’s
(2002: 131) findings about non-standard varieties in “the macro-linguistic contexts which
some of the participants have entered as L2 speakers”. Piller’s observation is that despite the
situations where both partners-participants claim to be proficient speakers of Standard

German — the language of the country where they live - they cannot comfortably interact with
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other members of the extended family in the Swabian dialect. Inability of some partners to
understand and speak what Piller refers to as “low varieties” (ibid. 131) such as granny’s
“kitchen talk” (Piller 2002: 128) in Swabian has such negative consequences as reduced
access to the extended family, experience of exclusion and dependency upon the partner. |
have an occasion to discuss these issues in ELF couple discourse in a later section (Section
7.2.3). Meanwhile, Peter’s worries here are symptomatic of the fact that ‘only ELF’-situation
can be seen as problematic for the communication with the extended families and friendship

networks and so endangering the couple’s dyad relationship itself.

7.1.4 MONICA AND PATRICK: “SUDDENLY THINGS WERE DIFFERENT”

Monica and Patrick met abroad in Copenhagen as Erasmus students. They were
studying at different departments and got to know each other at a country trip organized by
the university. In the next extract, the couple discusses the events that took place in June -
five months after their first meeting on a trip — when they actually began to think about having

the relationship with each other.

Extract 17 (C4/au-cz/14/Prompt 2.1, 179-226): we were left-overs

1. Patrick: in june july we were starting meeting more often and as monica put it once that we were
some kind left-overs there. because other students already left copenhagen because it was end of
the semester of course in the end of june the most of the students erasmus were leaving home? and
i was staying there until the beginning of august if i am right and monica something as well. [...]

2. Monica: the thing was like we were exchanging phone numbers and we were like we met at the

cuba festival and <14> we got to know each other a little bit more </14>

Patrick: <14> jass festival </14>[...]

4, Monica: yeah. exactly. and that was the only time we met alone. [...] and then we arranged
something and we just met? and while we were walking my mother called asked me if i am alone
and yeah just told me something that my grandmother died. [...] and he was next to me when i
when i got to know it. and i was not prepared for it. i mean yeah it was not that sudden and that that
that i yeah i could have expected that but i didn’t. and i think that changed a lot. certainly we were
not okay peo- he was somebody i know and nice chatting and i think that was a big impact that he
was there. and we spend the evening together and then suddenly things were different.

w

As can be seen, the partners do not specify any language aspects while telling me their love
story either. Instead, they focus on the importance of communication in close relationship.
In the extract, they describe themselves as “left-overs” (turn 1) since it was the end of
semester, most students left home and Monica and Patrick had to stay at the university yet
the whole summer. This was the reason why the partners met more often and why they were
at a jazz festival together. The couple explain that the jazz festival has been s a starting point
of their relationship. It is connected to the sad news that Monica gets per telephone from her

mother, namely death of Monica’s grandmother. Patrick was there and supported her in her
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grief and from that point on “things were suddenly different” (turn 4), as Monica puts it.
What Monica in fact is claiming is that Patrick has turned out to be a reliable and caring
person — a person with whom she can share good but also bad times, to put it in a wedding
vow wording, ‘for better, for worse, in sickness and in health, in joys and in sorrows’. In
other words, here the partners see communication and their capability to create the effect of
sharedness and supportiveness as a decisive factor for establishing their ‘coupleness’.

7.1.5 ANNA AND PAUL: “LONELY LOVELESS NIGHT TURNED OUT NICE/NET”

Anna and Paul met in Paul’s native country — Hungary — when Anna “was just
spending the summer to work™ as a language teacher in Budapest. This is what the partners

have to say about their first meeting:

Extract 18 (C5/au-hu/15/Prompt 2, 193-228): we met in Budapest [...] in a <LNde> lokal?
{restaurant} </LNde> a bar

1. Paul: we met in budapest like two years ago [...] in a place where i used to work. in a <LNde>
lokal? {restaurant} </LNde> a bar. [...] and i didn’t have work that day? and i just were there with
my friend. we were together a few hours. and he started to talk with a girl. he just not? so i just
thought okay. i was angry. and we went downstairs and that come the most reason i asked her if
you wonna play table soccer. and so we did. @@ @@ and we played around the table soccer and
drank some beer. i played some guitar. and from then? we met again and met again and we met
again. [...]

2. Anna: i was just spending the summer to work. [...] it was really exciting period of my life because
i really wanted i knew that i wanted to work there for the summer. [...] then i found this really nice
language school. [...] and then that night for me it was alone lonely loveless night. but then it
turned out @@ @ <15> very well </15>

3. Paul: <15> yeah. <LNde> net. {nice} </LNde> </15> [...] nice.

As can be seen, first Paul tells his version of how the partners met. He had a day off and spent
it with his friend at what he refers to as a lokal or a bar® (turn 1) where he actually worked
in at the time of the partners’ meeting. Paul was angry with his friend who left him alone.
That was the main reason why he went downstairs, approached Anna and suggested her
playing table soccer. The evening that started for both partners rather unpleasantly, or, as
Anna puts it, was the “alone lonely loveless night” (turn 2), turned out very “net/nice” (turn

3) in the end and became a starting point of the partners’ relationship. Again, the partners do

% Paul’s uses a local and a bar (turn 1) denote a public catering establishment in this interchange. Lokal is a
specific word for such establishment in Austria where the couple lived at the time of the data collecting. It refers
to a restaurant and is an explicit use of Austrian German here. Contrary to lokal, bar is an English word. If we
consult the Oxford Online Dictionary, it lists the following definition of bar: “a counter in a pub, restaurant, or
cafe across which drinks or refreshments are served”. Paul, however, uses this word as a synonym to the German
lokal. It is important to note that there is such word as bar or bdr in the Hungarian language as well. The
meaning conventionalised in Hungary, however, includes both provided by TOOD (see above) and “bistro or a
(small) restaurant” (cf. DictZone dictionary).
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not specify any language problems while discussing their love story. That is not to say that
the couple do not have any language issues. However, such uses of other than English
languages as a lokal (turn 1) or net (turn 3) are indicative of the partners’ perceiving of
language alternation in their talk as normal and appropriate in establishing a joint position as

a couple.

7.2 ELF AND OTHER LANGUAGES WITHIN IT:
“YOU DON’T TRANSLATE EXACTLY
YOU TRY TO EXPLAIN. AND TRANSLATE”

Clearly, the partners’ perceiving of ELF and its role in their private space play the
crucial role in how they understand their ‘ELFness’ and to what extent they identify their
‘coupleness’ with ELF in general. In the following, I will demonstrate how the partners
position themselves as ELF couples, what they think about ELF and other languages at their
disposal, what their reasons of using (primarily maintaining) ELF as their private language
are, and what they report about the relationship of languages and culture/s in their private
communication as related to the problem of translating. | am interested how the participants
construct ELF and other available languages as the ways of affiliating with particular
language groups and languages. The Section, thus, is organized around ELF and its role in

the couples’ relationship.

721 IN THE BEGINNING WAS ELF: “WE HAD ONLY ENGLISH TO SHARE TOGETHER”

All the couples in this study declare that their ‘coupleness’ was established in ELF
because it was the only common language and, therefore, the only choice or rather ‘no choice’
for them especially at the beginning of their relationship. For most couples to begin their
relationship in ELF was “natural” also because it was the language of the
surrounding/country where they met. This is what the couples have to say about the reasons

why they used English at the time they first met:

Extract 19 (Cl/ua-fr/11/Prompt 4, 415-416): we had only english to share together

Dan: we spoke only english? [...] because i didn’t speak russian and she didn’t speak french. we had
only english to share together like that was like the same thing with my friends.

Extract 20  (C2/il-au/12/Prompt 4, 483-489): it was english at the beginning

1. Sue: it was english at the beginning. [...] only english. [...]
2. Henry: ‘cause i didn’t speak hebrew. sue didn’t speak german.
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Extract 21 (C3/it-au/13/prompt 4, p. 710-720): we didn’t decide. it was naturally

1. Peter: i think first of all we didn’t decide. [...] the thing that it <38> was naturally </38>
2. Sandy: </38> cames naturally </38>
3. Peter: it was natural. because even if there was? as soon as there was one italian one one foreign

guy in scotland we always tried to talk english. so it was natural. [...] second of all reasons was the
only way to communicate because it was the only language

Extract 22 (C4/au-cz/14/Prompt 4, 723-727): it was a kind of natural

Patrick: well come on. but for germans it’s to some extent at least they can read who speak german.
or so but well from the beginning we were speaking english because in copenhagen erasmus students
speak english so it was a kind of natural and er we didn’t have any need to to that i would learn
german or er monica would learn czech? @

Extract 23 (C5/au-hu/15, Prompt 4, 376-380): it was the only way to understand each other

Paul: well that was the only way to understand each other. @@ @@@@ [...] there was the only
way to talk to each other.

As can be seen, all the couples report that ELF was the only way to establish the partners’
‘coupleness’, which they often see as most “natural”. They all claim that their relationship
would not have been possible at all without ELF as the “the only way to talk” (Extract 23)
and understand each other. Such perception of ELF as a “way” is interesting in that it focuses
on the language as process rather than entity and highlights that the partners perceive their
‘ELFness’ and ‘coupleness’ as acts of doing rather than states of being.

Apart of the given above views on ELF, one couple out of five explicitly state

fairness as the defining feature of their ‘ELFness’:

Extract 24 (C4/au-cz/14/Prompt 5.1, 882-891): english is really fair

Monica: so i think it would be different if there would be if like he would be a native he would correct
me. [...] or if it would be the other way round as well. because yeah you have a kind of like you are
in the position of correcting somebody but because we are both i think english is ex- is really fair.
[...] we are so equal and i think this whole thing with us probably wouldn’t have worked for such a
long time if we wouldn’t be both if english wouldn’t be for both of us a foreign language.

What Monica means by fairness of ELF is that the partners are more or less equal in the sense
that neither of them is “in position of correcting somebody”. Moreover, she surmises that
their relationship would not have worked so long if English had not been “a foreign language”
for both partners. Monica’s claim here is similar to what Pietikdinen describes as ELF
couples’ being “linguistically equally disadvantaged” (2014: 4) the situations when neither
partner has an upper hand in language competence and proficiency. By referring to the
‘foreignness’ of ELF, Monica apparently means that its detachment of any cultural
associations has made their relationship not only possible but also successful “for such a long

time”.
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The next extract from Couple 5 draws the bottom line of this section. It is Anna and
Paul’s answer to my question whether they would like to add anything to what we have
discussed in the course of the interview. The couple make the point that they have “never

been unhappy with the [ELF] situation” (turn 1):

Extract 25 (C5/au-hu/l5, Debriefing, 1093-1105): i never wished that it was any different
than it is

1. Anna: i never wished that it was any different than it is. i’ve never been unhappy with the
situations. like i never thought oh my god i wish we could just share language. everything would be
easier. [...] i’ve never thought that. never ever.

2. Paul: me either. [...] i can say. maybe at the beginning. <@> well i wished sometimes that you
would learn hungarian. </@> [...] but i mean) i also think that english is fine. it’s i don’t know i
just like english. i think it’s a great way to find people i guess (in) such a world language.

In the extract, the partners agree that they are happy with their ‘ELFness’, and ELF as the
(only) way of doing their ‘coupleness’. Paul makes an interesting remark here that only at the
beginning of the relationship it has been desirable to him that Anna could speak his L1 —
Hungarian. At the same time, he claims that “english is fine” and “is a great way to find
people” (turn 2). The partners’ reflection here can be taken as evidence that they are aware
of the need to negotiate their ‘coupleness’ by bringing their worlds to convergence in any
language (whether it is ELF or L1s). Of course, it seems that the best or “easier” (turn 1) way
of doing so is to draw upon the already familiar linguistic resources, namely L1s. However,
as the participants of the study clarify, ELF often facilitates their understanding that any
systemic knowledge/linguistic resource (also L1s) needs to be related to their individual
schematic knowledge about the world in general and private discourse in particular.
According to Sandy from Couple 3, “if both are talking language that is not theirs? then [...]
you have to think if what you’re saying [...] what you mean and if he understands what you
mean” (C3/it-au/Promt 7.2, 1459-1462). This point resonates throughout all the couple’ data.
All of them explicitly or implicitly explain that the need to create and maintain their
‘coupleness’ by establishing the shared frame of reference, by negotiating a mutual
understanding and/or a meeting of minds on such ‘coupleness’ in whatever language is more
observable in ELF situations. This is what Paul describes in the interchange above although
from a slightly different angle: he wanted Anna to learn Hungarian at the beginning of their
relationship since ELF appeared to be not ‘enough’ for all those purposes. However, in the
course of establishing their ‘coupleness’, the partners do make ELF ‘enough’ or make it their

own by acculturating and accommodating it into their private space. In Paul’s words, English
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as “a great way” to communicate with people all over the world has also turned out to be
“fine” for the purpose of creating and maintaining the partners’ private affective territory.

In sum, what ‘my’ couples say about the use of ELF as a language of their
relationship is comparable with what Gundacker’s (2009) lists as three main reasons why the
five couples who participated in her investigation of ELF private discourse have picked out
English as their language. They are language proficiency, the linguistic environment where
partners met or live, or the factor of fairness for both partners. In the process of data
collection, namely at the interview/comments stage, it became clear that the partners’ use of
ELF as a private language have changed with the course of time. Four out of five couples
(C2, C3, C4 and C5) in my study claim that their relationship is still being maintained mostly
in the lingua franca. Three couples out of five (C2, C3 and C4) claim that they are
maintaining ELF because they met in the English-speaking context and, therefore, identify
their ‘coupleness’ with English. Couple 4 lists one more reason why it is still important to
use English for them, namely ‘fairness’ of ELF. In the partners’ view, “English is fair” in the
sense that nobody is disadvantaged when accomplishing ‘coupleness’ in the neutral lingua

franca — a mother tongue of neither partner.

71.2.2 THE ROLE OF TRANSLATION
IN THE PROCESS OF ESTABLISHING AND MAINTAINING COUPLENESS IN ELF

Despite such ‘good’ reasons for using ELF in the relationship, most couples see
‘only ELF’ situation as rather problematic. Some partners connect the drawback of ELF use
with the necessity to ‘translate’ and its consequences such as reduces access to the extended
family and friendship networks, dependency upon the other partner and (self)exclusion. |
have already discussed the nature of translation as related to Becker’s (1995) notion of
languaging in Chapter 3. The argument has been that translation as any language use, or as
languaging, is an orientational process of people’s textualizing their discourses. In other
words, it is about the relationship between text and discourse and has to do with the general
process of meaning negotiation. According to Widdowson (2014: 11-12), this process as
mediated through translation can be described as follows:

a first person (P1) has meaning to express, as indented discourse (Discourse A); and designs a text
accordingly (Text 1) which the recipient (P2) then interprets, thereby deriving a discourse from it
(Discourse B). [... Translators] have in turn assume a P1 role and produce a second text (Text 2)
which will not only incorporate their interpretation with reference to the first text but also be designed
for a different P2 recipient — so the discourse (Discourse C) which is rendered as the translated text
may vary in its degree of correspondence to the discourse (Discourse B) that the translator derived
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from the original text. And this rendered text, of course, is then interpreted by the recipient P2 to
derive a further discourse.

The whole complex process, in fact, is a common pragmatic process of discourse — a general
process of making meaning into text. This process of making sense of language, of realizing
discourse by mediation of text is what one also observes in what the partners refer to as
translating practices in ELF communication. In the next extract, for example, Dan (C1/ua-
fr) expresses his negative evaluation of translation as an interactive feature of the couple’s

discourse and connects it to the partners’ cultural differences.

Extract 26 (Cl/ua-fr/11, Prompt 4.1, 437-449): it was translating and explaining

Dan: first of all it’s difficult for me because my english is not really very good. okay my english is
not is very far to be perfect. so it’s the first difficult difficulty? it’s to translate in english because my
english is not very good. and the second is when you translate you you DON’T translate exactly you
try to explain. <10> and translate </10> [...] because there is this cultural habits for example. so if
you translate if i was translating and explaining to nargiz. because the culture is so different. so you
have to know which kind of glass you drink. when you drink water. when you drink wine. which
kind of position you have to have in when you eat. or when you do something. because it’s very
different between france to ukraine. [...]

Dan’s claim is that his “English is not really very good” for overriding the partners’ cultural
differences. For him, to use ELF means to translate. He explains such “translating” as merely
a substitution of one text in French by another in ELF. It is rather a process of making
meaning into and out of text. In a sense, Dan describes the process of creating the partners’
common private cultural space by negotiating his discourse with Nargiz as “translating and
explaining to nargiz. because the culture is so different”. As can be seen, Dan’s understanding
of the nature of translation concerns the relationship between language and culture in general
(see Chapter 5). For him, translation has to do with the necessity of negotiating cultures rather
than languages, of brining the partners’ contextual worlds into convergence. One of the
negative aspects of such process of ‘translating cultures’ is described as “a kind of

dependence” between the partners in the next extract.

Extract 27 (C1/ua-fr/11, Prompt 7.1, 854-864): it created a kind of dependence

Dan: because for example it created a kind of depende- dependence? between from nargiz to me.
because nargiz when she came in france? needed absolutely to be with me.[...] but if she (spoke)
french she didn’t need. [...] she didn’t need to stay with me. she didn’t need to be with me to buy to
buy water. or to go to cinema. or to. but it (took) a very long time to for her to go to cinema and to
understand for example. so it’s very very different.

Dan’s claim here is that Nargiz “needed absolutely to be”” with him when she came to France.
He evaluates ‘only ELF’ situation and Nargiz’s inability to speak French as a disadvantage

since he had to accompany her everywhere: “to buy water. or to go to cinema”. Nargiz also

176 \ A Love Affair through ELF: the ELF couples - emerging people



connects the necessity to translate from French to English and vice versa to her sense of
dependence on Dan and exclusion from his friends at the beginning of their relationship when

she did not speak French:

Extract 28 (Col/ua-fr/11, Prompt 4.2, 616-624): at the beginning i didn’t understand
nothing

Nargiz: okay. yes it was difficult at the beginning i didn’t understand nothing. what people said . then
sometimes dan translate sometime he didn’t or maybe i thought he said something else or he was
tired and he didn’t want. so <@> sometimes i was angry @@ because of that </@> especially when
you know when we had some guest and and it was three four five people and then he could not
translate and the they star- started to spoke to each other speak with each other and {breathes} for

me i had nothing to do and i didn’t understand what is going on so it was a little bit shitty moment?
As one can see, Nargiz links her initial experience with ELF in the ‘monolingual’ situation

in France - when only few people speak languages other than French — with dependency,
frustration and exclusion, or even self-exclusion. However, she sees the problem from a little
bit different angle than Dan: it is ‘only French’ rather than ‘only ELF’ situation that is
challenging. Whatever the perspective, the partners perceive (‘only’) ELF and their
‘ELFness’ as rather problematic for their relationships in France. All this difficulties have
led to refusal from English (although not completely) in the partners’ relationship and
Nargiz’s acquiring French as fast as possible. It can be said that in the process of Dan’s
extending the previous experience of French into the couple’s private space in ELF, English
might have been acculturated into the partners’ intimate territory (for at least a particular
period of time) but rejected as foreign and inappropriate by the outer world of extended
family and friends’ network.

As can be seen from Dan and Nargiz’s account, the deeply entrenched mainstream
idea of ELF and French as different and distinct languages disassociated from each other is
in conflict with the partners’ actual experience of ELF as extension of their linguistic and
cultural experience through their L1s (French or Ukrainian/Russian) and/or as a different
realization of language in general. This is also what can be said about Monica’s (C4/au-cz)

reports about the nature of translation in her relationship with Paul. Consider the following:

Extract 29 (C4/au-cz/14, Prompt 7.2, 1179-1188): there’s a tiny little bit missing

Monica: =no i just think about the point is in which language did i grew up. which language was the
the way how i explored the world. so it will be always the first language. it will be always the
language where i identify myself. th- all the other languages even if i really good at them they will
never reach this first language. so yeah to some extent of course there’s something? there’s a TINY
little bit missing because it’s always in some way only translating. even if it’s like exactly fitting it’s
still it’s i’m not thinking in german and translating into english but still it’s (3) i would? to be very
precise whatever i say it must be in german.
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In the interchange, Monica explains the reasons why the partners would want to use their L1s
for private communication. According to Monica, since ELF “always in some way only er
translating”, “to be very precise whatever i say it must be in german”. Comparably to Dan
from Couple 1, she connects her desire to use languages other than English with the fact that
ELF is “in some way only translating”. Monica does not delineate the process of ‘only
translating’ as a simple replacement of one text/word in L1 (German/Czech) by another in
ELF either. Rather she describes the process of making sense of ELF as a different realization
of language in general by associating it with what she has already experienced in her L1s in

[13%]
1

which she “grew up”. As she puts it, “i’m not thinking in german and translating into english
but still”. Monica apparently delineates ELF as the systemic knowledge of English
disassociated from her primary culture. However, it does not mean that she dissociates ELF
from the linguistic resource of her L1 German in which she “explored the world”. Contrary,
her claim is that she can only make sense of ELF by associating it with what she is already
familiar with in L1 German. Her statement that there is always “a tiny little bit missing” in
ELF as compared to her L1 German is in fact an expression of a deeply entrenched idea that
there is some complete meaning encoded in whatever language/text that can be fully decoded
and conveyed. However, as | have already argued (see Chapter 4), there is such complete
encoded meaning in neither the ‘same’ nor ‘different’ language. What Monica refers to as
‘preciseness’ of her L1 is, in fact, her own discourse that she reads into it and intends by it.
It is not that there is something missing in ELF but it is rather that Monica makes her own
meaning/interpretation into and out of any language. In this sense, her intended discourse is
not necessarily the discourse that her partner can derive from her text - no matter whether it
is in her L1 or in ELF. For it is a matter of interpretation — a general process of pragmatic
inference, of making sense of whatever language or rather of any language use. Thus, what
Monica describes here as translation is in fact the normal pragmatic process of making sense
of any language use by associating/relating of what is new to what is familiar.

To sum up, among the reasons to maintain English or not in private communication,
the partners list different aspects of translation from ELF into their L1s, and vice versa. These
aspects concern the nature of translation as understood by the partners. According to the
partners, translation is not so much about replacing one text in L1 by another in ELF as about
explaining the culture by extending the linguistic resource of their L1s. By referring to
translation, the partners describe the general pragmatic process of making sense of any

language use. Thus the partners’ accounts on translation in this section demonstrate that, to
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put it in Widdowson’s (2014: 15) words, “we are all translaters in that we are capable, in
varying degrees, of interpreting texts so as to derive our own discourses out of them”. This
capability especially makes itself visible in the situations when the partners need to establish
their relationship in (relatively) ‘unfamiliar’ “foreign’ linguistic resource of ELF that is rather

detached or ‘free’ from their own primary culture.

7.2.3 THE ROLE OF FIRST STANDARD LANGUAGES AND REGIONAL VARIETIES
IN DOING COUPLENESS IN ELF

While the issues connected with the necessity to translate can be (although not
necessarily) a reason for the partners’ refusal of ELF in the course of their relationship, the
linguistic situation in the countries where they live - with presupposed existence of ‘high’
homogeneous ‘standard’ languages with the national names and ‘low’ non-standard dialect
varieties within them - often furthers the couples’ maintenance of ELF as their private
language. In my study, the partners-NSs of the ‘national’ languages often claim the dialect
varieties to be their L1s and see the standards as languages of their secondary socialization,
or their L2s. As is the case in Couples 2, 3, 4 and 5. Since in four out of five couples one
partner is Austrian with one or another variety of Austrian German as her/his L1, it is worth
looking at the linguistic situation in Austria closer at this point.

Most researchers characterize Austrian German as a standard-dialect continuum,
with most Austrians having command at least at two varieties: one regional dialect and
Osterreichisches Standard Deutsch/Austrian Standard German. Austrian Standard German is
codified in an official dictionary, “Osterreichisches Wérterbuch” (OWB 2001). However, it
is characterized by the high degree of interrelatedness with German German®’ — Hochdeutsch
- in morphology, phonology and lexis, and often is seen as “socially and culturally inferior
and less prestigious” (Haidinger 2008: 14) variety of such German German. According to
Haidinger, for instance, “Austrian German, therefore, is not to be seen as a national variety
in its fullest sense, but “with reservation”, bearing in mind a considerable lack of codification
of the Austrian German variety at the phonological and grammatical level” (ibid., cf. also
Ammon 1995: 115). Thus, apart from the fact that dialects form a vital part in the Austrian
linguistic landscape, the superior status of German German leads to negative evaluation and

attitudes to the linguistic variety of Austrian Standard German itself and perception of it as a

67 By the term German German | refer to a generalised way of thinking about German as a language with the
national name in Germany.
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‘low’ dialect of a dominant Hochdeutsch/German German variety. This attitude comes to the

fore in the next extracts from Couple 2, 3 and 5:

Extract 30 (C2/il-au/12/Prompt 4, 514-519): i have to speak proper german with sue and i
couldn’t. that was the nuts

1. Sue: <24> yeah it </24> was VERY hard for henry. it was very very hard for him to speak to speak
to speak in german. i mean with me. it was very very hard.
2. Henry: aha because it’s not the german i’m used to. we are come coming from a dialect counry and

i have to speak proper german with_sue and i couldn’t. <25> that was the nuts </25>

Extract 31 (C3/it-au/13/Prompt 5.2, 751-764): talking hochdeutsch was heavier

1. Peter: not talking in spoken german really like <L1de> hochdeutsch? {high german?} </L1de>
[...] was heavier for me especially than talking english. because to talk slowly and to think about
every word at the beginning can i say it. is it too hard. is it the right german word. like <L1de>
sprechen {speak} </L1de> and <L1de> reden. {talk} </L1de> you know. what i should say
<L1de> wir sprechen deutsch {we speak german} </L1de> or <L1de> wir reden deutsch. {we
talk german.} </L1de> and i think that was a bit heavier. [...]

2. Sandy: that’s the strange thing. because for him it was easier? <44> it was easier to talk english?
</44> [...] to talk in english than in german. [...]

Peter: yeah. it IS strange.
4. Sandy: @ yeah. @ his mother tongue it’s like his mother tongue is german but his his::: [...]

language with me is english.

w

Extract 32 (C5/au-hu/l15, Prompt 1, 92-101): it’s not even german it’s a faistenau

language®®
1. Anna: in my family it’s not even german <3> you couldn’t call it german </3>
2. Paul: <3> faistenau language. </3>

3. Anna: it’s it’s a faistenau language. it’s a very strong dialect. that has not much resemblance to
high german. and of course we learned high german at school that’s like a way i am speaking it
now. but you have to imagine like village dialect that we’ve learned to be very different than
anything else. very like on all levels of language you know. like different grammar. different
words. different intonation. very shortened kind of language.

It can be claimed, then, that if at the beginning of the relationship the ‘ Austrian’ partners had
no choice but ELF, they ‘consciously’ decided on ELF as their private language later on.
Although partners often find this situation rather strange (Extract 31), the language ‘choice’
is definitely connected to their (or rather Henry, Peter and Anna’s) perceiving of Austrian
German (and dialect varieties within it) rather negatively as ‘bad Austrian’, ‘spoken German’
(Extract 31: turn 1), improper German (Extract 30: turn 2) or ‘not even german’ (Extract 32:
turn 1). At the same time Hochdeutsch/Standard German is delineated as ‘good’, ‘proper’ or
‘high’ German. Such negative attitudes to Austrian German and its dialects as well as a
considerable lack of awareness among Austrian German speakers that there is an independent
standard variety in Austria is also reported by many researchers of the language (De Cillia

and Wodak 2006: 76). The association and/or confusion of the Austrian standard variety with

8 Faistenau dialect is a dialect of Austrian German spoken in Salzburgerland in Austria.
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Hochdeutsch/German German — the language of another nation — can be one of the reasons
why two out of four Austrian partners in my corpus reject the Standard German to be their
L1. Onthe other hand, most partners describe Hochdeutsch as the language of their secondary
socialization (at school or at work) and obviously take it as the standard variety in Austria:
“of course we learned high german at school that’s like a way i am speaking it now. but you
have to imagine like village dialect that we’ve learned to be very different than anything else”
(Extract 32: turn 3). As Henry and Anna points out, they use their L1s — the Linzer and
Faistenau language - in private communication with their families and friends, while High
German serves ‘high’ functions in public domains such as school or work. It is also what
both the researchers of High/German German (Piller 2002: 19-20, Mattheier 1990) and
Austrian German (Muhr 1995, Steinegger 1998: 371-378) point out: most dialect speakers
will be able to understand, if not actually use, the spoken standard language as a result of
secondary socialization/educational practices and media exposure. The reverse is often not
true about standard speakers who are not dialect users. These couples are not an exception.
Both the difference between High German and dialect languages and the Austrian partners’
perception of it as one of their L2s, and unintelligibility of Austrian dialects to the non-
Austrian partners — although most of them are L2 speakers of standard German - is the reason

why the partners see ELF as more desirable than German in their private communication:

Extract 33 (C5/au-hu/l5, Prompt 4, 833-838): for ME:: if i speak high german or english
it’s no difference

Anna: the thing is and i would have to admit this that i and you know paul (used to it) so so much
but i will have to talk high german. standard german you know [...] for him to understand me. for
my dialect there’s no chance but that’s the easier way. so for ME if i speak high german or english
<97> it’s no difference. </97>

Extract 34 (C5/au-hu/15, Prompt 1, 109-125): if you wonna understand them </@> it’s

really hard
1. Anna: only after i went abroad only after going to australia and everything i realized that it’s a kind
of necessary to often speak high german because otherwise people won’t understand you. you
know. [...]
2. Paul: also people speak so different. [...] really. [...] it’s a pain in the ass. [...] <6> if you are a

learner. </6> <@> if you wonna understand them </@> it’s really hard.

Extract 35 (C2/il-au/12/Prompt 4.3, 621-626): sue doesn’t understand me when i speak
dialect

Henry: it depends on. it depends on. if i speak to sue i’d rather speak in english. if i speak to my
friends i’d rather speak in german. [...] because i’m not used to. i wasn’t used for thirty-SiX years to
speak in proper german language. i’m speaking dialect. and sue doesn’t understand me when i speak
dialect.
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Both Anna from Couple 5 and Henry from Couple 2 would “rather speak in english” (Extract
35) or “high german” (Extract 33), since their non-Austrian partners do not understand the
dialects. This is also what Paul — a non-Austrian partner — says about the linguistic situation
in Austria where “people speak so different” “everywhere” (Extract 34: turn 2). For him such
situation is “a pain in the ass”, because “if you are a learner. <@> if you wonna understand
them [dialect speakers] </@> it’s really hard” (ibid.). It can be seen from the extracts above
that the difference between the standard and dialects is an issue for the partners, especially
for the partners who are L2 speakers of both Austrian German varieties. It is also often the
reason why the partners prefer ELF to German in their private space. What the partners say
about their experience with Austrian dialect-like varieties is similar to what Ingrid Piller
(2002: 120-131) describes as diaglossic situations where “one code serves “high functions”
in public domains and the other one serves “low functions” in private domains” (Piller 2002:
121). Piller’s focus is on the use of German/English partners’ national languages (namely,
German and English). However, she is rather cautious about the mainstream idea of them as

unified and homogeneous entities:

[T]he labels “English” and “German”, which are so readily used by the participants, and indeed by
everybody else, are reifications. In a non-trivial sense languages do not exist as such, but are
abstractions and idealizations on the basis of a number of related dialects. [...] There is no principled
(linguistic) way to predict what this abstraction will be based on. It is based on political
considerations, most frequently ideologies such as “one nation, one language”, which stipulates that
national and linguistic borders march. (Piller 2002: 120)

Piller’s claim is that any variety (or language with the national name) is not necessarily
limited within national borders and is characterized by significant (in Piller’s terms, internal)
variation (see Section 3.1). On the example of couples who live in South-Western Germany
and confronted with the issues relating to non-standard varieties (specifically, Swabian
dialect), Piller describes how such internal language variation influences the couples’
language use. According to Piller, “a non-standard variety may constitute an additional
language that has to be dealt with” (Piller 2002: 121). Moreover, “dealing with this additional
language [dialect] may be harder because it is not recognized as such” (ibid.). Similar to
Piller’s findings is the partners’ view that the standard variety of Hochdeutsch is more
intelligible and prestigious/’high’ while regional dialects are more appropriate for private
communication (e.g. with family or friends). However, contrary to Piller’s claim, my
participants conceive of the standard - Hochdeutsch/High German - as “additional” and
problematic in their intimate discourse rather than of their L1 dialect varieties within such

German. Despite this dissimilarity, the participants’ accounts about their experiences with
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such variation, or what Bakhtin refers to as vari-speechness within the ‘same’ language (see
Section 3.1), dispel the utopia that there is a standard of whatever language as a homogeneous
entity, on the one hand. On the other hand, they demonstrate that such variation can further
the partners’ preferences for ‘neutral’ lingua franca as their private language.

Whatever the preferences, however, all the couples in my study demonstrate a high
degree of capability to use the potential of any available linguistic resources, or to language
in general. The last extract in this section illustrates this partners’ capability of languaging
and a positive effect of the experience with the ‘additional’ dialect-like variety of Austrian
German. In the extract taken from Couple 4, Monica describes Patrick’s communication with
her “bigger family” who are the users of one of the Austrian dialects —

Carinthian/Kérntnerisch - as “really surprising”:

Extract 36 (C4/au-cz/14, Prompt 2.3, 387-394): my grandmother who speaks really
carinthian [...] is crazy about him

Monica: well. he everybody is <@> crazy about him. </@> like (every-) like my bigger family it’s
really surprising that my grandmother who spoke speaks really carinthian. and she knows that. okay.
well. it’s a little bit more difficult for him to understand. [...] @@ <@> she is talking to him. and
she talks and talks and talks and? and she is </@> i think also because of this she is so yeah. crazy.

As can be seen, Monica (like other partners) emphasizes that, unlike Austrian Standard
German, the Carinthian dialect of her extended family is “a little bit more difficult for him
[Patrick] to understand”. However, she presupposes that this very fact makes “everybody
crazy about him”. She accounts for such sympathy to Patrick by his ability to communicate
even though he is not able to understand the Carinthian dialect. What Monica brings centre
stage here is the importance of the partners’ general ability to communicate whereby they are
doing discourse through different realizations of language rather than separate distinct
languages (see Section 5.5). According to Monica, what makes her family “crazy” about
Patrick is exactly his capability to communicate — to language — by drawing upon any
available resources even if he is not proficient in or cannot understand a particular (separate)
variety that is used in her family.

To sum up, as can be seen from the discussed extracts, most partners perceive their
languages as different separate varieties — French as distinct from Ukrainian/Russian,
Italian/Czech/Hebrew/Hungarian as distinct from German, and/or the Austrian regional
dialect varieties as distinct from the Austrian/German standard variety. Moreover, they
describe such differences as the main reason why they prefer to maintain ELF in their private

communication. However, the partners’ perceptions often do not correspond to what they
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actually do, experience and/or report. They all connect the difficulties of language variation
and alternation to differences in doing culture rather than language. They explain these
challenges as the result of different realizations of the same human process of negotiating
meaning and/or doing culture. In this sense, they see their private ELF as an extension of
their previous (cultural/pragmatic) experience with and through language in general
(predominantly through their L1 varieties). As a result, on the one hand, most partners claim
that they would prefer to do their ‘coupleness’ in their L1s. On the other hand, they maintain
ELF in their private communication to avoid the challenges of the linguistic variation within
those L1s. It can be said, then, that although the partners in my study often position
themselves as ELF couples and connect their ‘coupleness’ to their ‘ELFness’, they often
identify themselves with their L1s as individuals.

7.3 CONCLUSION: ‘EVERY LOVE STORY IS BEAUTIFUL BUT
OURS IS IN ELF’

The central finding of this chapter is that all the participants in my study emphasise
the primary importance of communication for their relationship. All the partners in my
research claim that their capability to communicate with each other is the crucial factor for
the successful establishment of the dyads’ relationship in whatever language. Hence, this also
indirectly points out to the importance of ELF for such success, since it is the only language
shared by all the partners at the time of their meeting. In Section 7.1, the partners’ discussion
of their ‘love story’ demonstrate that the process of establishing and maintaining partners’
‘coupleness’ and togetherness is not so much about the fact that partners have different first
languages or cultures (and nationalities). Rather, it has to do with partners’ capability to
establish and maintain the shared linguistic and cultural (in our terms, contextual and
pretextual) territory and, in doing so, to achieve the desired pretext of togetherness in the
process of positioning themselves as a couple. This, of course, is not to diminish the role of
their languages and cultures in such process. Furthermore, language practices of all the
couples can be primarily characterised as hybrid since they all are using languages other than
English within their ELF during the interview. However, most couples do not pay much
attention to the languages they use as long as they achieve their communicative purposes in

sharing their love stories with the researcher.
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Section 7.2 demonstrates that the concepts of ELF and ELFness as perceived by the
couples are rather multifaceted. The only common feature of participants’ understanding of
ELF and of themselves as an ELF couple is that English is often the only medium of
communicative choice that partners can use to establish and accomplish their ‘coupleness’,
especially at the beginning of the partners’ relationship. Other reasons such as fairness of
ELF, the extent of partners’ identification of their ‘coupleness’ with ELF, proficiency in
English, the role of translation, the relationship between L1 standards and dialects, and/or the
fact that English is a language of the country/surrounding (e.g. an exchange students’
program) where they met are specific and vary from couple to couple. Thus, the partners’
understanding of ELF as a private language is a complex issue, and so is the couples’
‘ELFness’. Even more complicated is the process of exploiting languages other than English
within ELF and, vice versa, ELF within the partners’ languages. As can be seen from the data
and comments of all the couples so far, those uses are the integral part of their ‘ELFness’,
are not fixed and are as natural/’normal’ for the partners as the general practice of doing their
‘coupleness’ in any language. In fact, all the issues reported by the couples and discussed
above point out to the partners’ awareness of the necessity to negotiate meaning and to
establish a shared territory by drawing upon any available linguistic resources. In this respect,
doing ‘ELFness’ is the integral part of doing ‘coupleness’. It is not the process that is unusual
but a manner in which the process is realized. In other words, ELF situation in which the
partners do not have a shared preconceived L1 resource makes the necessity to negotiate and
create a shared lingua-cultural resource more apparent. This pragmatic process of meaning
negotiation in ELF couple discourse, and the interactive features connected to the use of ELF
and languages other than English within ELF in the process of establishing and maintaining

the partners’ ‘coupleness’ are the central concern of all that follows.
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8. ALOVEAFFAIR IN ELF: “THISLITTLE
WORLD OF OURS”

As | have preliminary demonstrated, towards the end of the process of data

collection, it has become clear that the couples within the category subjects-ELF couples
differ greatly as ‘real” people in their understanding of the role of ELF and languages other
than English (predominantly their L1) in their relationship. This has led me to the realization
that the process of categorizing the couples-subjects on the basis of their common features
always undermines the unique experience of each and every couple as people, and of each
and every partner as an individual. This, in turn, emphasises the necessity to be aware of the
essential instability of language, which gives rise to a multiplicity of possible interpretations
of text/talk produced by the couples. What is common about all the couples in my study is
that they perceive their ‘ELFness’ as something unique and often connect such uniqueness
to the special characteristics of their private code as the use or fusion of any available
linguistic resources. In the following, I first discuss what the partners in my project report
about the role and use of such linguistic resources in their private ELF talk. In Sections 8.1,
| explore the partners’ second-person perspective on linguistic practices in their private
discourse. The focus is on what the couples claim to be significant interactive features of
their private communication as mediated by hybrid forms, namely exploiting compensatory
techniques, doing fun and using language intertextually. Section 8.2 is central in this thesis
and brings together the first, second, and third person perspectives in the researcher’s position
on the partner’s interaction. As a researcher and an ‘insider’ of ELF couple discourse, I
present my own analysis and interpretation of the couple’s interaction by looking at the
partners’ self-recorded naturally occurring talk. | also consider the partners’ perspective on
the selected pieces of their interaction. The central concern here is to look at how different
contextual and pretextual factors may act upon the same hybrid features of the participants’
text.

8.1 THE HYBRID NATURE OF ELF
AS POLYPHONIC LANGUAGING:
“IT WAS OUR LANGUAGE... OUR ENGLISH”

As we have already preliminary seen from the interview extracts above, most

partners do not only report but also extensively do linguistic hybridity during their
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interaction. All the couples-participants claim to use the unique “own English” (C3/it-au/I3,
Prompt 5.1: 752-754) from the very beginning of the relationship. They delineate this special
kind of English as a “mixture of everything” (C3/it-au/I3, Prompt 5.2: 906) from various
available sources. The description of the couples’ hybrid practices as those encompassing all

the virtual resources which partners have at their disposal comes forth in the next extract:

Extract 37 (C5/au-hu/15, Prompt 6, 392-403): right now what we have it’s a little bit of a
mix of german and er english and hungarian

1. Paul: well we can speak only english. later on german mix but
2. Anna: english still the main language. [...]
3. Paul: right now what we have it’s a little bit of @ mix of german and [...] english and hungarian.

Although Anna claims that English is “still main language” (turn 2) in their relationship, the
partners describe their language use as “a little bit of a mix of german and english and
hungarian” (turn 3). Throughout the interview and in their comments, the couple explain that
they do not only use their L1s within their ELF, but also expressions from many other
languages they have come in contact with in the course of their lives. They give examples of
such expressions which include those in their L1s — German and Hungarian, but also a few
words of Spanish and Portuguese (e.g. mucho bueno, Section 8.2.7) they adapted from their
friends and also from the time Anna spent in Portugal.

What Anna and Paul say about their language use as fusion of all the available
resources is true about all the participants in my study. However, most examples of linguistic
hybridity in my data come from the partners’ L1s. As an illustration of how such private

resource is being established, consider the following:

Extract 38 (C3l/it-au/13/Prompt 4, 884-899): you are mixing everything... which is not a
problem at all for US because we understand each other

1. Sandy: the risk is really like what i’m doing now that we are not talking any more english. correct
english and correct german. that you are mixing everything.

2. Peter: (that) with each other we are talking like without trying to talk just good english or whatever
it’s just often?

3. Sandy: which is not a problem at all for US because we understand each other.

As can be seen from the extract, 